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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Motion 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [2.01 pm]:  This motion was to have been moved by Hon Robin 
Chapple, but I shall be moving it.  I move - 

That this House - 

(a) informs the Premier that the State’s current economic development fails to meet his 
Government’s own State sustainability strategy of “. . .  integrating the environment, society 
and the economy”; and 

(b) urges the Government to move quickly to develop and implement a resilient industry policy 
which encourages and supports energy and resource-efficient, value-added industries. 

I refer to a press release from the Premier, Hon Geoff Gallop, on 13 November 2001, in which he announced a 
strategy to protect living standards for future generations.  The press release stated - 

If Western Australians are to enjoy a sustainable future, then we must rethink how we live and work, 
Premier Geoff Gallop said today.   

Dr Gallop announced that the Government would develop a strategy to protect living standards and the 
environment now and for generations to come. 

He said it was crucial that social and environmental considerations were integrated into all decisions at 
the start, not bolted on afterwards. 

A sustainability strategy was necessary because WA was already experiencing warning signs that 
threatened standards of living in the future. 

Those challenges include:  

•  climate change: Rainfall has declined considerably since the mid-1970s, with the flow into Perth’s 
major dams halved (Water Corporation);  

•  oil vulnerability: Oil production is peaking as consumption outstrips discoveries by nine to one 
(Les Magoon, US Geological Survey);  

•  public transport: Perth has the highest car use of all cities in Australia - 20 per cent higher per 
person than Sydney (Newman & Kenworthy 1999, Sustainable Cities); and  

•  salinity: 1.8 million hectares in the South-West agricultural region are already affected by salinity 
to some extent.  Up to $400million per year will be lost in agricultural production by 2050 (State 
Salinity Council). 

A range of issues was raised in this press release, including the necessity for improved energy efficiency, 
including the use of sustainable energy technologies and a waste reduction strategy; improving the urban design 
of neighbourhoods; and a more integrated transport system. 

The problem is that so far these have just been in the form of words, reports and meetings, and more words, 
more reports and more meetings, but every single decision that we have encountered in this Chamber - not every 
single one but many decisions - whenever they have impacted on big business, have appeared to go in exactly 
the opposite direction.  Hence the necessity for reminding the Government of its sustainability strategy - not just 
words, meetings, more talks, more words, more reports.  At some stage the Government will have to work out a 
strategy for how it will organise industry policy to abide by its own stated principles. 

Mr Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford), I would like you to think of a vision for a more sustainable society.  It 
could be a society in which all members of the society are comprehensively informed about the sustainability 
imperative and the need to act accordingly.  It could be a community in which there is cohesion and increased 
social capital and it is keen on achieving sustainability.  It could be an equitable, peaceful, creative, vibrant and 
culturally diverse community having greater influence over decision making at a local level.  It could be a 
community in which ecological systems are healthy and are not polluted.  It could be a community with 
integrated land use planning and a focus on walking, cycling and public transport.  It could be a community with 
transport based on zero emission technology and transport options open to new technology such as fuel cells and 
solar hybrid vehicles.  It could be a community in which sustainability is embedded into government decision 
making - this is probably very important - and in which perverse incentives and unsustainable practices have 
been systematically removed from government policy and practices.  It could be a community in which 
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economic growth is achieved without environmental degradation, although perhaps that might be difficult to 
achieve and there might perhaps be more economic development.  There could be a strong focus on knowledge 
and value adding rather than primary resources as economic drivers.  It could be a society in which conventional 
taxation has been replaced by eco-taxes and the gross domestic product is no longer the primary indicator of 
economic wealth, with alternative triple bottom line indicators accounting for social and environmental 
externalities.  It could be a society in which the progressive implementation of full cost pricing is important in 
sending clearer market messages about sustainability and driving hyper-efficient resource use.  It could be a 
society that is service oriented, in which significant services are traded instead of some products.  It could be a 
society in which productions systems operate according to the principles of biomimicry, with closed-loop and 
zero-waste processes.  There could be partnerships between government, industry and communities, fundamental 
in producing innovation and sustainable industry development.  It could be a society in which the centralised 
fossil fuel era has ended and renewables form the dominant source of energy.  It could be a society that achieves 
power generation through small scale community-based technologies and deeply embedded energy generation at 
the household level.  It could be a society in which massive increases in energy efficiency are experienced and 
diverse methods of community and household energy generation displace the requirement for large, centralised 
energy generation facilities.  It could be a society in which coal-fired power stations no longer exist and energy 
efficiency competes with new generation capacity on an open market.   

What a vision!  Instead, we have been asked again and again in this Chamber to accept the ongoing provision of 
massive amounts of taxpayers’ money to support resource development projects from private proponents and 
groups of proponents.  We are asked again and again to support particular projects with money taken from the 
pockets of the State’s taxpayers, to the benefit of particular proponents.  We are asked to provide not only 
infrastructure but also reductions in state taxes and charges.  Ongoing costs are borne by local ratepayers as well 
as taxpayers in Western Australia.   

I can see from the discussion that has occurred in The West Australian that the Government will say to that, “Ah, 
yes, but the Greens are standing on the hose of employment growth.”  The kinds of industry proposals, and 
particularly the major resource development proposals, that are the main thrust of the Government are those that 
are the most expensive to provide.  Within a society there are choices about whether to provide services to the 
community - that is, hospitals, schools and public amenities - or to prop up industries, which can cost over 
$1 million per job and which the historical record shows provide the least amount of training via apprenticeships 
into the future.  We know that a skills shortage is developing here and in the rest of Australia.  By putting most 
of our eggs into one basket, we are perhaps losing the opportunity to skill our young people for the future.   

I will look at the position taken by the Greens (WA).  In relation to Wesbeam, what the Greens were not asked to 
vote on was not the project but the agreement Bill.  The agreement Bill set out criteria and conditions under 
which the project would be managed.  Unfortunately, the agreement contained no guarantees on royalties, no 
program for the replacement of pines with native bush and no timetable for the removal of the water-guzzling 
pines.  Nothing in the agreement required the proponent to link the harvesting of the pines with the ecological 
problems that were present on the Gnangara mound.  We opposed the Bill because the pines were being sold far 
too cheaply and because no provision had been made for any of that money to be spent on water supply issues.  
Nothing indicated that any problems that might arise with water quality could be handled.  No revenue was 
directed towards that.  We were unsure about putting matters relating to rehabilitation, replanting and 
management in an agreement that would be very difficult, if not impossible, for the State to retreat from once it 
was signed.  The Gnangara mound is not currently protected as a water reserve.  When the pines have gone, there 
is the prospect of existing mining tenements being used and the area being used for residential development.  We 
were told that the agreement Bill would protect the environment and the water resource.  However, it will in fact 
have the opposite impact.  As members of this Chamber, we had a responsibility to look at the nature of the 
agreement Bill to see whether it was in the public interest.  When we looked at the Bill we found that its 
outcomes were substandard and that it lacked clarity, so we had to vote against it.  It was not a vote against 
industry but a vote against poor drafting, poor agreements and poor outcomes for Western Australia and the 
environment.   
I turn to the Burrup Peninsula, where $180 million of taxpayers’ money has been spent.  How many industries 
have been attracted to that area?  There is enormous international opposition to the destruction of rock art on the 
Burrup Peninsula.  Can members imagine similar operations occurring in the Nile delta, where the pyramids are 
located?  We are talking about cultural artefacts that are much older than the pyramids, yet it seems okay to blow 
up areas and build industrial operations around them when other options are available.  My parliamentary 
colleague Hon Robin Chapple advises me that the Shire of Roebourne conducted a study that suggested that 
Maitland could be developed at approximately the same cost as the Burrup.  The Greens’ proposal would have 
meant the same developments but without the destruction of the rock art.  The Greens listened to the community 
debate and the wider issues and then presented those issues, as is our responsibility.   
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I turn to the Alcoa World Alumina refineries at Pinjarra and Wagerup and the Worsley Alumina refinery.  A 
series of studies have been done, including one funded by Alcoa, that have suggested that health problems may 
be related to that industry.  We know about the enormous public controversy over what happened with James 
Hardie Industries.  How much worse is it when a Government knows about the adverse health findings that have 
been suggested in studies on more than one occasion but continues to pretend that they are not a problem?  Who 
is responsible?  Are these the kinds of jobs that this Government thinks are the right sort of priority for Western 
Australia, or are there other options?  The use of liquor burners in particular has been of grave concern.  My 
colleague Dr Christine Sharp has much more detail about that.  The State Government recently rejected a bid by 
Alcoa to increase emissions at Wagerup.  The Environmental Protection Authority is considering Alcoa’s 
expansion.   
I turn to the Gorgon oil field.  BHP recently conducted a sustainability study of its Scarborough project and 
immediately ruled out Barrow Island as being unsustainable.  Hon Robin Chapple has advised that current 
industrial activity on Barrow Island has led to 17 instances of exotic flora being introduced.  There have been 
numerous breaches of quarantine.  Oil contaminated waste water has been injected into the cave systems, and 
radioactive waste material from the inside of pipes and asbestos from old buildings has been buried in landfill on 
the island.  I understand that more than 20 species on Barrow Island are on the verge of extinction.  The plan 
requires immense amounts of construction material to be shipped to the island, making quarantine of the A-class 
reserve all but impossible.  Once again, the Greens, backed by the local authorities, want the project onshore 
where jobs could be created for local people and not for fly in, fly out workers.  The Greens were supported by 
the local community but the Government took a position that was at odds with those principles.  I believe that 
companies such as Shell had identified onshore locations that were viable and sustainable. 
Let us look at HIsmelt.  The HIsmelt project has not come before the Parliament.  As I understand it, it would be 
possible for the Greens to support the project if it were based in the Pilbara.  Kwinana was the least-favoured site 
for the plant.  The State Opposition was against it.  The Kwinana environment cannot absorb the increase in air 
pollution the plant would bring.  It would be at odds with the concern expressed by the Premier in his statements. 
The Environmental Protection Authority opposed the Austeel project on the grounds of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  The modifications needed to meet the State’s standards on greenhouse emissions were unacceptable 
to the proponents.  The required modifications were not much.  In this case the Greens believed it was their right 
and proper duty to fight against taxpayers’ funds being used to invest in a pie in the sky project.   
Let us look at BHP Billiton and the Scarborough gas field project.  Hon Robin Chapple urged BHP Billiton to 
select Onslow as the site of its stand-alone onshore liquid gas plant.  The advantage would be a major social 
dividend for local people - one part of the three-part equation - especially if jobs were made available to local 
people and not just fly in, fly out workers.  We understand that it is a less environmentally damaging option than 
Barrow Island.  Whatever the economics for Barrow Island, the costs may well be less for Onslow because less 
site work might be required. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The latest study shows that onshore is the most expensive site. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I do not know whether it included having to take the materials to establish the site on 
Barrow Island; that is, to transport it from other locations to make the site suitable.  I am sure that Hon Robin 
Chapple will deal with that at another stage.   

This is not smart economics.  If we have a Government that, on every major decision, retreats to a position that is 
totally at odds with its principles, one will wonder at what stage, if ever, it will act according to its principles.  I 
will outline some of those principles further.   

The 1996 the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee of the Legislative Assembly presented a 
report on the Western Australian Government’s financial assistance to industry.  The members of the committee 
were Mr Max Trenorden as the chair, Mr Larry Graham, Mr Barry Blaikie, Mr Mike Board and Mr Clive Brown.  
It was a very significant report.  Many reports at a federal and state level have looked at the very complex and 
controversial issue of taxpayer assistance to industry.  The findings were interesting.  One finding was that the 
Government was required to make it clear that there is a distinction between financial assistance to industry and 
those government activities and services provided implicitly for the public good.  Such assistance includes 
services such as clean water, power and education.  Another finding was that the State was lacking consolidation 
in the clear stating of the objectives for financial assistance that was currently provided.  Considering that was 
back in 1996, nothing much has changed.  Another was that financial assistance should be deemed appropriate 
only when it is provided through an industry policy.  There was no such policy at the time and it still does not 
exist.  The report contained recommendations about the development of an industry policy.  That would be nice.  
It was stated that in developing an industry policy for the State, it was vital that comprehensive consultation be 
carried out with the regions in conjunction with consideration of each of the regional planning documents.  That 
would be nice.  The report advised that there was scope for more thorough scrutiny by parliamentary standing 
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committees and that the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee was the best-placed standing 
committee to oversee financial assistance to industry and therefore increase accountability to Parliament.  It was 
believed that the then current system of reporting to Parliament was not timely or specific enough to ensure that 
users of the information were adequately informed about financial assistance to industry.  A finding was that the 
public’s right to know substantially outweighs any claims to conceal relevant information on the basis of 
commercial confidentiality.  O wise and upright judges! 

The committee made a recommendation that a detailed cost-benefit analysis should be carried out before any 
decision is made to offer financial assistance to attract industry.  I agree absolutely.  That recommendation was 
in 1996.  It was for a cost-benefit analysis to see whether there was any public benefit in providing financial 
assistance.  Each and every time that this Chamber is asked to consider any such agreement or changes to 
agreements, the argument is the same.  The argument is that the Bill is urgent and must be passed - it is time 
specific.  The message has been there for a long time that the parliamentary process and the assessment of public 
interest should be done earlier rather than later.  Again and again information is withheld from the parliamentary 
sphere - that is, this Chamber and the other place - until the Government tells us again and again that it is too late 
and there is no time for us to change an agreement and that, as it has already been signed, we must agree or else.  
When there is debate about the merits of that argument, the Government looks around to find someone else to 
blame.  Unfortunately, it has not been just this Government.  It has happened again and again. 

The second recommendation of the report was that the Government should not enter into competitive bidding to 
attract industry to the State.  That would be nice.  It appears that if we buy investment, it is contrary to the World 
Trade Organisation subsidy rules.  However, we do it again and again.  We buy investment.  We provide a 
package that is considered to be attractive enough for a particular proponent to locate in a particular place, even 
sometimes when the proponent does not want to locate in a particular place.  Proponents sometimes want to 
locate elsewhere.  The problem with that is that the benefits that are likely to flow to the State are limited.  We 
know that the majority of royalties are deducted from Commonwealth Grants Commission payments to the State.  
We know that if we give stamp duty holidays and reductions in other state taxes and charges, there is no net 
benefit to the State’s coffers from many of the large developments.  In fact, there is a net impost on the State’s 
revenue.  The state taxpayer is often being asked to contribute to a new resource development project, the 
outcome of which is that we have less money for schools, hospitals and essential services such as water.  There 
are a number of recommendations on industry policy.   

Recommendation 11 states - 

The key factor in determining whether financial assistance should be provided, is the degree to which 
that financial assistance will return a net economic benefit to the State.  

There is no assumption that because it is big it will be good.  It is a question of whether there will be a net 
economic benefit.  That must be calculated.  Ironically, in Western Australia - it has been the case over decades - 
the bigger the project the less likely it is that there has been an assessment of net economic benefit.  The bigger 
the project, the less we look at it in any detail, especially when large amounts of public money are involved.  
Recommendation 13 reads - 

The net benefit of all financial assistance packages should be reported to Parliament annually.  

O wise and upright judges again!  The recommendations also call for annual financial statements and - this is 
very important - for the powers of the Auditor General to properly audit, examine and make inquiries into 
financial assistance to be qualified and strengthened.   

Recommendation 26 states - 

The Auditor General should have the power to access private sector records and persons in relation only 
to the financial assistance being investigated, by way of an amendment to the Financial Administration 
and Audit Act 1995. 

I expect that if the Government were to put up such an amendment the Greens (WA) would be very happy to 
agree to it.  Perhaps we will put it up ourselves.   

That is what the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, of which Hon Clive Brown was a 
member, recommended to Parliament in October 1996.  They were very sensible recommendations, basically 
saying that, if large amounts of public assistance are going into particular industries, we should have the right to 
know whether there is a net public benefit; not an assumption, but actual knowledge of the net benefit.  If 
taxpayers are being asked to contribute to assist some of the biggest corporations operating in Australia, they 
have a right to know whether that will mean fewer schools, fewer classrooms, fewer nurses and health-care 
workers, lower quality water monitoring, and less assistance to sustainable energy.  They have the right to know 
whether there is a net benefit or deficit on the treasury funds going into those projects.  However, somehow, 
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again and again, we are told that we do not have the right to know those things because they are secret or 
commercial-in-confidence, even though public money is involved.  

Last night, with my colleague Hon Christine Sharp, I launched a document entitled “From Global to Local: The 
New Wave Forming”.  This document talks about economics in a different way.  Economics is currently being 
used as a big stick to direct and force communities to make decisions in particular ways.  We need only look at 
the kind of decisions being forced on not only Australia but also other countries by the World Trade 
Organisation, and the enormous debates we have heard about national competition policy - the so-called free 
trade, free market agenda.  Economics is being used as the ruler, instead of how it was originally conceived, 
which was as a tool to help us understand and organise.  Instead of being a servant, economics has become the 
master in the minds of many people.  Most people in the community, if asked, would say that that is the wrong 
emphasis; we are going the wrong way.  People know that the dollar is not the most important thing in their 
lives.  I would like to think that, anyway.  I would like to think that almost anyone, asked what they considered 
to be the most important things in their lives, would talk about the people they love, their health, and their 
visions for the future and what they aspire to.  Comfortable living might come in there somewhere, but health 
and happiness and the welfare of their loved ones are the most important things to most people.  If our economic 
decision making, and the decisions that this Chamber has been asked to make, reflect badly on the health of the 
community, the future prospects of having a clean and green society, and even the ability of current and future 
generations to make a living in a reasonable and sustainable way, we are not taking notice of what most people 
value in their lives.  We are making an assumption based on a very narrow ideological view that the most 
important thing is not just money, but the profitability of large business corporations.  The whole concept of 
pushing our economy so that the corporate bottom line is more important than local jobs, local content and the 
best use of resources is crazy and totally illogical. 

In this publication “From Global to Local” we discuss the kinds of directions that are possible for industry, 
employment, agriculture and the way in which we organise our taxation system and the reasons for it.  The 
media sometimes catch on to issues like whether or not the Greens would support tax cuts.  Funnily enough, the 
Greens do not see the issue of tax cuts as being most important.  The most important issue is what a community 
can reasonably expect from a Government.  What kinds of things do people hold as important, and what do they 
expect their tax money to go into?  The first step is to establish the reasonable expectations of the community of 
the standards and services provided by Government.  This is the kind of thing that markets have never 
adequately provided.  The expectations tend to be adequate and equitable health care, education for all, things 
like university education not just for those people who can afford to buy a place, a good environment, proper 
responsibility, and government being involved in helping industry to move in a more sustainable direction, so 
that we do not have a situation in which industry is being pushed in the wrong direction.  People have an 
expectation that the Government will play a role in supporting the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, in 
reducing pollution, and in cleaning our air and water systems.  We know in Western Australia that unless public 
money is going into protecting our catchments it will not happen.  The Water Corporation has not been set up to 
do it.  

“From Global to Local” looks at how we can be a more resilient economy.  It looks at how we can look after our 
young people now and into the future.  It looks at how decision making can be different.  It is one of those 
recognitions that is vital, because it moves away from this rather strange notion that appeared to grab hold of 
countries like Australia from the late 1980s that there is only one model.  That model is somehow based on so-
called international competitiveness.  When it is stripped down to its base meaning, it means reducing costs, 
increasing profits to the biggest corporations and making them bigger and more powerful to enable them to 
swallow up their competitors.  The actions that Governments in Australia and overseas are taking are moving us 
towards a less competitive society that cares less for communities, the environment, the future and training 
young people.  It is ironic that at a time when young people still cannot get apprenticeships and training, a 
critical skills shortage is developing.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We have record numbers of apprenticeships under this Government. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  There are people who cannot get apprenticeships and there is a skills - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Give us credit for what we’ve done.  We’ve increased apprenticeships incredibly in the past 
three years. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am sure the parliamentary secretary will be able to talk about how the Government 
has increased the number from a low base. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I wish I had one of Alan Carpenter’s graphs so that I could show you how exceptionally well 
we’ve done. 
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I have seen it.  At the same time, Hon Alan Carpenter linked it to a strategy to give 
more money to assist the biggest research development projects.  As I said earlier, these are projects by 
corporations that have the worst records in providing training and apprenticeship assistance for the future.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Who are you talking about? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Some of the biggest resource companies based -  

Hon Norman Moore:  Who?  Can you give me an example? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I can and I will provide those to the Leader of the Opposition at a later date.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You made an assertion and I would like to know whether you can substantiate it. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I can.  I have seen the data and I can find it for the Leader of the Opposition.  I am 
happy to do that and I will take that question on notice. 

I have talked to unions who represent people in those sectors and they tell me that those sectors have the worst 
records.  For instance, we have debated in this place the fact that the mining and resource sectors have 
demanded, and continue to demand, exemptions from the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund 
levy.  They demand that exemption because they are not using the fund.  Legislation has passed through this 
place that has indicated that trend.  The mining and resource sectors have said that they do not want to pay the 
levy because they do not want to be involved in a scheme that will ensure there are sufficient trained people in 
the future.  We have, therefore, had the proof in this Chamber that we continue - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  There are at Mt Newman mining.  It has a lot of apprentices, although it might not have 
them in the building trade. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  On apportionment, given the amount of capital investment, it is tiny. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You can’t use that as a measure. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I think we absolutely can, especially if public money is being put into these sectors.   

Hon Norman Moore:  What public money is being put into Mt Newman? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  We have been told that the Government will provide even more money to assist 
companies with projects.  Basically it will assist in making approvals quicker and smoothing the way for the 
biggest resource projects.  Therefore, taxpayers’ money will go into the approval process to cut out delays and to 
make sure that more of these projects get going.  However, that has somehow been linked to training.  I am 
saying that if this is a strategy for providing hope for the future, it is not a very wise strategy.  It would be much 
better to find out which sectors of the community need assistance to get training programs going and to find out 
how best to spend those dollars for the future.   

The document titled “From Global to Local - The New Wave Forming” has contributions from a wide range of 
individuals.  It refers to the principles of green economics - that is, smart economics; it refers to what has gone 
on and what is happening with unsustainable economics; and it refers to the indicators we need.  The Premier has 
also talked about the necessity to consider new indicators.  Unfortunately, we never see put into action those 
principles, the talk or what is put in writing.  Every time there is a major challenge on those issues, the 
Government goes the old way: it forgets about any talk about sustainability, about the impact on climate change 
or about the impost that this issue is placing on the community.  For whatever reason, there is clear evidence that 
climate change is occurring in various ways.  This State Government must acknowledge that something must be 
done, but again and again its decisions, actions and interaction with industry totally ignore this need for 
something to be done.   

There are many other ways of looking at this issue.  The policies for Western Australia could look to the future.  
They could help bring the agricultural sector into a more value-added model; they could help move from more 
petroleum-based technologies to more labour and land-intensive models; they could consider where it is 
sustainable, value-adding and import replacement; and they could help communities become more sustainable.  
However, what is actually happening?  The Mid West Development Commission is dropping the Western WISE 
Network like a hot potato because it is considered not core business of the commission.  That network is about 
assisting and informing people about local value-adding and regional branding.  It is about people thinking 
outside the square.  The Mid West Development Commission, under new management, says that that is not its 
core business.  What is its core business?  If it is regional employment, surely this is the kind of model it should 
be supporting, instead of considering what else it can do with a smokestack at Oakajee.   

New thinking is required.  There are models available for a much more sustainable economy, society and 
ecology into the future.  We cannot wait until tomorrow.  I can imagine what would happen if the Government 
thought that putting together a Bill on sustainability simply required a round-table meeting and reports.  The 
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Office of Major Projects probably would not be required to report.  However, if it were required to report, it 
would probably report on how many energy-efficient light bulbs it used.  It would not talk about the public 
money it was providing or the companies it was propping up and giving the wrong economic signals to.  Those 
are the very things that the Premier says the Office of Major Projects should not be doing. 

My colleagues want to contribute to this debate.  I will therefore end my contribution by saying that it is 
absolutely necessary that the Government not only write statements, make reports and have meeting after 
meeting but also be prepared to create an industry policy.  An actual industry policy would be nice - not just a 
document, a meeting or another conference - one that recognises those statements, reports and meetings. 

I seek leave to table the document titled “From Global to Local - The New Wave Forming”.  This is a discussion 
paper by the Greens (WA) economic policy working group. 

Leave granted.  [See paper No 2538.] 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.48 pm]:  Members often seek leave 
to table documents.  When I first came to this place there was a custom of letting the Leader of the House know 
when we intended to seek leave to table a document.  Often leave was not granted when we did not do that.  It is 
a good idea to do that and it certainly was the custom when I first came here.  I gave leave this time, but I think 
members should be aware of that custom and perhaps we should consider adopting it again. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I recall often trying to table documents and being denied leave because I had not told the 
Leader of the House about them. 

Hon George Cash:  It has always been a courtesy to advise somebody in a senior position in the House that you 
intend to seek leave to table a document.  However, when it is to be incorporated in Hansard, if it hasn’t been 
distributed before and people are not aware of the words contained in it, there is a good chance that leave will be 
denied.  It is a dangerous practice for incorporation in Hansard.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I just raised that comment for future consideration by members.   

The Government obviously rejects the assertion made today that its approach to economic development is failing 
to meet the sustainability imperative.  In doing so, we need to acknowledge that the concept of sustainability, 
which involves meeting the needs of current and future generations through an integration of environmental 
protection, social advancement and economic prosperity, is a challenging one and a relatively new agenda for 
government, industry, community and the world over.  It is a challenging concept because it asks us to have a 
long-term view and to plan ahead for the needs of our children and our children’s children.  It is also challenging 
because it acknowledges that we need to do things differently.  We need to look for opportunities in which to 
improve our environment, society and economy at the same time, rather than automatically accepting trade offs 
of these three equally important elements of the triple bottom line.  It is always important to remember those 
three elements to the triple bottom line. 

Sustainability is clearly challenging Governments, but it is a challenge that this Gallop Labor Government has 
accepted knowing full well that it will take time to implement, and that we need to take the community and 
industry with us on this journey to a more sustainable future.  We will be challenged along the way and we will 
have opposition to that program, but this Government is prepared to accept that challenge and to provide the 
leadership when it is required.   

I will outline how the Government’s economic program is supporting the intent of the Government’s state 
sustainability strategy.  The sustainability strategy is a visionary document that sets out what will be the 
beginning of a long-term change process with flow-on effects to all parts of government, the community and 
industry.  It also challenges us to think and act both globally and locally.  I remember the saying of many years 
ago to think global and act local.  We now have to make sure that we do both equally, at the same time.   

The State’s sustainability strategy sets a broad blueprint and action plan for the development of Western 
Australia as a sustainable community over the next decade.  It contains 336 actions across 35 government 
agencies spread across 42 areas of government activity, and those actions will be implemented over the next five 
to 10 years.  To suggest that the Government’s current economic development program fails to meet this agenda 
is to deny that the transition to a more sustainable future will take time, will require cooperative approaches and 
is about learning together.   

I am sure that all of us, and even my colleagues from the Greens (WA), would accept that a sustainable future 
will not occur without robust economic development.  What is important is how this development occurs, and 
this Government believes that it should occur in ways that benefit the environment and society at the same time 
whenever possible.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 26 August 2004] 

 p5673b-5692a 
Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp 

 [8] 

Our approach to economic development recognises that we are blessed with an abundance of resources, both 
natural and human.  However, it also recognises that we have an obligation to help less developed countries 
around the world to achieve sustainable development.  For example, our natural gas will give them the 
opportunity to use a clean fuel rather than some of the dirtier and less efficient fuels that they would otherwise be 
relying upon from overseas sources.  It is also apparent that there are a number of significant economic 
opportunities for Western Australia in the global sustainability agenda, particularly with our expertise in respect 
of environment technologies - an area that we can promote, export and share around the world.  Given that need 
to protect the environment and enhance our quality of life, industry development objectives must be pursued in a 
way that supports the commitment to sustainability and takes account of legitimate community expectations for 
environmental stewardship.  This Government is strongly committed to the continued investment in the 
sustainable development of our State’s natural resources.  We want to see our proposed resource development 
follow world’s best practice in establishing standards for sustainable development at the same time as meeting 
community expectations on the environmental and social impacts.   
That gives a broad strategic outline of where we are going in supporting sustainability.  However, I want to go 
through some of the more specific government decisions that exemplify our desire - the words of the Premier are 
best used here - to ensure that social and environmental factors are considered up front and not just tacked on at 
the end.  If members consider some of the issues that I am about to raise, and remember the outline of the world 
that Hon Dee Margetts would like to see us participate in, they will see that, in many cases, we have either 
achieved or are well on the way to achieving the goals set out by her speech.  We are addressing the issues of an 
informed population, integrated planning that uses cycling and walking, the development of fuel cells and solar 
hybrid options, sustainability in government decision making, economic growth without environmental 
degradation, energy efficiency and renewable energies.  That is not all of them, but it is a summary of the sorts 
of issues that Hon Dee Margetts outlined in her utopia, and I think members will see that we are well on the way 
- 
Hon Dee Margetts:  Do you realise that I quoted from a document from the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet.  That is its utopia; not mine.   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I thought the member supported that view.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  Yes, but I am trying to get you to recognise that this is what your department is writing 
down.  That vision was a vision of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If the member lets me continue she will find that we are doing all those things, which is 
why I said we would be in agreement.   
Let us look at some of the specific things that we have done as a Government.  We have put an end to the 
logging of old-growth forests and put in place arrangements to support the transition to a plantation-based timber 
industry with an emphasis on high value-added uses for native timber products.  We have introduced significant 
legislative reform to control land clearing and create new offences of environmental harm, which I understand 
the Leader of the Opposition now wants to wind back.  The members behind me should be attacking those who 
are trying to wind back the things we are doing; they should not be attacking this Government, because we are 
getting on with things.  We have put in place arrangements to save Ningaloo Reef because of its immense 
environmental value and its future role in tourism.  We are doing that without harming the local environment, 
and we are also supporting the world heritage nomination for that unique environment.  We are building the 
southern metropolitan railway.  If ever members wanted an example of the Government taking the tough 
decision, that is it.  There will be those who will oppose that decision, and members just have to look at the 
opposition we get from the minority quarters around this State to the building of the southern metropolitan 
railway.  It is probably the most fundamental project in metropolitan Perth in respect of sustainability because of 
its environmental and community benefits.  The same party also built the northern suburbs railway.  We are 
working with Dr Hunter Lovins, an internationally renowned expert in resource efficiency and sustainability and 
co-inventor of the concept of the natural capitalism, to develop an implementation program to halve the 
ecological footprint of the economy while increasing resource efficiency by a factor of four by 2020.  We are 
actively involving the community and our harshest critics in the core consultative committee - 3C - process to 
examine possible options for the future location of hazardous waste precincts.  We have set up the “Dialogue 
with the city” process, which is tackling the difficult issue of planning for the future of our city through 
extensive public consultation.  Again, that is an area on which I expect we will come under attack as we take up 
the difficult issue of making Perth a sustainable city.  I welcome the comments by Cameron Poustie.  I do not 
know whether he is still involved with the Greens, but I think he was their campaign director at the last state or 
federal election.  In the “Letters” section of today’s The West Australian he has supported the Government 
taking those tough decisions, and the Government is doing that with the largest ever community consultation 
process in Western Australia.  A number of members in this Chamber, including members of the Opposition, 
attended that forum in Fremantle.  We do not just pay lip service to community engagement and consultation; we 
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involve people in making those tough decisions.  As I said, we have done that in many areas concerning the 
sustainable future of the State.   

Sustainability is supported not only through the specific decisions that we make, but also through the way in 
which we govern and the actions of the public sector.  The Government must lead by example and it has initiated 
significant processes to support that.  We are committed to the development of sustainability assessment 
processes for complex and strategic processes selected by the Cabinet, which will require economic, social and 
environmental matters to be considered simultaneously.  That has occurred on a number of occasions.  The 
capacity of government to undertake integrated sustainability assessment is improving.  Assessment skills are 
being developed to identify economic, social and individual integration factors that make up sustainability 
assessments.  The Government is developing a sustainability Bill and a code of practice for government 
agencies.  Government agencies are embracing sustainability in planning and decision making and in their 
operations.  We are reflecting the sustainability considerations in government procurement through the new buy 
local policies and the new policy on environmental procurement, which requires agencies to consider 
environmental impacts in the procurement process when undertaking the purchase of goods and services and the 
disposal of goods.   

The energy smart program requires a reduction in energy use of 12 per cent over five years.  A 2.7 per cent 
reduction has been achieved in the first year.  Public servants are taking up that challenge and are developing 
some very innovative solutions.  I give members just two examples of that.  Firstly, the Department of Industry 
and Resources has created a program that searches across its electronic communications network every evening 
and shuts down computers that have been inadvertently left on.  Also, an efficient lighting program in the 
Western Australian Office of Energy has reduced energy consumption by 10 per cent.  The Department of 
Conservation and Land Management now purchases 25 per cent of its electricity for its Kensington office from 
green-power sources.  The Water Corporation uses green energy wherever possible and generates renewable 
energy through biodigestion.  We should congratulate those public servants who are taking up that challenge in 
those many areas and are trying to find a more sustainable way of doing things.   

Twenty-two per cent of eligible vehicles in the Government’s vehicle fleet are powered by liquefied petroleum 
gas, including a number of ministerial vehicles.  Some agencies and ministers’ officers have purchased hybrid 
vehicles.  Hon Louise Pratt has set an example and done that.  I have followed that issue for a long time.  I did 
some research on the position at the time of the last change of Government.  Some questions were asked on this 
matter during 2000.  Although I could not get an exact number of vehicles that had been converted at that stage, 
currently up to 22 per cent of eligible vehicles in the government fleet are powered by LPG.  Notwithstanding 
that, the Government has a long-term sustainability agenda.  The Government has already done much to 
contribute to a sustainable future for Western Australia, and has ensured that its economic development program 
supports the intent of the State’s sustainability strategy.   

Let us look at the way in which the Government deals with industry policy.  The Government has taken 
significant steps to reform its approach to planning the State’s future economic development through the industry 
statement “building future prosperity”, which the Minister for State Development released in January this year.  
That policy encourages the efficient use of energy and resources.  It encourages also value-added industries, and 
is entirely consistent with the Government’s sustainability agenda.  The industry policy statement sets a 
framework for broad-based industry development in Western Australia.  A number of initiatives have already 
been progressed under the framework of the industry policy, which demonstrates the Government’s commitment 
to sustainability through energy, resource efficiency and value-added industries.  For example, a feasibility study 
is being conducted into enhancing the promotion of the solar energy industry and especially the use of solar hot 
water systems.  We have supported the establishment of the Renewable Energy Industries Association of 
Australia to support the development of that sector, and we have given support to the furniture industry to enable 
the improved value adding and recovery rate of high value timbers under the “protecting our old-growth forest” 
policy.   

One of the goals of the industry policy is to create a superior lifestyle based on the sustainable use of the natural 
environment and a vibrant and diverse culture.  The approach being adopted in the policy framework is to clearly 
pursue economic objectives in Western Australia in a way that complements the principles of sustainability.  The 
policy recognises also the number of challenges and opportunities facing Western Australia if it is to build a 
prosperous future.  The Government recognises environmental issues by changing people’s expectations and 
requiring environmental management to have an increased impact on growth and policy.   

Environmental issues such as the greenhouse effect also present us with many opportunities.  The industry policy 
commits the Government to increase its focus on the export of environmental technologies.  Western Australia is 
recognised as a provider of clean and green products and services by its environmental management, for 
example.  An example of the State leading the charge is the upcoming international hydrogen and fuel cells 
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futures conference, which has been organised through the Department for Planning and Infrastructure and which 
will be held in Perth next - 

Hon Robin Chapple:  Another conference and another paper; that is all we ever get.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will get to the member in a minute.  Just listen to the many things this Government is 
doing.  It is unbelievable.  Many consider hydrogen fuel cells the future of energy resources in Western 
Australia.  We are involved in a trial that will commence next month as part of using hydrogen cell powered 
buses.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  Can you tell me how the hydrogen is produced?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I do not have time to go through that.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  It is produced from petroleum.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes, it is produced from natural gas.  However, research is being conducted into 
providing alternatives for that.  We must go through a transitional process.  I hope Hon Robin Chapple stays in 
the Chamber; I have some questions for him because has been interjecting on me.  I hope he comes back into the 
Chamber before I finish my speech because I have some good questions to ask him.   

In those areas the Government is promoting potential trade and investment opportunities through those types of 
conferences and on-the-ground work such as the trial of the buses to which I referred.  Through our science 
policies and many other policies, the Government is creating a culture of innovation and is increasing the 
creative capacity of the State to consider creating business and investment opportunities while finding solutions 
for not only Western Australia, but also the world’s social and environmental problems.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Why do you not sign the Kyoto agreement?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Move with the times.   

Hon Jim Scott:  I am.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Answer the question.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Ask John Howard.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  The member should ask John Howard and then find out what a federal Labor 
Government will do.   

Innovation has the capacity to significantly foster environmental sustainability and improve our quality of life.  
Our goal is to make Western Australia a better place in which to live.  The types of policies that will achieve that 
are those that support the development of green and clean technology, renewable energy and more efficient 
production practices and industrial designs.  We are doing that.  We are taking an active role in supporting the 
development of productive, innovative and sustainable industries through the promotion of science and research, 
and through innovation, entrepreneurship and the creativity and fusion of new technologies.  Building future 
prosperity will also provide the framework in which a number of other policies and strategies can be developed.   

The Government’s knowledge strategy is nearing completion.  That is a whole-of-government strategy that aims 
to reinforce the strength and speed of development of the Western Australian knowledge economy.  That will 
benefit Western Australia by making us more sustainable and more globally competitive.  It will create the 
diversified and highly skilled work force that Hon Dee Margetts suggested we need.   

The Government is promoting greater levels of local content in all major developments in Western Australia 
through the further development of the State’s building local industry policy.  These activities will involve also 
the ongoing development of industry participation plans to facilitate access of local businesses to major 
developments across the State.  When we do attract those major developments that Hon Dee Margetts was 
attacking in her speech, we will be working our hardest to ensure that the construction work is done in Western 
Australia.  We have renewable energy and emerging energy-efficient industries, and there is the potential to 
create valuable jobs as well as provide for a sustainable future.  We are making sure that Western Australia has a 
strong renewable energy sector that will assist in meeting our greenhouse targets.  We are working within the 
energy supply system to make sure that it is green.  Wind power is making a significantly increased contribution.  
Since 2001 wind turbines have been installed in Albany, Esperance, Hopetoun and Exmouth, and others are 
planned for Bremer Bay, Rottnest, Emu Downs and Walkaway near Geraldton.  We have introduced a special 
subsidy of up to $6 million over three years for new renewable energy projects.  We are working on increasing 
the capacity of the existing network to integrate renewable energy.  An amount of $22.8 million has been 
provided so that the hundreds of stations, farms and remote area businesses can use wind or solar power for a 
range of applications ranging from water pumping to homestead industry.  A solar hot water subsidy program 
has provided additional support to the State’s solar water heating and manufacturing industry.  An electricity 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 26 August 2004] 

 p5673b-5692a 
Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp 

 [11] 

restructuring process is currently under way that will implement mechanisms to help companies operate in a 
more sustainable business environment, including provision for greenhouse-related licensing requirements for 
market participants - generators and retailers - signalling that they must start taking greenhouse issues into 
consideration in business planning processes.  As I say, the electricity restructuring will also assist in the entry of 
new energy sources with low environmental impact. 

I note that the Greens (WA) opposed the energy restructuring program when the Treasurer was making 
significant concessions about lifting the targets for renewable energy.  The new market will establish an 
independent access code to ensure all new entrants can access the electricity network on an independently 
regulated basis.  We have introduced the new interim top up and spill service to replace the existing balancing 
arrangements offered by Western Power.  That was carefully designed in consultation with the renewable energy 
industry to ensure the industry had the capacity - 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That is not what those in the renewable energy industry were saying about it.  They did 
not like the old balancing arrangements, but they have supported the process that we have introduced.  We 
worked with industry to generate that.  The Government has introduced a whole range of other projects.  Hon 
Jim Scott should look across the Chamber and not worry about what we are doing.  We have stopped uranium 
mining. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  You are the Government. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  See what the alternative will do!  We stopped uranium mining; we do not support it.  We 
have sorted out the problems at Yeelirrie.  We do not support nuclear power.  I urge members to read the speech 
made by Hon Norman Moore on 5 March, in which he said that we should have a responsible debate and 
suggested that nuclear power may be the way to go in the future in terms of greenhouse gas.  Does Hon Norman 
Moore still hold that view?  Does he support the view that nuclear power should be considered in Western 
Australia? 

Hon Norman Moore:  I said we need to have an intelligent debate, a little above the level of your comments right 
now, which are very sad.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  On Friday, 5 March 2004, Hon Norman Moore is recorded at page 511 of Hansard as 
saying - 

From some environmental perspectives, nuclear power is vastly preferable to a range of other sources of 
energy. The fact that vast quantities of energy are produced by nuclear powered plants in various parts 
of the world, particularly in the United States and Europe, demonstrates that they are a reality of life.  If 
they were all turned off tomorrow, people would starve and die in their thousands.  Are we supposed to 
bury our heads in the sand and ignore the fact that these things exist or close them down if we can, as 
the Greens (WA) would have us do?  Obviously sensible people recognise that we simply cannot do 
that.  We must recognise that the world needs energy; that there are many environmental aspects to 
energy production and its various sources; and that when energy is produced it sometimes creates side 
effects that must be addressed.  

He goes on to talk about the Collie coal-fired power station. 

Hon John Fischer:  What part of that was wrong? 

Hon Norman Moore:  I thought that was really good. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Does Hon John Fischer support nuclear power?  Does he want a nuclear power station as 
the answer for sustainability? 

Hon John Fischer:  Answer the question!  What part of that statement was wrong? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order!  The parliamentary secretary should not encourage 
interjections and he should not then try to cut interjectors off after he has encouraged them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I was hoping to invite them, when I sit down, to tell 
us whether they support nuclear power as an option when talking about sustainability.  Nuclear power is 
dangerous.  There is no ability to dispose of its end products, and it is not clean and green.  That is why we do 
not support the mining of uranium and we do not support the use of nuclear power.  I look forward to honourable 
members presenting their views.   

Hon John Fischer:  Do you support the use of coal-fired power stations? 

Hon Christine Sharp:  That is a good question. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I think it has to be done within a sustainable framework that balances the environment 
and its social and economic benefits.  It has to go through a rigorous assessment process.  

Hon Norman Moore:  That is the point I have been making today. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Anyway, the Government absolutely rejects the motion that has been moved today.  The 
Government is very proud of its sustainability strategy for the State, its industry statement and the actions that it 
is taking. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am surprised the Greens do not support sustainability. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Others are impressed, too.  For example, Dr Hunter Lovins, a Time magazine hero for 
the planet, considers Western Australia’s state sustainability strategy as quite simply the best in the world.  The 
State’s current economic development program has been implemented in a way that supports the intent of the 
State’s sustainability strategy to integrate environmental protection, social advancement and economic 
prosperity.  The Government makes no apology for continuing to focus its attention and resources on those areas 
that make significant contributions to Western Australia’s high quality of life, such as health care, education and 
law and order, and protect our environment and economy at the same time.  The Government has put in place 
strong industry policies that will keep our State competitive, support new, emerging and value-adding industries 
and contribute to our global obligations by using clean fuels and environmental technologies, amongst other 
things.  We have also commenced processes to examine the long-term future of specific industry sectors, as well 
as the future of our own city.  In doing so, we are working in partnership with industry, the community, 
stakeholders.  We are involved in genuine consultation with the community about the hard decisions.  When we 
try to make the hard decisions, we do not get support from the left or the right flank; we just get attacked.  We 
will continue to make those hard decisions because we want to ensure that our future generations have a quality 
of life that is better than the one we have now.   

Greens (WA) members interjected. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  This is better than Hancock’s Half Hour! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The Greens are all very good.  Okay.  I have talked about renewable energy.  I want to 
ask the Greens (WA) members how green they are about thinking globally and acting locally.  Three members of 
the Greens have a chance to stand and tell us.  I want them to tell us what they are personally doing about 
renewable energy.  We have told them what the Government is doing, but what are they personally doing about 
it? 

Hon Dee Margetts interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If every member of the Greens is connected to the Western Power grid, do they use 
Western Power green energy; if so, what percentage?  I look forward to hearing from all of them.  Hon Dee 
Margetts has already spoken.  Does she drive an LPG-powered car?  Apart from Hon Giz Watson, do any of the 
Greens drive an LPG-powered car or a hybrid vehicle; if not, why not?  What type of cars do they drive?  They 
are the sorts of questions we would ask.  How green are the Greens?  They should think global and act local.  
What are they doing at that personal, individual level?  We have converted the government car fleet, but what do 
Hon Chrissy Sharp, Hon Jim Scott, Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Robin Chapple do about it?  What are they doing 
about Western Power green energy?  Do they have dual-flush toilets at home?  They should answer that 
question.  Do they use them in their own houses?  Do they have front-loading washing machines instead of top-
loading machines?  Do they have reticulated watering systems?  When was the last time Hon Dee Margetts used 
public transport?  It has been a long time if Hon Dee Margetts has to think about it like that!  All members of the 
Greens (WA) should tell me when they last used public transport.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Saturday. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will ask the Greens again.  I have another question for Hon Dee Margetts and the other 
Greens.  When was the last time they walked somewhere rather than used their motor cars?   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Saturday. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Where was it?   

Hon Dee Margetts:  To the shops.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Any further than that? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It was to the shopping centre; about two kilometres.  It was 4 000 steps.  I counted.   
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  I want to know how green are our Greens.  They have had a go at the Government 
about what it is doing.  The Government is doing things about liquefied petroleum gas powered vehicles.  Let us 
ask them whether they have LPG vehicles or hybrid vehicles.  Do they have Western Power green energy in their 
homes; and, if so, what percentage?  What water conservation measures do they use in their homes? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I have a water tank.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Those are the questions I look forward to having answered.  The time Hon Dee Margetts 
took to think about the last time that she used public transport was interesting.   

The Government is proud of its record.  We are proud of our views.  I hope people will compare the actions of 
this Government with those of previous Governments, which left a legacy of environmental debt because they 
had no interest in a sustainable future for Western Australia and its people.  Through the state sustainability 
strategy and other policies, our Government is setting a framework for a better, more sustainable future for all 
Western Australians.  The Government is taking significant steps on that journey to sustainability by taking the 
hard decisions and a lot of action.  This is a Government of action and not rhetoric.  I look forward to finding out 
how green our Greens are.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.22 pm]:  Members will find out 
how green the Opposition is in a moment!  What an extraordinary afternoon this has been.  First we had Hon 
Dee Margetts give a speech that was in fact just a string of slogans, one after the other.  She got all the slogans 
from all the green issues, put them in one great big long sentence and called it a speech.  I have never heard Hon 
Ken Travers give a prepared address before; he is normally able to make his own speeches, but today he could 
not.  He went through a diatribe of the things government members are trying to convince themselves that they 
have done and that mean anything.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is a pretty good record, actually.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The funny thing about Western Australia right now is that as far as the resource 
sector is concerned, the current Government is seen as a soft touch.  The resource sector can ask the Government 
for what it wants and it gets it.  It is not even hard to do.  The Government is a soft touch.  As far as the Greens 
are concerned, the Government is just smoke and mirrors.  Nobody actually knows where the Government stands 
on anything.  I have been raising issues about the Dr Dolittle Premier and the Government of press releases and 
slogans ever since the Labor Party got into office.  Nobody knows what the Government is about.  It wants to be 
one thing to one lot of constituents and something else to another lot of constituents.  I will provide a couple of 
examples of how the Government operates.  It wants to be friends with the resource sector because it wants to 
create the impression that it is creating jobs and is all about getting economic development off the ground.  I 
support that.  However, the problem for the Government is that when the resource companies come to see it with 
a proposition, it falls over itself so quickly that it gives them everything they want.  The Gorgon project is a 
classic example.  The Government did not fight for anything.  If we look at what Gorgon will provide to Western 
Australia, it is about one and sixpence halfpenny.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is only because the feds take it all.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know.  What has the Government done about that?  It did not scream, yell, jump up 
and down, send delegations to the Prime Minister or enlist the aid of every resource company.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, we did.  The Premier himself went to the Prime Minister.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government did not try hard enough.  What did the Leader of the Opposition in 
Canberra say?  Did he say that he would give the State some of the money?  Of course he did not.  The federal 
parties of both persuasions will not give the State the royalties.  I will put that to one side.  We will have a 
liquefied natural gas plant on Barrow Island.  The gas will come onto the island and be turned into LNG and then 
be loaded onto ships and sent overseas.  The people who will work there will fly over the top of the Pilbara from 
Perth, land on Barrow Island, work there for a couple of weeks, and then go home again.  The benefits to 
Western Australia are marginal, to say the least.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Don’t forget the pipeline to the mainland.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Which does not have to be built unless it is economically viable at the time, which is 
about 10 years down the track.  The member knows that as well as I do.  The benefits to Western Australia from 
Gorgon are minimal.  The Government’s problem is that it did not try hard enough.  It was in such a hurry to get 
a state agreement Act off the drawing board that it gave those companies everything they wanted.   

One good thing about this, for which the Greens have not given the Government any credit, and they should, is 
the notion of sequestration of CO2.  The Greens do not want anybody to solve the problem of CO2 because that 
would take away one of the things that they can scream their heads off about.  Sequestration of CO2 provides 
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some significant opportunities for the world to deal with CO2 problems.  I hope it works at Barrow Island.  Even 
if the CO2 were sequestered on Barrow Island, the LNG plant would not need to be on Barrow Island; it could 
still be on the mainland.   

As we are talking about the mainland, I refer to the Burrup Peninsula.  The Government told us about all the 
projects that it would get off the ground; it has got only one off the ground.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is one more than you got!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hang on a minute.  Let us look at the history.  There were five, six or eight proposals 
in the pipeline when the Labor Party won the election.  It said that it would make sure that they all happened.  
They have not happened.  That is not necessarily the fault of the Government.  What did the Government do at 
Burrup?  It did a deal on native title.  It gave away half the Burrup as freehold title to Aboriginal claimant 
groups, plus $15 million.  We found out two months later that there was no native title there at all.  The 
Government of Western Australia used taxpayer dollars to try to get development on the Burrup two months 
before a native title tribunal made a decision.  It gave away $15 million and denied non-Aboriginal people access 
to the beaches of the northern Burrup because that land has been given away as freehold title.  This is the way 
this Government operates.  There is one project on the Burrup at this time.   

Where does the Government stand on Maitland?  Why did it not say to ChevronTexaco and others in the Gorgon 
project that it would much rather that it came onshore at Maitland and became the cornerstone development of 
that industrial site so that other industries could be developed there?  If necessary, it should have put in some 
money.  I say to Hon Dee Margetts that I do not have a problem with the State Government putting in some 
money.  I agree with her that we must look at the net benefit.  We could look at the net benefit of the projects she 
criticised, such as those of Hamersley Iron and Mt Newman Mining.  She said that the State Government gave 
them heaps of money, but it was the exact opposite.  When those projects got off the ground in the 1960s, those 
companies put in all the money.  They built the roads, airports, hospitals, schools, houses, power stations and 
water supply; they built it all.  The Government just moved in and occupied the school, the hospital and all the 
rest.  They got a royalty rate.  In recent times the Auditor General has misrepresented that royalty.  It is not a 
subsidy at all.  That was the rate when it was negotiated.  The fact that the Government has subsequently decided 
that the rate on iron ore should be higher does not mean that the original rate was in any way a subsidy.  It was 
not.  The iron ore companies are now reaping the benefits of all the hard work that they did in the past and the 
benefits from the Chinese economy, which has gone from a market of 70 million tonnes to 120 million or 
130 million tonnes a year.  The Government should now say to those companies that it is time for them to put in 
some more money.  The infrastructure that was built 30 years ago has worn out.  It was meant to last for only 30 
years; they did not expect the industry to go much longer than that.  It is time for the Government of Western 
Australia to tell those companies that it wants them to make a contribution.  That is what we will do if we win 
the next election.  The current Government’s proposition is to put $20 million of state government money into 
doing what the State Government does anyway.   

The honourable member mentioned a few other things.  According to Hon Dee Margetts, the most important 
thing in the minds of many people is money.  She believes that we have to get rid of the notion that money is 
important.  According to Hon Dee Margetts, loving one’s friends and neighbours is more important.  She is 
probably right; however, money makes the world go around.  If a person does not have any, as is the case with 
lots of people who live in the Third World, that person can tell members that third world conditions are not all 
that flash.  Those people would much rather have the benefits of the modern western economies, which are based 
on the markets, and which have delivered standards of living that have never been equalled in the history of the 
world.  The member might not like it; she might not like the fact that she can hop in her motor car and drive 
somewhere.  However, most people do.  She should ask the millions of Chinese who are now buying motor cars 
for the first time in their lives whether they should go back to riding their bicycles.  I know what they will tell 
her!  The interesting notion about the Greens’ attitude towards the world is that they think there is something 
noble about being poor, having no energy to use, walking everywhere one goes - or riding a bicycle if a person 
has one - and having no genetically modified food because it will make one glow in the night!  I mentioned a 
few times in the House that they told the Zambian Government it could not have canola because it is genetically 
modified.  Is it better that the Zambians starve to death rather than eat it?   

Hon Paddy Embry:  It is a bit like Animal Farm - some animals are more equal than others! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Are you in favour of GM crops here? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Given a choice between dying of starvation and eating genetically modified canola, I 
would eat the canola.  So would most people.  The member’s movement goes out of its way to frighten the hell 
out of everyone in that whatever people do that has anything to do with the modern world is somehow bad for 
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the modern world.  The Greens have no regard for human beings or their requirements.  They have no regard for 
their needs.  They live off the fat of the land in Australia and spend all their lives trying to stop anyone else from 
getting the benefits that this sort of economic development can provide in the future.  Where will the jobs for our 
children come from if we sit down and do nothing?  The Greens have their foot on the hose.  They want to put in 
place strategies that will ensure that no-one will ever invest a cent in this State in the future.  That is what they 
are about.  The Government is trying to give the impression to the Western Australian people that it somehow 
has green credentials as well; that it really cares about the environment.  I will give the House a simple example 
of caring about the environment.  It is about the seven-thousandth time I have told the House about this.  I will 
add another element today just for the benefit of Hon Jim Scott.  The Government made a great big splash about 
saving Ningaloo Reef at Coral Bay.   

Hon Jim Scott:  We have heard it before. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know, but the member is going to hear a bit more.  The Government is about to 
develop Coral Bay to double its size.  It is a development that is too big now.  The Government will make Coral 
Bay twice as big.  I talked about that the other day but no-one was interested.  The media has forgotten about it; I 
could not get Tim Winton or Luc Longley to criticise the Government.  I could not get anyone to criticise, so I 
will keep doing it until the cows come home.  The Government will also build a boat launching facility south of 
Coral Bay at a place called Monck Head.  The latest version of this particular boat launching ramp requires 
60 000 tonnes of limestone breakwater.  It will have a fuel facility and a 100-car parking bay alongside.  It will 
stick out into the Mauds sanctuary zone of the Ningaloo Marine Park.   

Hon John Fischer:  For the boats to get out they still have to go north over the reef. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member just beat me to that comment by about 20 seconds.  Because it is south 
of Coral Bay and because the way to get through the reef is north of Coral Bay, to get out from the new boat 
launching facility people will have to go back through Coral Bay and Bills Bay and come out the top end at the 
Cardabia Passage.  However, a lot of people will say that they will not do that because there is a south passage.  
It is extraordinarily dangerous but they will use it.  We might lose a few people but, so what?  The people of 
Coral Bay were unanimously of the view last night that building the boat launching facility at Monck Head is the 
wrong thing to do.  They have been told by the hood from Peel - the member for Peel - that they will get it 
whether they like it or not.  No matter how many good arguments people put forward about the problems 
associated with this part of the Save Ningaloo strategy of the Government or what complaints they raise, the 
Government says like it or lump it.  That is coming from the minister, Alannah MacTiernan, who told us about 
her infill program for the metropolitan area.  Everyone will have their blocks divided into three and three houses 
will be built in people’s backyards!  That is because the Government does not want any expansion and all the 
public open space in the metropolitan area will start to fill up with houses.  That is the world according to 
Alannah!  This Government wants to infill our residential suburbs of Perth.  This Government cut back the infill 
sewage program, which was actually doing something useful for the environment.  That is what the Government 
is about.  Talk about the environment!  The Government is all smoke and mirrors - it pays lip service but does 
nothing.  All the stuff we heard from Hon Ken Travers - all the lovely lines written for him by the department - 
is just so much waffle, quite frankly.  As I said, no-one knows where the Government stands.  The Government 
tries to be all things to all people.  It tries to get the Greens to give it their preferences.  Concerning Coral Bay, I 
understand that Hon Giz Watson told the Government publicly that if it does not knock the Mauds Landing 
development on the head, it will not receive the Greens’ preferences.  I hope that was not part of the 
Government’s decision-making process. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Maybe they will give their preferences to us. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  One never knows.  I have heard a green say that the Liberal Party is better on the 
environment than is the Labor Party.  That is probably right.  We are not about smoke and mirrors and trying to 
create certain impressions.  We get up and say what we think; we do what we think.  I am pleased that the 
member opposite read out what I had to say about uranium and nuclear power.  I stand by that.  I am sorry he did 
not read it out again.  It is one of the power generation issues that deserves to be considered in the context of the 
environment.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you think we should have nuclear power in Western Australia? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Would the member rather have the problems of massive greenhouse gases and their 
effect on the environment, which is what happens from the sort of power generation we have in the world at the 
moment, or would he rather think about some alternative, one of which happens to be nuclear power?  I am not 
arguing for or against nuclear power; it is an alternative that needs to be assessed.  As I said in my other speech, 
there are vast numbers of people in the world whose energy comes from nuclear power.  I think it is 60 or 70 per 
cent in France.   
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Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I asked the member by way of interjection whether he supported a coal-fired power 
station but he did not have an answer.  His answer was no better than my answer about nuclear power.  He was 
waffling about it.  The Government is either going to have a coal-fired power station at Collie or it is not.  Will 
the next base load power station be coal-fired or not?  Tell us; members opposite comprise the Government, not 
us.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I am currently paying for 100 per cent green power through Western Power. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not care what the member is doing.  His personal contribution is not worth a 
cracker.  What is important is what the State of Western Australia does by way of the next base load power 
station.  Will the Government build one in Collie and will it be coal?  Tell me.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I bet the member does not know before the election but, if the Government wins the 
next election, it will know straight afterwards that it will be in Collie and it will be coal because Mr Murray will 
demand it.  The Government has got to be sensible.  What I said about nuclear power is that it is not sufficient to 
do what the Greens do, which is to come into this place and rattle off slogans and then laugh when someone 
takes a different point of view.  That is not what makes the world go around.  People have to sit down and be 
intelligent and sensible and argue the case.  The Leader of the House told us what he thought about genetically 
modified cotton.  I thought what he said was fantastic.  He said that we have to look at all the issues and that he 
supported this and that.  We must forget the political claptrap and jargon that members are supposed to come up 
with in environmental issues.  The right result will never be arrived at without talking about it sensibly and 
weighing up the options.  Unless we all want to go and sit under a tree for the rest of eternity and do nothing, 
some energy must be created in the world.  The poor people in Africa - those millions of people who are 
absolutely on the breadline - would give anything for the lifestyle and energy supply that we enjoy in Australia.  
They would give anything to improve their lifestyle, and all the Greens ever want to say is that that is not 
acceptable; the way western economies operate is just not acceptable to them.  That is absolute nonsense.  The 
ability of mankind to adapt to changing circumstances has been demonstrated ever since there have been humans 
on this planet.  Mankind is very capable of adapting to changing circumstances.  Climate change is not just 
brought about by human beings; it also happens as a matter of course.  Mankind has adapted to climate change 
ever since there were men on earth.  

Hon Jim Scott:  Do you not think that sustainable ways of doing things can be just as profitable or even more 
profitable than non-sustainable ways?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I love this word “sustainable”.  Somebody created it in recent history, and now it is 
the cornerstone of political correctness.  Everything must be sustainable.  I wonder how the iron ore mine at Tom 
Price can ever be sustainable.  They dig a hole in the ground, get rid of the iron ore, and they are left with a hole 
in the ground that cannot be used for anything else apart from a big swimming pool.  If that is sustainability, well 
so what?  But that does not mean that I think we should not have an iron ore mine at Tom Price.  Digging the 
iron ore out of the ground creates vast numbers of jobs and creates wealth for the country.  We send iron ore to 
Japan, which uses it to make motor cars and refrigerators and all things that the Greens also use, and they send 
them back here, and that creates wealth and jobs and all that sort of stuff.  I think having an iron ore mine at Tom 
Price is a very good idea, but it is not sustainable, and nor is any other mine for that matter.  Oil and gas are not 
sustainable because they run out; they are finite resources.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  When was the last time we made refrigerators and whitegoods in Australia?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will come to that; they will be my final comments because I know other people 
want to speak.  I actually agree with the last part of the motion, which talks about value-adding industries.  Quite 
frankly, I do not think we are doing enough value adding in Western Australia.  I have said to the iron ore 
companies, as Richard Court has said, and as we have all said, that they must start doing something about their 
obligations under their state agreement Acts.  HIsmelt Corporation Pty Ltd is locating in Kwinana.  The 
company said the plant would not be economical if it were built anywhere else, so I went along with that.  The 
problem I have with HIsmelt is that, as well as being an operating facility, it is a strategy to prove the 
technology.  A trial plant has been built and now the company wants to see if it works in full production.  As a 
result a HIsmelt plant is now been built in China, and now the company will start building HIsmelt plants all 
over the world wherever people want them.  There will be one little plant down at Kwinana which will process a 
couple of million tonnes a year of pig iron, which will be exported.  High-phosphorous iron ore will be shipped 
off to China or Japan or anywhere else where there is a HIsmelt plant.  It will be great for Rio Tinto Ltd, which 
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has sold the technology and made money out of it and now it can sell low-grade, high-phosphorous iron ore to all 
the plants it has licensed in other parts of the world.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That makes our mining sustainable because we can mine low-grade ore.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is not sustainable. We will run out of that eventually as well.  We are running out 
of high-grade ore very quickly, and the time has come for us to say to these companies that we want more from 
them.  They have been given exemptions for a long time from their state agreement Acts, to put off downstream 
processing within Australia.  It is my view that other companies that develop iron ore deposits should have the 
hard word put on them.  There must be a downstream processing element.  The same applies with Gorgon gas.  
At the moment, the agreement is that it is all to be sent away.  Under the North West Shelf deal, at least half the 
resource must be kept within Australia and cannot be exported without the approval of the Government.  Sir 
Charles Court put in place a requirement that at least half the resource had to remain available for use in 
Australia, and only half could be exported unless the Government agreed.  With Gorgon, the whole lot is 
exported.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  At bargain basement prices.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We can argue about that.  I think we should be requiring of Gorgon that something 
happens in Australia.  That is why the Opposition wants the liquefied natural gas plant on the mainland, so that 
some other industries can hang off it.  It will take a while to get those petrochemical industries established, 
because we have some other problems.  As you would know well, Mr Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford), it costs 
vast amounts of money to do business in the north.  Everything cost twice as much.  Getting the right economics 
for secondary industry in the Pilbara is a fundamental problem.  I do not always have a problem with doing 
things in Kwinana if they can be actually made to happen, because it is cheaper.  That is why I was keen on 
Kingstream, because it was cheaper at Geraldton than in the Pilbara.  We must look at these sorts of things, work 
out what resources the State has, and put hard pressure on the companies that want to develop those resources 
and say they can only have them if they put something back.  The Hamersley Iron and Mount Newman 
agreements contained obligations for downstream processing.  That is why the direct reduced iron plant and the 
HIsmelt plants are being built, but it is not enough.  My view at the moment on the rapid growth in iron ore 
exports is that those companies now need to put some money back into the ailing infrastructure of the Pilbara 
towns.  That would satisfy me for the time being; it is a reasonable contribution.  I know they have made a 
significant contribution already, but the time has come to make another one.  We really need some serious value 
adding in Australia, and it will not be easy to do that.  One problem, of course, is our high standard of living, and 
the high wage and cost structure that makes it very hard for us to compete with other countries.  Sometimes, 
therefore, it is not a bad idea for the Government of the day to offer a tax holiday, or a royalty or payroll tax 
concession, or whatever we might do to try to get some sort of level playing field in the cost structures associated 
with developing industries in Australia. 

I do not have a problem with trying to encourage value adding industries, but the rest of the motion I find 
interesting and I am not quite sure whether or not to support it.  The Government pays lip service to its green 
credentials.  It is seen by the resource companies to be a soft touch, and by the rest of the community not to stand 
for anything.  We will find out in a couple of months whether or not the public believes the Government.  The 
Liberal Party will tell the people of Western Australia what we will do at the next election, and they know that 
that is what will happen.  The public will not be told, for example, that we saved Ningaloo, when we built twice 
as many beds at Coral Bay and a boat launching ramp out into the sanctuary zone, which is somehow or other 
saving the reef. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Is it like the promise you made in 1996 about extending the railway to Clarkson, which you 
never did?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers should not talk to me about promises.  He could set me off for 
another half an hour just about the Tom Price to Karratha road.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you mean the $100 million we put into building it?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government promised that, but, as I asked yesterday, which of its promises do I 
believe and disbelieve?  One promise was made in the general transport policy that $100 million would be 
allocated to the Tom Price to Karratha road.  The Government actually did that, although I might add it was not 
spent in the first four years.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Will the member just let me finish.  The Government’s Burrup policy said that it 
would spend $100 million on the road and complete it in its first term in government.  Which of those do I 
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believe if they are not the same?  We told the Government at the time that $100 million would not be enough for 
the road, and the Government knew it, but it said both.  Which one do I believe? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Believe the one that said we put $100 million into developing the road.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will send the member a copy.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Most towns would love us to spend $100 million on a road. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is clear that the honourable member has a tape recorder between his ears: he just 
presses a button and out come his words.  They are just a regurgitation of what he has been told to say.  He does 
not know what he is talking about.  It is a simple broken promise, so he should not talk to me about broken 
promises.  People know it.  The Speaker should resign; he knows it as well as I do.  With those few comments, I 
am not sure whether to support the motion. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [3.50 pm]:  A week ago today the international price of oil peaked at 
$US49.40 a barrel.  Today I believe the price is down to about $US44 a barrel.  However, today the Australian 
Treasurer made an announcement that in his view the escalating price of oil will inevitably affect economic 
growth in Australia and elsewhere.  I saw an estimate a while back when oil was around $US25 a barrel.  By 
2010, when Australia is no longer producing any oil, the estimate was that we will be paying in the order of 
$10 billion per annum to import oil to support our industries and lifestyles in Australia.  Since that time the price 
of oil has skyrocketed.  On current figures for the import of oil, we are looking at a possible cost to the national 
economy between $15 billion and $20 billion per annum. 

Almost everything Australia produces through the agriculture and mining industries has massive amounts of oil 
embedded in it.  Almost all the major resource sectors and the commodity economy are based on oil, which are 
based on globalised production systems that emphasise the transportation of raw materials to be produced into 
goods elsewhere.  It appears to the Greens (WA) that one does not need to be Friedman or Einstein to work out 
that this will change quite rapidly.  The way that the world uses oil to transport its peoples and its production 
systems means that those production systems will change radically and quite quickly. 

Obviously there are some very important repercussions from all of this, but they may not all be bad news for the 
Australian economy.  Interestingly, the Leader of the Opposition at end of his speech touched on the need for 
greater value adding in Western Australia.  I think we all agree that is a desirable outcome.  However, because 
there will be less oil available for transportation and we are using an awful lot more oil to export raw 
commodities and reimport finished products, there is an increasing likelihood that the production of commodities 
will be localised.  In future some commodities that Western Australia currently exports as raw materials will 
more likely be transformed and value-added in Western Australia and the finished product exported. 

Despite all the incredible difficulties that are posed to the Australian economy and economies everywhere in the 
world, the peaking in the oil price presents us, as do most problems, with opportunities.  It presents a definite 
opportunity for Western Australia, which provides raw materials throughout the world from its very significant 
natural resources, to insist - not only in legal agreements as the Leader of the Opposition suggested but also by 
the nature of the price of transport - on value-adding commodities that are essential and exporting those 
commodities value-added.  This would also halt an incredible trend that has skyrocketed in the past 20 years on 
the back of very cheap oil.  One outstanding pattern in Australia’s trade figures reveals the degree to which 
commodity exports are reimported under a classification in the figures called “reimports”.  Every commodity 
that Australia exports, with few exceptions - that is, crude fertiliser, wheat, bovine meat, natural gas and coal - is 
subsequently reimported with only a minor transformation having taken place.  Those reimports are essentially 
unchanged.  They have gone through modifications, such as bottling, packaging, blending, cleaning or sorting, 
but they have essentially been produced in Australia, reimported and put into the economy and supermarkets for 
our consumption.  It is economical for that to occur, given the current way in which economics work.  However, 
it is pretty obvious that it will not be the case for very much longer.  Therefore, it is incumbent upon us to work 
out not only the downside of what a reduction in oil availability will do to our economy, but also the 
opportunities that it will provide to the economy.  My reading indicates that this could be precisely what the 
Australian and the Western Australian economies need to help them get over this economic rut that they are 
stuck in, which none of us likes; that is, exporting raw commodities and reimporting the finished product.  I 
think we will see that change.  I think the energy crisis that we are facing will work in our favour.  The best thing 
we can do right now is go across all our industries and work out where the most likely positive advantages are 
for us now, so that we can catch this new wave and design our economy with less oil.   

I know that many members will say we have an alternative and that we will likely have hydrogen fuel or other 
renewable energy sources, including biomass etc, which will very easily replace oil.  I think all members realise 
that, although in the long term inevitably many different technologies will take over from oil, the reality is that 
none is readily available to be mass produced.  The particular role that oil plays in transport is currently very 
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hard to substitute.  The closest alternative for transport is hydrogen fuel.  We know that in current production 
systems hydrogen is produced using electricity and that electricity is not produced using renewable sources.  
Therefore, any kind of energy improvement that comes about with hydrogen is negated by the way that it is - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Researchers are not allowed to develop them in a renewable manner but that is only a 
transition to creating the technology for using hydrogen as the source. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Absolutely! 

Hon Ken Travers:  It creates no emissions and there is also ongoing research, which I expect will be discussed at 
the conference, into how to create hydrogen by other renewable methods.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Absolutely, I agree.  Over the past quarter of a century, our economy has 
transformed itself on the old wave based on the massive embedment of oil usage, particularly for transport, 
across most sectors for ordinary articles that we use in Australia.  In 1982, we imported $143 million of footwear 
into Australia.  In 2002, 20 years later, we imported a $1 billion of footwear into Australia.  That increase was 
not brought about by population increase; it was brought about by the subsidisation of globalised production 
systems on the back of cheap oil.  Of course, our production systems have been designed to maximise the use of 
oil and minimise the use of labour because oil is cheap and labour is expensive.  However, that will also change, 
because oil will become expensive and the labour component, relatively, will be reduced.  That again will 
produce a very different dynamic, pushing the economies in a completely different direction.  Twenty years ago, 
we were importing $392 million of clothing into Australia.  Now, we are importing $3.5 billion of clothing.  In 
that very short space of time, we have seen the decimation of the value adding of raw materials in Australia.  A 
lot things come into play with this, including the price of capital and the price of labour, but one of the most 
significant and fundamental factors has been the price of oil, which, I believe, will fundamentally change the 
dynamic of economic outlook for the future.   

A lot of the motivation for the motion before us is our concern about the gap between the Government’s rhetoric 
and the Government’s practice.  Hon Ken Travers read out a very impressive list of government initiatives; they 
sounded very good.  However, my concern is that this Government is schizophrenic.  It is really good at using 
the right words and finding the right way to package things so that it sounds as though it is taking these very 
difficult challenges seriously.  However, when it comes to delivering, I am afraid that I lack the confidence that 
this Government is really dinkum.  Yesterday in this Chamber, for example, we had an opportunity to discuss the 
amendments to the Electricity Corporation Act to instil into that the requirement for Western Power to be run on 
the principles of ecologically sustainable development.  As members know, section 31(1)(a) of that Act prevents 
Western Power from doing anything other than acting “in accordance with prudent commercial principles”.  
Yesterday, when the Greens (WA) sought to amend that provision and require a triple bottom line approach by 
Western Power, the amendment was knocked back.  It was knocked back on the basis that it was a radical 
proposal and that we needed major public debate about whether it was an appropriate move to make.  Surely to 
goodness we have had that significant public debate.  This Government has made a big thing of that.  It held a 
huge community forum on the state sustainability strategy process, which received massive community input.   

Earlier in his speech, Hon Ken Travers produced two documents: a draft state sustainability strategy and a final 
Western Australian state sustainability strategy, which was brought out in September 2003.  In a glossy brochure 
that was slipped into the back of that document, the Government refers to the sustainability visions for Western 
Australia.  The first of those statements reads -  

Western Australia’s system of governance is world famous for its responsiveness to sustainability 
issues, implementing effective and financially responsible programs, supporting transparent and 
inclusive processes and reflecting the State’s globally significant responsibilities toward the land and its 
people.   

I want to know about this world reputation for sustainability governance.  Who is being quoted in that 
document?  I see no references anywhere to anyone -  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I do not see people looking to Western Australia in that regard.  This State’s 
greenhouse gas emissions are skyrocketing to the extent that by 2008 they will have increased by something like 
40 per cent on the 1990 emissions, which is the Kyoto reporting period that requires an eight per cent increase.  
It looks like this State’s increase will amount to 40 per cent.  What is driving our motion?  In yesterday’s 
newspaper, the Minister for State Development was quoted as saying that he thinks our disappointment with the 
Government’s sustainability record is driven by electoral interests.  I very definitely reject that explanation.  It is 
a real disappointment that this Government has been unable to mix the rhetoric of sustainability with the real 
commitment to make some hard decisions.  How can this Government possibly hold its head up high with, for 
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example, the Gorgon project, which the Leader of the Opposition has already talked about?  Twenty-four 
threatened species are hanging on to life on that island, and this Government is risking -  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  My point is that 24 species are hanging on to a thread and facing extinction.  It is 
just unconscionable that this Government could find any justification for increasing the stress on that fragile 
island, which is a living ark for many of our mammals.  It is just unacceptable and so disappointing.   

I have said that this motion is about the gap between the rhetoric and the practice, which has two meanings -   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The other problem with this Government and this Premier in particular - he has been 
described as the master of spin and someone very good with words - is that the Western Australian economy has 
the largest ecological footprint in the world.  We need to address that problem.  For members who are not 
familiar with the notion of an ecological footprint, an economic discussion paper by the Greens (WA) economic 
working group in June 2004 defines it as - 

. . . the amount of natural resources required to maintain a person, a city or an entire economy expressed 
as the area of land needed for each person’s requirements every year.   

It also states - 

The world average ecological footprint is about 2.2 ha per person, which exceeds the sustainable bio-
capacity of the earth, which was estimated at 1.9 ha per person in the year 2000. 

The national average ecological footprint of each Australian is approximately 9.4 hectares, which is very high by 
world standards.  The report further states - 

Preliminary analysis by Curtin University has found that Western Australia’s ecological footprint is 
between 17 and 31 hectares per person.   

Hon Ken Travers:  To give you an illustration of how difficult it is and how you have to work on a transition 
process, when was the last time you caught the Australind?   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It was quite a while ago. 

Hon Ken Travers:  We provide a public transport system - 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The last time I tried to use it, it did not - 

Hon Ken Travers:  What sort of fuel does your motor vehicle use?   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members! 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to continue because this is important.  I repeat - 

Preliminary analysis by Curtin University has found that Western Australia’s ecological footprint is 
between 17 and 31 hectares per person.   

That is at least eight times greater than the world average, which is already beyond the carrying capacity of the 
world.   

I refer also to a report released in June by the Australia Institute titled “Greenhouse gas emissions in 
industrialised countries: Where does Australia stand”.  The paper presents the most recent and consistent 
estimates of greenhouse gas emissions per capita, covering the years up to and including 2001.  The Australia 
Institute paper found that Australians have the highest emission rate per person of any country.  It found that 
emissions of carbon dioxide equivalents by Australians are 27 per cent higher than emission rates of Americans 
and are more than double the average of other industrialised countries.   

This paper is interesting because it reports the major reasons that Australia has the highest emission rates in the 
world.  The paper states that there are essentially three reasons for that, which I will simplify.  The first reason is 
the way electricity is generated in Australia.  Australia uses significant amounts of coal to generate its electricity 
supply.  The second reason is the high level of transportation emissions.  Going back to what I said earlier, 
60 per cent of oil used in Australia is used for transport.  The study points out that contrary to the popular myth 
that Australia’s transportation emissions are high because of the large distances separating cities and towns, most 
of Australia’s transport emissions come from within the cities themselves.  Indeed, 72 per cent of total car travel 
occurs within urban centres and interstate travel accounts for only 5.5 per cent of car travel.  The study refers to 
freight, and road freight in particular.  People believe that Australian freight is transported long distances.  
However, the average distance road freight must travel is longer in the European Union than it is in Australia.  
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Additional trips and heavier loads, rather than longer distances, account for Australia’s high rate of road 
emissions.   

The third reason given in the study states - 

The aluminium smelting sector in Australia is a significant source of Australia’s GHG emissions. 

That is, greenhouse gas emissions -  

The Australian smelting industry is the most polluting (in terms of GHG emissions) of any world region 
with greenhouse gas emissions around double the world average for each tonne of aluminium produced.  
Moreover, the industry is heavily subsidized to the tune of $210-250 million per year through contracts 
for cheap electricity. 

For example, in Victoria.  It continues - 

Considering the limited economic benefit associated with the smelting industry in Australia, and its 
much higher emissions intensity -  

In fact it is double - 

compared to the rest of the world, reducing the size of the sector by eliminating the large subsidies it 
receives may well be a - 

If not the - 

cost-effective means of reducing Australia’s emissions. 

This paper also tackles the myth that although Australia is the highest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world, 
it is all right because there are not many of us.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
 


