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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Motion 

Resumed from 24 May on the following motion moved by Hon Jim Scott -  

That the House notes the implications of the rapid rise of greenhouse gas emissions on the Western 
Australian ecosystems, human population and economy and supports any measures intended to reduce 
these emissions and their impacts. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [4.02 pm]:  In taking over from my colleague Hon Giz Watson in 
this debate, I will start by talking about the weather.  In true farmer fashion, I take great note every day, even 
when I am in Perth, of what the weather is doing.  Some members will have noted that today it has not rained 
much, although yesterday the amount of rain was quite good.  After the kind of summer that we have just 
experienced in the south west and the metropolitan region, it has become something of an obsession to watch the 
weather, particularly for rain.  According to the records, our Mediterranean climate has just experienced the 
longest period of drought since 1878.  That record is very worrying, and it is extraordinarily important that it has 
been broken.   

Everyone has been concerned about why it has been so dry.  I guess the question that has been at the back of 
people’s minds is: does this climate change mean that we are already experiencing the greenhouse effect in 
Western Australia, or is something else going on?  There is good news and bad news.  The bad news is that the 
scientists do not know the answer to that question.  The good news is that they are on the case.  In 1997, a study 
group called the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative was set up to conduct a five-year review of that matter.  The 
task force includes people from state government offices, the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation and the Bureau of Meteorology, and its brief is to answer the question of what is happening to the 
weather in the south west of Western Australia.   

One of the members of the study group, Dr Ian Smith from the CSIRO, with whom I have been communicating 
on the findings of that initiative, tells me that the south west stands out as an anomaly when compared with the 
rest of Australia.  The south west has fairly reliable weather records going back to 1910; and when I say “south 
west”, I am speaking about not just my electoral region but also the metropolitan region - the greater south west, 
if we like.  Rainfall records have been kept regularly since 1910, and between 1910 and 1995 there has been a 25 
per cent decline in winter rainfall.  More significantly, most of this drying-out trend has taken place in the past 
20 years.  According to Ian Smith -  

. . .  the decline is really a relatively sudden decrease from around about 1970.  Prior to then the winter 
rainfall did not exhibit much trend at all.  The issue of Greenhouse versus natural variability is a 
particularly thorny one and the SWWA problem is unique by world standards.  

That means that when looking at the drying-out trend of the past 20 years, the south west stands out on a global 
basis as one of the areas that has had the biggest drying-out trend.   

What is causing it?  There are three possible explanations.  The first is that it is a natural variation in our climate.  
Indeed, this is the favoured explanation of the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative group at this stage.  Ian Smith 
writes - 

However, when we look at model results in detail, we notice that there are relatively large ups and 
downs in rainfall when averaged over decades.  These ups and downs represent natural variability 
which are superimposed on the Greenhouse-related trends.  The important feature we have noticed is 
that some of the “downs” that occur near the end of the 20th century are comparable in magnitude to the 
observed rainfall decline.  This is another reason why we discount Greenhouse. 

In other words, the group takes the climatic models and is able in a very sophisticated way to run the models 
backwards as well as forwards to see whether the kind of data coming from the models is reliable for the future, 
which is of course not entirely unknowable, and also conforms with past rainfall experience.  At this stage the 
Indian Ocean Climate Initiative group is saying that in running its models backwards and using the limited 
information that it has of other ways of testing natural variations in the south west climate from the past, it thinks 
that the 20-year trend is a natural variation.  One of the big tests of this explanation should come soon, because 
the e-mail from which I am reading continues - 

If the decline is a natural “down” then it should be followed by an “up”.  I suspect that a wet winter, 
similar to those that occurred every 20+ years or so during the first half of the 20th century, is not far 
away.  For example, if this winter (or one in the next few years) is a wet one, then this would tend to 
confirm our thinking. 
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That means that this extremely dry period is a natural variation, so we will keep our eyes fixed on the horizon for 
the clouds that will bring us that wet weather. 

The second possible explanation, of course, is that this is one of the most advanced cases of greenhouse drying in 
the world.  Certainly according to the greenhouse modelling, the kind of drying-out trend that we are 
experiencing fits within the models, but the models do not predict this kind of dry weather for the best part of a 
century.  That is why the scientists are saying that they are going with the natural variability theory, because the 
weather looks and feels like the effect of greenhouse but, according to their models, greenhouse should not really 
be doing this for some decades. 

The third explanation, alongside the natural variation and the advanced greenhouse thesis, is that there are some 
other macro human causes for the drying-out trend.  One of those kinds of causes for the drying-out trend, which 
is often talked about anecdotally, is the scale of clearing of perennial vegetation, which has, coincidentally, taken 
place in the south west region over the same timeframe.  I am sure that members will have had the same 
experience as I of seeing extraordinary things, such as aerial photographs of the edge of the wheatbelt along the 
rabbit-proof fence.  I remember a very remarkable photograph of a few years ago that showed clearly a large-
scale image of the edge of our agricultural region.  The rabbit-proof fence was shown running up the middle of 
the photograph.  On one side of it were bare, yellow paddocks and on the other side was the so-called semi-arid 
region of the woodlands of the goldfields.  The extraordinary aspect of the photograph was that the arid region 
had quite dense cloud cover, whereas the very devegetated area of the agricultural region - clearly the 
photograph was taken in the summer - did not have a single cloud over it.  Members will have also noted that the 
clearing that has taken place in the south west can be seen even from space.  On the daily weather maps that 
appear in such newspapers as The Australian, if one looks carefully, one can see that the removal of the 
vegetation stands out on a continental scale.  

The Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation less than a month ago produced a new 
model for the south west climate.  Whatever the explanation may be for what is going on and why we have had 
such a dry summer, the model’s prognosis is that by the year 2030 the south west’s rainfall is likely to vary from 
minus 20 per cent to plus five per cent, and that over that period the temperature will increase from 0.4ºC to 2ºC, 
and that by 2070, 69 years time, rainfall in the south west will vary from a reduction of 60 per cent to an increase 
of 10 per cent and the temperature warming trend will be from 1ºC to 6ºC.  The models from the CSIRO show 
that the best scenario for 2070 is an increase in rainfall of five per cent and an increase in temperature of 1ºC, 
and the worst case scenario is a reduction in rainfall of 60 per cent and an increase in temperature of 6ºC. 

I find mind-boggling many aspects of the implications of those figures, not least the fact that this extreme drying 
that is taking place in the south west happens to correspond with one of the 20 or so hotspots on this planet of 
megabiodiversity.  The south west has up to 100 species per hundred square metres, whereas elsewhere in the 
world it is considered that an area is highly biodiverse if 30 species per hundred square metres occur; in other 
words, the south west botanic region is one of the richest and most biodiverse in the world, yet it is coping with 
extreme climatic stress. 

What is the implication of all that?  I notice with some scepticism - I am thinking back to 1998 - the publication 
of some research by another CSIRO study, this time by the senior forest research scientist, Miko Kirschbaum, 
who suggested in the review that to keep up with climate change the vegetation in the south west would have to 
learn to move.  The vegetation would have to build up to a trot, because it would need to move five kilometres a 
year.  Dr Kirschbaum continues -  

In WA, this means moving south - bad news for the forests in the State’s south-west corner which will 
eventually run out of room. 

“They can’t move further south or they become aquatic species,” Dr Kirschbaum said.   

One of the problems with climate change is that we are in danger of losing species because there is no migration 
possibility.  The CSIRO also says that the forests will not be able to move at five kilometres a year without help.  
Dr Kirschbaum says that forest managers should consider this when planting seedlings.  I thought that was rather 
a dramatic statement to come from the CSIRO in 1998, and I was not entirely convinced that it was really serious 
about the idea of species having to move that fast.  I was pulled up on that a few months later when I received a 
newsletter as a member of the International Dendrology Society.  Basically, the IDS is an international 
organisation of tree lovers.  It has many members from the various botanic gardens all over the world.  A short 
time after the CSIRO article was reported on in The West Australian I received a newsletter from the IDS that 
contained a sobering article from St Petersburg.   

The reason that St Petersburg has any relevance to the south west of Western Australia is that the botanic 
gardens in St Petersburg are home to some of the longest-running phenological observations in the world.  Their 
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regular collection of phenological observations began as early as 1829.  That means that since 1829 they have 
been making minute observations about what is happening to the climate and to the vegetation.  A contribution 
in the IDS newsletter from Mr G. Firsov and Mr N.G. Buligin from the Komarov Botanical Institute in St 
Petersburg reads - 

An important result of the many years of monitoring is the ability to estimate the bio-ecological effect 
of climatic warming in this region.  If we compare modern data (1959-1994) with that of a century 
earlier (1859-1894), we find that the phenological summer today begins today 11 days earlier, and 
winter 8 days later.  The frostfree period today is 33 days longer, the vegetative season is 18 days 
longer, and the duration of winter is 26 days shorter.  The sum of positive daily temperatures above 0oC 
for these periods has risen from . . .  10oC to . . .  11oC an elevation of 15%.   

The article concludes -  

This is equivalent to moving St. Petersburg approximately 400 km south during the past century.  

In the north of Russia during the past century the vegetation has had to adapt at a rate of four kilometres a year, 
which is not quite the five kilometres a year that Dr Kirschbaum mentions in the CSIRO study for the south 
west, but members can obviously see the implications.   

Given all this worrying information, what is our progress in dealing with climate change and in particular the 
implementation of the Kyoto Protocol?  I am sure members will remember that, embarrassingly, Australia got a 
special deal at Kyoto which allowed us an eight per cent increase on our 1990 emissions, whereas most other 
places in the world had to suffer a five per cent decrease.  What is our progress in meeting our special standard?  
According to a report in The West Australian of 11 April, we are not going all that well.  We have already 
overshot that eight per cent mark, and on the 1998 figures, which are the most recent figures available, we are 
17.5 per cent above the 1990 level.  Those figures are interesting because, in this way of collecting data, the 
energy section, which includes power plants and transport, was responsible for 80 per cent of emissions in 
Australia in 1999.  I note a comment in the Environmental Protection Authority’s 2000 annual report that, in 
regard to this massive output by the energy sector, greenhouse gases from Western Australia’s stationary energy 
production - that is, our power stations generating our electricity - amount to one-half of our greenhouse 
emissions.  That is an extraordinary figure.  According to the EPA, last year 50 per cent of our greenhouse 
emissions were caused by our stationary power stations.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Can you explain why the figure is extraordinary, because we probably do not have your 
background? 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is extraordinary; it is both good and bad in a way.  It offers us an opportunity in 
this one sector to make some fairly remarkable differences in the amount of our emissions.  The concentration of 
those emissions in the stationary power sector is high indeed.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Is that not a good thing? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Christine Sharp has the floor.  The occasional 
interjection is not unreasonable, but not a running question and answer session.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I also want to mention, because of my interest in forest management - Hon Peter 
Foss has a similar interest - that according to the figures that were reported on 11 April, forests removed about 
75.8 million tonnes of emissions from the Australian total, but harvesting of trees produced another 52.8 million 
tonnes.  The intensive logging of our forests makes some significant impacts on the amelioration through carbon 
storage that those forests could make.   

When we are assessing how well we are progressing, and whether we are dealing with this adequately, we must 
bear in mind that the targets that were set under the Kyoto Protocol are short term.  Those targets are only the 
beginning in our progress to turn all this around.  According to a large sector of scientific opinion, if 1990 is used 
as a base level, this eight per cent by which Australia is allowed to increase, and the overall five per cent average 
reduction, is just the very beginning.  I will read from the April 2001 report No 38 of the Joint Standing 
Committee on Treaties of the Commonwealth Parliament, referring to the Kyoto Protocol.  I draw the attention 
of the One Nation members in this House to this document, particularly Hon John Fischer, who spoke last night 
on the implications of international treaties.  This is a report informing the Commonwealth Parliament on the 
desirability or otherwise of Australia ratifying the Kyoto Protocol.  The report gives a very good summary of the 
best of the information available, to enable an informed decision to be made.  To substantiate my claim that the 
Kyoto Protocol is just the beginning of what needs to be done, in evidence to the Joint Standing Committee on 
Treaties, Professor Karoly of Monash University said that - 
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. . . to stabilise concentrations of CO2 emissions at double pre-industrial levels (550 parts per million) 
emissions will have to be reduced to 30 per cent of present levels by 2200. 

We need to make a 70 per cent reduction, and not a five per cent reduction as recommended by the Kyoto 
Protocol.  Professor Karoly further claimed that - 

. . . emissions can be increased above present levels, but in order to stabilise concentrations in the 
future, and therefore to stabilise climate change, emissions must be below 1990 levels at some stage. 

Clearly, it is time to act, and I never realised that more clearly than during the long dry summer that Western 
Australia has just experienced.  As a “greenie” who has been talking about these things for many years, as I read 
more scientific tomes I realise that this matter has always been very abstract.  This summer, we began to get an 
inkling of the reality.  It was scary, for instance, to go into the bush and see plants dying, and how little water 
was left in the farm dam.  There was no water left at all in the dam on my property, and I was borrowing water 
from my neighbour.  It is time for action.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

That the following words be added to the motion - 

and calls on the Government to formulate and begin implementation of a state greenhouse 
strategy within six months 

We cannot put off action too much longer.  We were given some years by the Australian Greenhouse Office to 
devise a greenhouse strategy, and this did not happen.  I do not believe the current Government has any plans to 
formulate such a strategy.  I and my colleagues in the Greens (WA) are of the opinion that, as difficult as it is, 
we cannot ignore this issue.  The report of the Joint Standing Committee on Treaties discusses the International 
Panel on Climate Change, which is constituted of 2 000 climate experts from all over the world.  The panel has 
produced three assessment reports about climate change - in 1900, 1995 and most recently in January of this 
year.  The most recent report contains some serious findings confirming the consensus over the impacts of rising 
levels of greenhouse gases in our atmosphere.  The report confirms that the earth has warmed, already, by 
between 0.4 and 0.8 degrees Centigrade over the last century.  The 1990s have been the hottest decade of this 
century.  Global mean surface temperatures will increase by between 1.4 and 5.8 degrees Centigrade with 100 
years, and global mean sea levels will rise by between nine and 88 centimetres within 100 years, caused 
primarily by thermal expansion of the oceans and the melting of glaciers.  The panel’s report stated - 

There is new and stronger evidence that most of the warming observed over the last 50 years is 
attributable to human activities.  

If we are to get serious about this issue, Western Australia must have a carefully and bravely articulated whole-
of-government approach involving all levels of the public service and all levels of the community.  A state 
greenhouse strategy would require three basic components.  First and most important, it would need to devise 
strategies for a serious reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.  There are no excuses for not doing this.  We can 
talk about carbon storage, and the win-win situation for the environment resulting from planting trees to alleviate 
salinity, and the Greens (WA) absolutely agree that deep-rooted perennial vegetation and commercially 
productive systems are needed in the wheatbelt.  These developments would improve the commercial viability of 
agricultural activities and deal with rising water tables.  The Greens (WA) support the development of 
plantations in agricultural areas, and for them to be used as a means of dealing with some of the increase in 
carbon dioxide emissions.  However, at an international level, the potential of plantations to absorb greenhouse 
gases is being used as an excuse by major powers such as the United States to rewrite some of the finer detail of 
the Kyoto Protocol.  Those who can afford to buy land elsewhere and plant trees in other people’s countries will 
not need to reduce their emissions by a jot over the first period of the protocol.  That is not good enough.  Carbon 
storage mechanisms are all well and good, but they are not a substitute for the reduction of emissions. 

The second important element of a state greenhouse strategy is adapting to the reality of climate change.  That 
will not be easy either.  For example, I note in the current issue of Dissent an article by one of Australia’s 
foremost commentators on greenhouse, Clive Hamilton.  He was present at the latest round of Kyoto discussions 
at The Hague.  In this very interesting article he quotes from a presentation by an industry leader in the insurance 
industry - 

One insurance industry leader (Andrew Dlugolecki, the director of general insurance development at 
CGNU) told a meeting at The Hague conference that damage from climate induced disasters could soon 
exceed the capacity of the industry to absorb.  Even governments may find it impossible to keep up with 
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the repair bills.  He quoted a sobering statistic: Global economic losses from natural disasters have risen 
at an annual rate of 10% over the last four decades, reaching US$100 billion in 1999.  At this rate the 
cost of damage would exceed global GDP by 2065, an impossible situation. 

For how much longer can the insurance industry keep up with the rate of growth of insurance payouts, if the 
costs continue to grow at that 10 per cent annual average increase we have seen over the past 40 years? 

I just spoke about moving the vegetation a further five kilometres.  We should be working this into our natural 
resource management planning, our forest management planning and our urban development planning.  We all 
know about the concept of bush corridors and allowing birds and animals to wander around the countryside and 
connect to different patches of vegetation.  We must expand our thinking much further.  We are talking not only 
about the animals and birds that walk or fly, but also about the genetic sources of material of the vegetation 
itself, and that material must also be allowed to move through the corridors.  Those bush corridors must become 
genetic corridors to permit the movement of all levels of our biodiversity in the south west.  They are just two 
examples - and I will use that word again - of the extraordinary challenges that are posed by climate change. 

Finally, we need to consider, as part of the greenhouse strategy, the economic opportunities presented by 
greenhouse.  Greenhouse, of course, is usually talked about in negative economic terms.  One study in my 
electorate in the south west has stated that greenhouse issues will cause an eight per cent reduction in 
employment.  However, alongside all the negative material, it is absolutely vital that we understand that the 
dangers and risks also present remarkable opportunities because, as it is a global problem, everybody will have 
to come up with economically practical strategies which will effect change and improvement in this area.  If we 
create an economy with clean, green technologies we can capture a global economic trend as well as a global 
climate trend, and that is an extraordinary opportunity.   

In that context I compliment the Australian Conservation Foundation, which is actively seeking alliance with 
industry and government all over Australia on the natural advantages of developing that kind of clean, green 
approach to the economy, and it is certainly an opportunity that the Greens (WA) want to be involved in with 
this new Government. 

In September last year a thoughtful report was presented by the Western Australian Technology and Industry 
Advisory Council called “Drivers and Shapers of Economic Development in Western Australia in the 21st 
Century”.  When I consider all the material I have read from this industry-based organisation with connections to 
government and big business - although I do not endorse everything it says - this is one of the most thoughtful 
reports to have been presented in this State.  I compliment the Chair, Bruce Sutherland, and the other members 
of the task force who presented this document.  This report has at least produced a challenge for a state 
greenhouse strategy, and has highlighted the real conundrums for our young economy, as it is described by the 
economists, which produces basic commodities and has very little value-adding.  

This has traditionally been the main economic driving force for economic thinking, and the thinking of the 
previous Government always centred on resource development and encouraged value-adding.  As soon as large-
scale industrial value-adding occurs, there will be large-scale increases in greenhouse gas emissions.  That is the 
conundrum for our economy, because we all agree with value-adding.  We all want it - it means jobs - but how 
do we embrace it in such a way that it will not cause greenhouse gas emissions to escalate at a totally 
unacceptable rate? 

One of the technical reports to the Western Australian Greenhouse Council by the working group on industry 
states that if all the resource development projects planned and anticipated by the previous Court Government 
eventuate, it will cause an increase in industrial greenhouse gas emissions of 270 per cent by 2010.  Incidentally, 
the council has been abandoned by the new Government, which will create a bit of a vacuum, hence this 
amendment.  Clearly, we cannot proceed down that track.  The development of another approach to our 
economic development is one of the most exciting aspects of the greenhouse challenge, and it is one the Greens 
will follow with great trepidation and great energy - of the renewable sort - over the next four years. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  The amendment the member foreshadowed is not in order in 
its present form, because it states -  

and calls on the Government to formulate and begin implementation of a state greenhouse strategy 
within six months 

It must be within six months of something, and I can only assume that the member meant to add the words “from 
the date on which this motion is passed.”  If the member were to agree to that we would have a time-certain 
motion that would be in order, and I would be pleased to put her amendment. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 30 May 2001] 

 p643d-649a 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Motion; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Deputy President; The Deputy President (hon 

George Cash); Hon Dee Margetts 

 [6] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is certainly what I had in mind as the trigger date.  I thank you for your help, 
Mr Deputy President.  My amendment should therefore read - 

and calls on the Government to formulate and begin implementation of a state greenhouse strategy 
within six months from the date on which this motion is passed 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.49 pm]:  I was smiling earlier because Dr Sharp indicated to the 
Greens (WA) that she did not know how long she could speak with the material she had.  Clearly the reality is 
that this is such an important issue that there is much that must be put on the public record.  When one gets down 
to it, this is the place where this kind of debate should occur, and it should occur as fully as possible.  My 
colleague referred to the potential contribution of greenhouse gas emissions now and in the future and the impact 
of greenhouse climate change on the economy.  The real impacts that are being felt through the elements of 
greenhouse-induced climate change associated with the El Niño and La Niña events are already being measured. 

It is true that it is virtually impossible to prove that any one climatic event is associated with greenhouse change.  
However, it is also true that for decades the growing and unprecedented consensus of scientific thought 
throughout the world is that the models scientists have produced on climate change are conforming to the 
changes that Australia is exhibiting.  I have read Greenpeace documents that indicate the predictions relating to 
unusual climatic events are coming true in large numbers.  We now know that when a shire council or a state 
government makes a planning provision for a one in 100-year flood, that the surety of the past cannot be 
assumed to be the case today. 

I remember one occasion when I was a member of a committee on radioactive waste disposal.  We were flying 
over a location that was said to be a very arid area in the goldfields.  We were looking at the area to assess its 
suitability because it was so arid; however, the aircraft we were on could not land because of flooding.  That is 
one example of climatic change.  In reality, changes to the frequency and severity of weather patterns are 
occurring not only in Australia but also globally.  Scientific models indicate the implications for the economy in 
Western Australia are indeed serious. 

I was in Kyoto at the time the Australian federal Government, through the Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage, Senator Robert Hill, argued a special case for Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions.  At the same time 
surveys were being conducted by a major newspaper in Australia that indicated the population of Australia 
believed it was worthwhile to spend money on reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Therefore, although the 
majority of the population believed there was an obligation to take at least some short-term economic pain to 
achieve these goals, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage was arguing on the world stage that Australia 
was a special case and should be exempted. 

Even if one accepts that Australia should be treated as a special case, other countries believe that the fact that we 
are producing more greenhouse gas emissions per capita than any other country gives us greater leeway for 
change; I agree with that perspective.  However, even if members agree with that perspective, Australia has not 
met that change at anywhere near a national level and certainly not in any way, shape or form at a state level.  
The question crying out to be asked is: at what point do we as a nation or a state take real action?  If we continue 
to delay any effective action in greenhouse gas reduction - I am not referring only to stabilisation - economically 
it will cost us more. 

I remember a number of years ago reading papers issued by the Tasman Institute Ltd - which is, by the way, 
funded by some of the country’s largest greenhouse gas emitters - stating that we cannot afford to take action to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  In reality, as part of the international community, we cannot afford not to.  
The costs of the changes occurring already far exceed, even in this State, any action that Australia has taken to 
date on greenhouse gas reductions. 

Some members have indicated that greenhouse gas reduction will cost a great deal of money.  We must consider 
the fact that for decades, under state agreement Acts, taxpayers have provided substantial amounts of public 
assistance to some of the major energy-guzzling projects in this State.  Instead of diverting a reasonable portion 
of that assistance to renewable energy solutions, we actually provide public money to some of the State’s largest 
greenhouse gas emitters.  Much debate has occurred about the proposal for the Oakajee steel mill.  It is on the 
record in this House that Oakajee will emit something like 4.36 million tonnes of additional carbon per annum 
into the atmosphere.  The figures on carbon sequestration provided by the Forestry Commission of New South 
Wales on its web site indicate the investment required to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions by 4.36 million 
tonnes per annum would be around $566 million.  Some companies believe that, if they purchase bushland or 
spend $3 million on new agroforestry, they have done their bit.  However, that is really window dressing.  If we 
are to take seriously the concept of carbon sequestration, it is not the kind of nonsense that the federal 
Government has been talking about; that is, to work out how many forests Australia has and to say that we can 
be forgiven for extra increases because those forests exist.  Of course those forests exist but they are reducing 
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over time and we are treating forests worse than we have done before.  The fact that the forests exist should 
never excuse us from further greenhouse gas reductions.  That is not to say that we should not look after and 
enhance the forests we have now.   

We have various options if we ever decide as a government or as a community to take the issues seriously.  One 
option is to consider seriously a national carbon tax on all emitters to assist in the gas-reduction process and 
reafforestation at a real level.  The industries that create most CO2 emissions must contribute to funds to reduce 
them.  If they cannot reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, they should make serious and real contributions to 
society for the cost of reducing those emissions.  One theory in environmental economics is that greenhouse gas 
emissions are creating a cost now and will continue to do so in the future, and they must have built into them a 
real cost to make the market perform more truly so that the correct signals are sent to industry and consumers 
about the real cost of those economic activities.  One option is for all emitters to assist in the reduction of carbon 
dioxide.  Another option is for that provision for sequestration to be made by all new sources of carbon dioxide 
emission.  That means decision makers will collectively take responsibility for countering new carbon dioxide 
emissions that occur if they support a new activity.  That does not mean the Government will stop reducing 
carbon dioxide emissions from other sources.  However, the Government must share in that responsibility.  It 
also means that the real impacts must be examined.  My colleague Hon Christine Sharp indicated that there have 
been impacts on species, the economy and the climate.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


