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Division 38:  Environmental Protection, $23 391 000 - 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas, Chairman. 

Dr J.M. Edwards, Minister for the Environment and Heritage. 

Mr D. Carew-Hopkins, Acting Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager, Finance and Administration. 

Mr R. Sippe, Director, Policy and Coordination. 

Dr D.J. McFarlane, Director, Resource Management, Water and Rivers Commission. 

Ms R.A. Roberts, Policy Officer, Office of the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.   

Mr P.J. Quinn, Chief of Staff, Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I refer to major policy decisions on page 582, and particularly the entries for pollution 
licensing and enforcement and response to Bellevue inquiry.  The minister will know that I have a direct interest 
in this matter, as do the members for Collie and Vasse, who also are present at this hearing.  We were part of the 
standing committee of the Legislative Assembly that conducted the Bellevue inquiry.  I was concerned by the 
public comments of the member for Vasse that the budget contained no provision for contaminated sites 
restoration and no substantial response to the Bellevue inquiry.  I would like the minister’s comment on that.  
Also, has the recently publicised licensing enforcement team been established?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The team is being established in a number of small steps.  New money has been put into 
the budget in response to the recommendations of the Bellevue inquiry.  One of the major items is the creation of 
a new pollution response squad, which will comprise six dedicated full-time equivalents.  Currently, pollution is 
responded to across the agency.  People are on call, and it is a matter of marshalling people from different parts 
of the agency to respond to a particular incident.  We are setting up a dedicated pollution response squad that 
will comprise six staff.  They will call on the other expertise in the department as it is needed.  The dedicated 
unit will be a good step forward.  In addition, the budget contains money for new equipment that was, from 
memory, identified by the Bellevue inquiry.  When the squad goes on a site, particularly in an emergency, it will 
have the capacity to identify much more quickly exactly what is going on and what chemicals people may be 
exposed to.  We have a new OSIRIS detector, new gas detectors for common hazardous materials, new remote 
sampling equipment and X-ray fluorescent portable analysers, to name a few.  In addition - again, partly in 
response to the Bellevue inquiry and partly in response to the deficiencies that were identified - we have 
established a dedicated environmental enforcement unit.  That enforcement unit, which reports directly to the 
chief executive officer, is a stand-alone unit within the department.  The unit head is a detective superintendent 
who was once an Acting Commissioner of Police, so he is very experienced.  One of the deficiencies we 
identified was the lack of skill within the agency to adequately follow up enforcement issues.  People did not 
have the highly developed ability to analyse the evidence and to properly collect and compile it at the site.  We 
are making sure that the pollution response squad and the environmental enforcement unit work closely together.  
Already we have had constructive discussions about how best to manage a pollution episode without doing any 
more damage to the environment, while at the same time ensuring that any evidence that may be used in a 
prosecution is not destroyed as a result of responding to the episode in an urgent manner.  Clearly our core aim is 
to protect the environment, not to prosecute.  However, if we think about this issue and do things in a smarter 
way, we can achieve better outcomes.  We hope to tackle the deficiencies in the area of licensing by employing 
an additional eight people.  Licensing officers know exactly what should be taking place in an enterprise and 
they work with industry to get licences issued in a rapid manner so that people are not forced to wait for a long 
time.  If licensing officers identify what they believe to be compliance issues, they must call in the enforcement 
unit, because it has the expertise to follow up non-compliance cases.  I was somewhat disappointed when I 
looked at the level of prosecutions.  Clearly, we do not prosecute for the sake of prosecuting and the expertise of 
the senior police person is proving to be very helpful.  We have seconded an experienced fisheries officer 
because fisheries people are quite versed in enforcement.  We are looking at spreading that expertise through 
training.  We are looking to be much smarter in this area.   

[3.00 pm] 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Firstly, congratulations on securing the resources that will shape that squad.  One of the 
concerns that emerged from the Bellevue inquiry was the relationship between a state environmental emergency 
squad - the shape of the unit described by the minister is terrific because it provides for the resources and 
expertise - and an incident controller, whether that be the police or the Fire and Emergency Services Authority.  
Is that part of the development of the role of that unit or squad?   
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[Mr A.P. O’Gorman took the Chair.]   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Essentially that work had already started.  Since the Bellevue fire, we have worked to 
ensure that the Department of Environmental Protection and its officers work more closely with FESA, the 
Department of Health and other related agencies so that we can achieve the best coordinated response to an 
emergency.  When the Government considered the response to the Bellevue inquiry, it got together the various 
ministers and departments to ensure that there would be good communication.  It is no accident that we have 
looked to agencies such as the Police Service and the Department of Fisheries for their expertise and to ensure 
that there is good communication across all the agencies.  In that way, we can achieve the best possible response 
to an emergency.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I regret that I have to be a bit forthright in my criticism of the minister and her 
Government for the way they have handled this division.  I refer the minister to the output and appropriation 
summary on page 583 of the Budget Statements.  Outputs 1, 2 and 5 are down in real terms.  Output 4 is down, 
but I appreciate that $4 million has been allocated for the clean-up of Bellevue.  I do not have any criticism of 
the funding for output 4.  However, output 3 includes $6.008 million for the operating revenue.  Therefore, the 
appropriation for output 3 is only marginally ahead of last year’s figure.  In other words, there has been an 
accounting adjustment - I am not criticising that adjustment - to inflate the 2003-04 budget estimate for output 3.  
Even though the minister has managed to secure newspaper headlines that state that there is an extra $52 million 
for a clean-up, the reality is that next year’s budget for the environmental protection division is down in real 
terms.  I am mystified that the minister can say that 30 extra people are involved in pollution regulation, because 
there must be a reduction of staff in other sections.  The budget figures show that overall increase is less than the 
inflation rate.  This is not a budget that delivers for the environment.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member has missed a fundamental point.  I refer the member for Vasse to page 581 of 
the Budget Statements.  From 1 July 2003, the DEP will move to net appropriation, which means that it will keep 
all the income it receives from fines, licence fees and other charges.  Currently, when the DEP collects money 
for a fine, fee or licence it goes straight to the consolidated fund and is never seen again.  After negotiating with 
the Treasurer and Under Treasurer, from 1 July the DEP will keep its rightful revenue.  From 1 July it is 
predicted that the extra money coming to the department in 2003-04 will be $6.7 million; in 2004-05 it will be 
$7.78 million; in 2005-06 it will be $8.6 million; and in 2006-07 it will be $8.8 million.  We could have fiddled 
with the books, but we have not.  The money available for us to spend - the total estimated expenditure - in 
2003-04 will be $29.5 million and the figure for 2004-05 will also be in that realm because we will soon have the 
capacity to keep the fees that are quite rightly ours.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Will the minister indicate where the $29 million figures appear in the Budget Statements, 
because on page 583 the estimated actual of the total cost of outputs for this current year is $38.033 million?  
The budget estimate for the following year is barely 1.9 per cent higher.  There are significant increases 
thereafter, which include the retained revenue from fees, licences and other charges.  At a briefing last week, I 
asked Treasury people why the department was keeping the fees and charges and not handing them over to the 
consolidated fund.  I was told that most government agencies already do that and that the Department of 
Environmental Protection is about the last department to come up to speed with consistent and modern 
accounting principles.  The bottom line is that the total cost of outputs for this coming year will increase at a rate 
that is less than the rate of inflation.  Thereafter, it will decrease significantly.  That includes the money that is 
retained by the DEP for fees, charges and licensing.   

[3.10 pm] 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member is quite simply wrong.  As I understand the situation - I was informed of this 
by the previous CEO - it was a philosophical decision that the DEP did not collect any moneys because it did not 
want to be tarnished by having gone after them.  I find that a bit difficult to understand, but it makes the agency 
very vulnerable.  For over a year I have fought long and hard to keep those fees, charges and licences.  They are 
set out on page 596, where this year we anticipate the figure will be $6.7 million, the year after $7.7 million and 
then $8.6 million.  The member is overlooking that in this current financial year I have been successful in 
obtaining a lot of supplementary funding for the department.  That has boosted the money that has been available 
this year.  For example, I have supplementary funding of $600 000 for the clearing controls under the 
Environmental Protection Amendment Bill; I have been able to obtain supplementary funding for the Morangup 
Road remediation of $1.2 million; and buried in the documents is also a figure I am not at liberty to reveal but 
which will be paid as compensation for Cleanaway.  We are paying Cleanaway compensation for two reasons: 
firstly, because we are closing the Brookdale waster water treatment plant; and, secondly, because on 30 June 
2002 we stopped hazardous waste going there - waste outside some of its approvals that the community did not 
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know about.  We have also had to compensate the company because we stopped an activity that it should not 
have been doing. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  At page 581 the last dot point refers to legislation to support the establishment of a new 
department arising from the amalgamation of the Department of Environmental Protection and the Water and 
Rivers Commission.  Is this a name change only, or will new expertise be coming into this department?  I hope 
this department will act in a more responsible manner than the existing department did when it supported the 
Government’s approach to the Raffles redevelopment.  What will this new department do in relation to Ken 
Hurst Park, which contains rare and endangered species?  I have written to the federal minister and I am aware 
this issue is being reviewed.  Can the minister give me an update? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Earlier this year Mr Carew-Hopkins carried out a review of both departments prior to the 
amalgamation of those agencies.  That review is now helping us put forward better legislation.  It is currently 
being drafted and I anticipate it will be introduced into Parliament in the spring session.  This legislation will 
result in the amalgamation of the departments, and there will be a much clearer focus for these entities in their 
roles of environmental protection and environmental advocacy.  One of the factors revealed in Mr Carew-
Hopkins’ review was the high number of people who are currently employed in the corporate services area 
versus, say, environmental regulation or environmental impact assessment.  Corporate services are currently 
being reviewed and I am keen to keep the total number of full-time equivalents but to undertake some internal 
transfers so the department is more focused on its core activity.  We are working through that at the moment.  Mr 
Carew-Hopkins is overseeing a number of reviews that follow from his review to achieve a better outcome for 
the department. 

I think we will have to take the Ken Hurst Park issue on notice and provide supplementary information, as it may 
also involve CALM.  I am happy to provide by way of supplementary information an update on Ken Hurst Park.  
Will the member clarify exactly what she wants? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  There is a proposal for Roe Highway to go through a section of Ken Hurst Park where 
there are rare and endangered species -  members of the Government are very keen to see that happen - when the 
highway could have gone south of Ken Hurst Park.  The Government is party to a federal agreement to protect - 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Mr Chairman, I am not clear what the question is. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What is the minister’s response to the assessment of Ken Hurst Park; and will the 
minister be supporting the endangered species in that section of Ken Hurst Park being lost to the Roe Highway? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It does not go through Ken Hurst Park. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It goes through the side where there are endangered species. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I suggest the member put her question on notice, because there seems to be a lot of detail. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Could the minister give me a summary of what the department is doing in relation to 
Ken Hurst Park? 
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I would prefer that question went on notice, because it involves more than this 
department.  If the question is put on notice, I have the capacity to send it to other agencies and get information 
back.  The member will get a better answer by putting it on notice. 
The CHAIRMAN:  We will put that question on notice. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  At page 581, under significant issues and trends, the third dot point refers to the pollution 
response squad.  Will the minister direct me to the line item that will account for the establishment of that squad?  
The minister has already mentioned some of the incidents to which the squad will respond, but are there any 
others? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.  The response to the Bellevue inquiry is referred to at page 582 under major policy 
decisions, and shows an amount of $1.12 million for 2003-04 and then $800 000 for the years following.  The 
additional money this financial year is for the equipment the squad will be getting.  This amalgamated 
department will look at the capacity of regional areas.  We have a large number of officers from the Water and 
Rivers Commission in regional areas.  We have been increasing their environmental protection skills and putting 
in new people; we will also be putting new licensing officers into regional areas.  One of the deficiencies in the 
past has tended to be that environmental protection has been city focused, and we are looking at moving it 
further around the State.  That is expensive and will take some time, but we are taking the necessary steps. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I refer the minister to page 581 and the first dot point concerning the establishment of a 
new environmental enforcement unit.  I welcome wholeheartedly the introduction of this unit, but can the 
minister share with us her views about the progress of the initiative, particularly in light of the somewhat 
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scurrilous claims by some members of the Opposition that the environment budget contains no new initiatives, 
when clearly it does? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  We have already moved to set up the environmental enforcement unit.  The acting head of 
the unit has been seconded from the Police Service; a high level officer has been seconded from the Department 
of Fisheries; and we have advertised for a legal officer.  We believe we need more internal legal capacity and we 
are working on that.  Other staff are also working with these new officers to look more closely at enforcement 
and follow it through.  Recently I inspected a development in the member for Vasse’s area and was provided 
with some very helpful information from the new enforcement unit about work that can be undertaken and 
options to get a better environmental outcome when we reach a bit of a standstill in that area.  We have identified 
the need for better training, so officers are improving their skills and upgrading their capacity.  As I have 
previously said, we are getting that unit to work closely with the licensing unit and the pollution response squad 
to make sure we can get on top of things early to get the best response, so that we have a reasonable chance of 
prosecution when we respond to pollution emergencies.   

[3.20 pm] 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I cannot let go the fact that the minister referred to an issue in my electorate.  I presume it 
was the Port Geographe issue.  I was disappointed that the minister did not ask me to attend and provide some 
input.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I thought you would be there; half the community was.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  With respect, the opportunity was there for the minister to invite me, to make it reasonably 
formal, but she chose not to do so.  I express my disappointment at that.   

I repeat that when the total cost of outputs on page 583 is analysed, it shows that it will be marginally higher for 
the coming year than the current year.  The minister has put out razzamatazz about huge increases in expenditure 
that are not shown in the budget papers.  I refer specifically to what I unfortunately consider to be the 
inappropriate predictive powers of the minister’s department or office.  The table on page 583 shows that last 
year’s budget estimate for outputs for this year was $29 million.  In fact, the department believes that it will 
spend $38 million.  Clearly, this time last year the budget estimates were seriously in error.  I understand that the 
Brookdale issue came along, but that is a $4 million variation, not a $9 million variation, as indicated on page 
583.  I refer to page 585 and the output performance measure for ministerial and parliamentary requests for 
advice.  For the past three years the minister, her department or her ministerial office have seriously 
underestimated the number of requests for ministerial and parliamentary advice.  For example, the 2001-02 
actuals were 2 512 requests and the budgeted figure for 2002-03 was 1 746.  That was a profound drop for the 
current year.  The estimated number of requests for the current year is 2 230.  I can go back through the past two 
years budget papers and quote some numbers if the minister wants; the department has seriously underestimated 
in a number of areas.  This is one such area.  I turn to output 3 on page 588 and the performance measure for 
incident responses managed.  Once again, for each of the past three years there has been a huge increase in the 
actual as opposed to the budgeted figures.  I am concerned about the department underestimating these figures.  
When crises occur or issues must be resolved, the minister must go cap in hand to the Treasurer to get more 
money to accommodate these matters or to allow her to do what a realistic target would provide as a matter of 
course.  Can the minister explain why the targets for the past three years have been so much lower than the 
actuals?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  These figures have nothing to do with the minister or the minister’s office.  There is no 
interference.  The department works them out.  The department undertakes the tasks and reports to the Auditor 
General.  I reject any interference -   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am asking -  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member asked that at the beginning.  I reject any such suggestion. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I appreciate the comment.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I also point to the item on ministerial and parliamentary requests for advice on page 585.  
I understand that I get the most parliamentary questions of any minister across government.  Minister 
MacTiernan and I compete for the largest number of questions.  From memory I get the largest number of 
questions from the upper House.  I do not know whether the member has looked at those questions.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  We are not talking about the quality of the questions, because I think I know where the 
minister is coming from.  I do not disagree with her.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I am not being critical of the questions.  However, some questions go into absolutely 
incredible detail.  Some questions that require answers at the moment have asked us to trawl through files from 
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1993, 1994 and beyond.  At the beginning of any year it is hard to predict the number of parliamentary questions 
that a minister will be asked.  Similarly, it is hard to predict the number of requests for ministerial and 
parliamentary advice that will be made.  I am happy that the department tries to estimate what it believes will be 
a proper and valid number.  I will ask Mr Ticehurst to respond on the methodology of those calculations.   

Mr TICEHURST:  In response to the request for information on the movement between the budget numbers, the 
major variation can be attributed to specific funding associated with Brookdale and supplementary funding for 
clearing controls and the Morangup contaminated site, which are items that occurred after the close of the last 
budget round.  They are primarily the areas in which we received new funding outside last year’s budget round.  
That is the reason for the variation from $29 million to $38 million.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Why is it that in relation to ministerial and parliamentary requests for advice, in the year 
1999-2000 the actual number of requests was 2 457 but the budget for 2000-01 dropped the estimate to 2 020?  
The actual number that year was then 2 586.  In the following year, 2001-02, the target was dropped once again 
to 1 897, a huge reduction on the previous year’s actual.  Again, the actual for 2001-02 was some 40 per cent 
higher than the target.  It seems that within the department there is a belief that we will all go back to a nice, 
quiet time, perhaps to when I was employed with the department 20 years ago.  I am sorry, but the reality is that 
we live in a very complex industrial society in which the community is enormously interested, as the minister 
seemed to intimate, in a range of matters relating to the environment.  However, the funding increase is below 
the inflation rate and estimates in the budget are grossly deficient in terms of their accuracy from one year to the 
next.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  This is a slightly strange question.  I turn to page 588 and the output performance measure 
for incident responses managed.  The estimate for 2002-03 is 1 900 and the target for 2003-04 is 1 900.  That 
does not bear out what the member is saying.  Frankly, he would know from his time in Parliament, as I know 
from mine, that it is hard to predict some of these things.  It is particularly hard to predict ministerial and 
parliamentary requests for advice.  That goes without saying.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  On the same theme, the minister raised the rate of incident responses managed on page 
588.  If one goes through past papers, there is a history of estimates being hugely lower than what happened in 
those years.  I can provide the numbers if the minister wants to be bored witless by them.  The target for the 
coming year is an improvement of some sort, but the reality is that nothing more has been done than to assume 
that the previous year’s number will be the following year’s number.  One reason we are lurching from crisis to 
crisis - from Brookdale to Bellevue and others - is that the department does not have the capacity to be proactive.  
While I applaud the increases in output 3, nonetheless there are real reductions in outputs 1, 2 and 5.  An 
understandable and acceptable reduction occurred under waste management because of expenditure that I hope 
will not be repeated on matters like Brookdale.  I am sorry, minister - no meat is left on the bone in the 
department.  I do not believe, in spite of the 30 people the minister says will be employed in environmental 
enforcement and related assessments with contaminated sites, the proactive capacity of the department has been 
increased.  I cannot see in the budget papers where an increase will allow that to happen, except in output 3.  All 
other outputs appear to have reduced allocations.  We will have another tough year coming up. 

[3.30 pm] 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I am having difficulty understanding what the member is saying.  The Government has set 
up a dedicated environmental enforcement unit and created 11 new FTEs.  The department will have good 
capacity to respond.  By chance and accident, the first matter to which I have responded under the new 
arrangement is the Port Geographe issue in the member’s electorate.  I take it the member is a little put out that 
he was not invited to that process.  I did not know that; I am surprised because every man and his dog were there. 

The Government is putting new officers in licensing, particularly in the regions.  It is not just shuffling people 
around; they are new positions.  The new sector will respond in the regions.  On top of that, new money is 
directed to contaminated sites.  Western Australia has the most progressive contaminated sites legislation in 
Australia.  Other environment ministers tell me they are watching what we are doing in Western Australia to see 
how it pans out.  We have put in new money; namely, $2.5 million this year; $3 million in 2004-05; $4 million 
in 2005-06; and $5 million in 2006-07.  The Government is serious about getting the contaminated sites 
identified, and about establishing a database and register.  In addition, the Government has established a new 
pollution response squad with six highly trained new staff.  The head of the squad is well regarded across 
government; he has done training in America and is clued up about responding to a crisis.  We were not happy 
having vehicles move around from night to night - we wanted a dedicated response. 
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I have outlined just four initiatives.  In addition, the Environmental Protection Act is being amended.  After 
being identified in 1992, the Government is introducing the new offence of “environmental harm”.  You guys sat 
on your hands; we are doing it.  We are moving to put land-clear under the Environmental Protection Act. 

These are all major and contentious changes.  It is no accident that the Bill has many amendments, and a huge 
amount of scrutiny is taking place in the upper House.  Some people are not happy with what is happening.  
However, to say the Government is doing nothing is nonsense.  There are 32 new FTEs and a new acting chief 
executive officer.  We are looking at moving bodies from corporate services, which has far too many people, and 
putting them into areas like environment regulation and environment impact assessment, and we are beefing up 
the environmental policy area.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The budget papers confirm what the minister has said about increases and the 
department’s ability to regulate pollution through output 3.  I repeat for one last time: outputs 1, 2 and 5 are 
suffering severe budget cuts, as is outlined on page 583 of the Budget Statements.  I must accuse the minister of 
robbing Peter to pay Paul.  If the minister is employing extra people in output 3, pollution regulation, it is at the 
expense of staff from other sections of the Department of Environmental Protection.  The chickens will come 
home to roost.  If other sections of the department have no proactive capabilities, the department may do a good 
job in pollution regulation, but may be caught short in other areas of its responsibility.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Part of the variation the member is picking up is the way the corporate overhead is 
distributed throughout the outputs.  Shifting that makes it look as though a reduction has been made in 
allocations.  Nevertheless, the same activity takes place.  If I could find the figures for the corporate FTEs, it 
would bear out my comments. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I refer to the FTEs in each of the five divisions.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The problem is that budget presentations in the past artificially spread the huge number of 
FTEs in the corporate divisions across the outputs.  The Government is moving away from doing the same.  
More people have been put into pollution regulation in output 3, and people will be shifted internally.  I do not 
want a lot of people in the business development system.  We do not need to be about business development; we 
need to be about environmental protection.  The division will be renamed, as outlined in Mr Carew-Hopkins’ 
report, to corporate services, which is what it provides.  We will shift FTEs to the core business of the 
department.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I refer to page 589 of the Budget Statements and output 4, waste management.  The 
estimated actual for 2002-03 is about $14 million, and that reflects funding for the closure of Brookdale.  Can the 
minister please let us know the entire cost of closing the facility, and how much will be spent for this purpose in 
2003-04?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I cannot give the member the final details.  I will provide them to Parliament as soon as 
they are available.  The deeds of agreement have been transferred between the Crown Solicitor and Cleanaway - 
they have gone back and forth and, as of today, the settlement has not been completely closed.  I hope to have it 
done during the financial year.  There will be the cost of compensation to Cleanaway, and money is set aside for 
the decommissioning of the site and other necessary activities.  The exact amounts to be attached to those actions 
are still to be worked through.  I am happy to provide the figures; however, I do not want to interfere in the 
delicate negotiations as they are at this minute.  I will provide the information as soon as I have it.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Will there be an amount allocated in 2003-04?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  To do what?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Will an amount be spent in 2003-04 for the closure of Brookdale? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes, given the timing.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Page 585 refers to policy, education and advice.  It outlines that the new department 
with 11 reshuffled staff will -  

 Coordinate the development and analysis of environmental policy, ensure its effective implementation, 
manage the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA) formulation of statutory Environmental 
Protection Policies  . . .  

The minister knows my opinion of her department’s and portfolio responsibilities associated with involvement 
with the Raffles Hotel redevelopment.  The minister was unable to answer questions today relating to Ken Hurst 
Park.  Is the department aware that a mine has just started operating  in the tuart forests?  The minister has not 
saved old-growth forest.  The budget papers refer to the department providing advice to people, and 
parliamentary members in particular, in response to inquiries.  Who in the new department is the person I contact 
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to find out what is happening?  Is there someone members of Parliament can contact to find out about 
environmental issues and what the department is doing?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Depending on the issue, and according to the communication protocol, it is best that the 
member goes through the minister’s office.  If the member for Alfred Cove identifies the area on which she 
wants advice, we are more than happy to organise a briefing from appropriate persons in the department.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What protocol?  I was under the impression that I could write to any departmental 
person to get a response. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I advise the member to get an urgent briefing on the Public Sector Management Act.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have had advice on that measure.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I refer to significant issues and trends on page 581.  Could the minister direct me to the 
line item in the budget that accounts for the cost of establishing the new environmental enforcement unit?  The 
minister mentioned that a while ago.  Could she give an overview of how it will provide a focus for stronger 
regulation of the industry? 

[3.40 pm] 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Under the major policy decisions on page 582 I refer the member to the line at the bottom 
of the page that says “Pollution licensing and enforcement”.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Is that for the environmental enforcement unit?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is right.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The minister has already mentioned this in an answer, but how will this unit provide a 
focus on stronger regulation of the industry?  Which areas will this unit focus on?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  For a start, it is there as a dedicated unit, so its only role is environmental enforcement.  It 
is not attached to any of the divisions in the agency, so it does not have any internal conflict about having to 
undertake licensing or other activities.  Part of its role will be to look at compliance, so we are looking at moving 
some of the auditing people into the enforcement unit.  We need to have much better auditing of compliance 
with ministerial conditions and a whole raft of other conditions.  The aim is to have the unit look at compliance 
in the first instance to make sure that people are complying with ministerial conditions, conditions in licences or 
conditions set out as part of works approvals, and to see that they are followed through.  The first part of that 
task is also the role of the licensing officer.  We are now devolving the licensing function to regional offices, so 
that licensing happens closer to the site.  For example, in Albany applicants can speak to someone in the Albany 
branch, rather than always having to make telephone calls to Perth.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Are the regional offices in the major centres?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes, they are.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Are there any inland offices apart from the office at Kalgoorlie?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  There is an office at Northam.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  So they would be at Northam, Albany, Bunbury and Kalgoorlie.  Is that enough?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No, it is not, but the Department of Environmental Protection used to have very few 
offices.  With the amalgamation, and tagging onto Water and Rivers Commission offices, we have been able to 
expand this area.  It is small and relative, but we have doubled the size of the office.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Would this new unit be based in Perth, but work with those regional offices?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  If a licensing officer identifies fairly minor non-compliance, it can be dealt with at a 
regional office level.  If the licensing officer identifies serial non-compliance, the enforcement unit is informed, 
and it will work with the regional office.  The aim is to get the licensing people and the enforcement people 
working together whenever possible.  We do not want the enforcement unit arriving unannounced when the local 
office knows absolutely nothing about it.  If it is a very serious issue or involves repeat offences, the 
environmental enforcement unit will come in, and will probably be regarded as those bastards from Perth who 
have come in and done something about it.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  If there were a major problem with non-compliance, it would go through the regional 
office, which would, if the matter were serious enough, go to this special unit?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.  
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Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I refer to the heading “Cost (Efficiency)” on page 585 and the line item “Average cost per 
ministerial and parliamentary requests for advice”.  I notice that the 2003-04 target for this item is projected to 
increase to $393.  Perhaps this question is not necessarily related specifically to the minister’s department; it 
could be expanded to include others.  I take it that that figure does not include the ministerial office costs, or the 
costs attributable to the source parliamentary office, or wherever that inquiry is generated.  Can the minister, 
with reference to her portfolio, conceive of any way that we might be able, either as members of Parliament or 
from a departmental perspective, to reduce those costs in the future?  I am concerned that when issues arise in 
my electorate and I make representations to the minister and her department, that would entail costs of perhaps 
$500, spread across the whole of government.  Although we must perform our representative functions, what 
kind of use of taxpayer resources occurs in our present system?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is a really good question.  I will answer by saying that the allocation to ministerial 
offices is not in this budget.  That is done through the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  The cost to the 
taxpayer generated in a ministerial office in responding to a request like that is accounted for through the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet’s budget.  I know in the past we have looked at the average cost of 
parliamentary questions, and I remember being surprised at how high it was.  Given that when a parliamentary 
question is generated it goes through a system in the Parliament, then to a minister’s office and down to a 
department, and then back all the way up and out again, it must be said that democracy does not come cheap.  I 
for one would not want to say that anyone should cut back on anything he or she wants to know because it costs 
too much.  The community has a right to know.  

The appropriation was recommended.  
 


