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LANDFILL OPERATIONS 
Motion 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [10.13 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house — 
(a) recognises that the increasing use of landfill operations to dispose of metropolitan and urban 

waste in rural Western Australia is unsustainable; 
(b) calls on the government to assess the social, environmental and economic impacts on rural 

communities from the dumping of metropolitan waste in their backyards; and 
(c) identifies and investigates alternative methods of disposal, such as waste-to-energy plants. 

In 2006, the population of greater Perth was just over 1.5 million people. Over the years, metropolitan garbage 
disposal has been managed through landfill sites throughout metropolitan Perth. In 2016, 10 years on, it is 
estimated that the population of greater Perth is a little over two million people. We are growing at a fairly rapid 
rate, with a 30 per cent increase in population in just a decade. Of course, along with that population increase 
comes increased waste and refuse. In 2011–12, the Peel and Perth regions generated more than 5.23 million 
tonnes of waste. It is expected that by 2019–20, that will increase to 6.1 million tonnes, and that once the 
population of greater Perth reaches 3.5 million, nearly 10 million tonnes of waste will be generated. That might 
be a couple of decades away, but we need to start making changes now so that we will be able to cope with that 
increase in waste. 
This is a rapidly growing challenge for Western Australia. Work has been done with education on the three Rs of 
reduce, re-use and recycle. It is interesting to note that the average waste that is generated per capita has been 
reduced from 0.66 of a tonne in 2006–07 to 0.61 of a tonne in 2012–13. However, although there has been 
a reduction, the reality is that I do not think we will see an end to waste in our lifetime, so waste is something we 
will have to continue to deal with. 
Historically, landfill sites have been located in the greater metropolitan area. During the 1960s and 1970s, many 
of those landfill sites were dotted around the Swan River. There was an interesting article in 
The Sydney Morning Herald a couple of years back about the Elizabeth Quay site, which reported — 

The site of the Elizabeth Quay project is one of 23 unlined former waste dumps dotted around the 
Swan River suspected of leaching an unknown cocktail of contaminates into the Riverpark, official 
documents show. 
The landfills, which have since been turned into public open spaces, yacht clubs, golf and race courses, 
were created in the 1960s and 70s when dumps were unlined and received hazardous waste, garden 
refuge and building rubble that often contained asbestos or were coated in poisons. 

During the 1960s and 1970s there were a lot of problems with our landfill sites, and there were some quite severe 
consequences to wildlife. In 2009, which is a fair while ago, there was an article about some dolphins in the 
Swan River that had died, and the autopsies found that those dolphins were riddled with toxins and other 
contaminants that were suspected to have come from pesticides and dieldrin from landfill sites. Of course, trying 
to rehabilitate landfill sites is very expensive. There was a report in The West Australian in February last year 
about the site of the new Perth Stadium, and a lot of questions were asked about whether there would be a major 
cost blowout because of the contaminants on that site. The article states, in part — 

Premier Colin Barnett’s hand-picked site for Perth’s new 60,000-seat Stadium contains junk including 
putrid organic waste, building rubble, coal ash, tyres, timber and even car bodies. 
The revelation has sparked questions about whether costs will blow out if building conditions prove to 
be unsuitable. 

There have been a lot of problems with landfill, particularly in metropolitan Perth. Since the 1960s and 1970s, 
there have been increases in technology and we have learned a lot about how landfill should be handled. It is 
alarming to learn that no more landfill sites will be approved in metropolitan Perth. Therefore, landfill is being 
trucked to rural Western Australia. One of the technologies that is now being used is to put liners within the 
landfill site. However, there is a lot of concern about the landfill sites in rural areas, for a number of reasons. 

The “Waste Authority Annual Report 2014–15” states that in the financial year 2014–15, the total amount of 
landfill levy collected from the 33 landfill premises that had been monitored was $53.081 million. The report 
states also — 

Over the year, the disposal of metropolitan waste to non-metropolitan landfill facilities has increased to 
17 per cent of total tonnes, up from approximately 8 per cent last financial year. 
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It is clear from that statement that the amount of metropolitan waste that is being dumped in regional 
Western Australia has more than doubled. The report went on to state — 

This rise in waste originating from the metropolitan region which is transported to regional landfill 
facilities is in part due to commencement of operation of two new non-metropolitan landfills during 
2014–15. 

It is interesting to note that no more landfill sites will be approved in the metropolitan area, so regional sites are 
the only option for new landfill premises. That is very alarming considering that many of our metro dumps are 
starting to reach capacity and will soon be decommissioned, so a lot of that stuff will have to go out to regional 
Western Australia. There has been substantial public debate about that. A lot of residents in areas such as York 
or Toodyay—Toodyay is a proposed site—are concerned, quite rightly, about that. In fact, a letter was sent to me 
by a now retired councillor of the Shire of Toodyay, who I met earlier this year. She raised a number of worrying 
concerns that she had. Her letter states — 

The community is against the siting of a Class 2 landfill in this location because of the quantity of site 
water. There is a large water recharge area next to the site and all the evidence is this huge volume of 
water is draining through the site to Jimperding Brook. The problem with this is the soils are coarse 
schists which are bound with a bit of clay and when wet don’t bind but slump and fall apart. In these 
soils if seismic activity occurs the soil can liquefy (liquefaction) and any structure on or in can collapse. 
Unfortunately this site is about 1 km from a significant fault line and within the South West Siesmic 
Zone (SWSZ) which has constant temors. Compounding everything is that the site sits above fractured 
rock. Fractured rock is a feature of the Darling Range (a rocky uplift) and the water in the ranges is held 
in the rock fractures or sandy or schists layers above the rock.  

Landfill liners are only guaranteed for 5 yrs by the manufacturer and start to breakdown after 10-40 yrs 
depending on the contents of the landfill. All liners leak and an ‘acceptable’ level is set by DER but 
after the liners degrade the leachate leakage rate increases significantly. Leachate is very toxic and is 
produced for up to 150 years.  

In summary it is a matter of time when this leachate hits the fractured rock aquifers on which the 
surrounding properties and the bush land rely and enters Jimperding Brook (a water sensitive area) and 
the Avon. 

Notwithstanding the substantial improvements in the way that landfill has been managed since the 1960s, the 
industry has become highly technical and very controlled, but there are still risks that can cause issues over time. 
These risks are not just environmental impacts; social impacts also have to be considered. People live in the 
regions for a variety of reasons. One of those is the peace and tranquillity of being out in the regions with 
a cleaner environment and those sorts of things that the country has to offer. Dumping metropolitan waste out 
there is certainly a concern for many residents. No-one wants rubbish in their backyard. 

Some of the media reports concerning the issues of residents out there include increases in truck movements. 
A few weeks ago, Hon Martin Aldridge brought up the fact that we need to be mindful of road safety in the 
regions. There is also the potential for negative environmental outcomes, as I described earlier, along with the 
negative effects on local tourism. Landfill has the potential to cause incremental and permanent loss of 
agricultural land. In York, 287 public submissions were received about an amended proposal; 284 of those 
287 submissions were against the proposal. There has been significant public opposition from those communities 
to metropolitan wastewater being dumped in their areas. 

The Shire of York president, David Wallace, in response to a State Administrative Tribunal approval last month 
of a planning application to develop the site at Allawuna farm, described it as “a real kick in the belly”. There is 
a lot of media coverage of the York site, including on talkback radio and The West Australian news items. In 
2013, a petition was even read in by Shane Love, MLA, in the other place. It reads — 

I also have a nonconforming petition signed by 541 residents of the Toodyay area. It states — 

We, the undersigned believe there are serious environmental concerns with landfill in the 
Avon Valley; one of WA’s most productive agricultural regions and Perth’s water catchment 
area for the following reasons; 

• The Avon Valley being located in the SWSZ, the most seismically active and unpredictable 
area in Australia. 

• The lack of understanding of the underlying hydrology, its size and importance to the 
environment, community and agriculture. 
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• The siting of the proposed landfills upon the NNW fault line of the 
Jimperding Metamorphic Belt, with an 80% chance of activity. 

• The effects to the local economic drivers of Tourism and Agriculture by traffic and 
groundwater contamination. 

• The imperfect nature of contempory landfill design in guaranteeing environmental, 
agricultural and community security. 

On this basis the Toodyay Opal Vale PL and York SITA landfill proposals should be classified as 
environmentally unacceptable, and not proceed due to the principles of the Environmental Act 1986. 

If my memory serves me right, I think in this place, too, Hon Paul Brown had a petition with over 
4 000 signatures. There is a lot of concern out there in the country. 

I do not in any way blame the companies involved in this. They are simply meeting a need by providing 
a service to the government for the disposal of metro waste. They are there to make a profit and there is nothing 
wrong with that. However, the government has to ask what it is going to do about the future of household waste. 
In 1999, the European Union agreed to a landfill directive to substantially reduce landfill. A lot of penalties were 
involved in continuing landfill and it was very highly controlled. The directive drove a market for alternative 
methods of getting rid of waste. That created a market for waste energy plants. Currently in Europe, 520 waste 
energy plants treat approximately 95 million tonnes of municipal waste. Over the last five years, the annual 
treatment increased by 19 million tonnes, and in the same period, 73 new waste energy plants were established 
and only eight old facilities were shut down. 

A couple of years ago, along with other members of this place, I was part of a delegation that visited Japan. Part 
of that trip involved a tour of a waste energy plant in Japan. It struck me that the facilities were very clean, there 
was no smell to them, and they were right in the heart of the city. We are talking about a country with 
120 million people and a relatively small landmass so there are a lot of people and there is a lot of density. The 
plants were visually unimposing. In fact, the guide had to point out what the waste energy plants were—there 
were quite a number of them in the city—because they are so well designed. The plants are very, very organised 
in how they deal with recycling, as only the Japanese can be; they are very organised. Of course, electricity is 
being developed out of those plants, which, in my mind, is a recycling of that rubbish. A by-product of solid ash 
is being turned into bricks, which can be used in roads, footpaths or hard stands and parks—whatever the case 
may be. 

A waste energy plant is currently being built in Kwinana. The plant, which is going to cost some $400 million, is 
funded totally through private interest investment. So far, eight Perth councils have signed up for it. They will 
deliver their waste to that waste energy plant, which will have the effect of reducing the amount of landfill that 
we use. It is interesting that when the plant starts to process the waste, it will process about 300 000 tonnes of 
waste a year and that will increase to 400 000 tonnes as time goes on. It is quite a significant amount of rubbish. 
From that waste, 36 megawatts of electricity will be generated through its turbines and that will power about 
35 000 homes. There is also an additional benefit of putting electricity back into the grid.  

I know that at the moment we have an oversupply of electricity, but members needy only cast their minds back 
a little over 10 years when WA’s power structure and generation was in a pretty poor state, with brownouts and 
blackouts; we did not have enough electricity. Now we have plenty of power, but that is not to say we always 
will, and being able to generate power through waste energy plants is a good way of continuing that supply of 
energy. I know that waste energy plants have a lot of critics. 

Hon Jim Chown: How much energy do they use? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I cannot answer that. They are burning the waste, so I do not know whether they use 
energy to do that, because once the fire is going, it is going. 

There have been critics of waste energy plants, and one criticism is about the toxins that they emit. Of course, in 
their early days, there was a bit of an issue with some of those toxins being emitted, but now they use new 
technology such as lime scrubbers and electrostatic precipitators. That has really reduced the volume of toxins 
released into the atmosphere. 

As far as recycling goes, waste can still be separated as it comes through a facility. If there is a commercial value 
in some of that recycled material, it can be recycled; otherwise, it is put through the waste energy plant. As 
I said, that is a good way of recycling that rubbish by not only directly using the material, but also generating 
power and making those paving bricks that I mentioned earlier. 
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The choice is to either establish an alternative to dealing with metropolitan waste in the form of waste energy 
plants—I understand one is proposed for Port Hedland—or continue with landfill. Landfill sites will not continue 
to be located in Perth. As we know, as landfill sites shut down, that will be it. The only alternative is to locate 
landfill sites in the country. It will be a very poor thing for the state when we start to put millions of tonnes of 
waste into our pristine country areas and agricultural regions where grain and other products are grown. I would 
not like visitors to Western Australia, who come for tourism or to buy our products, to have to drive past a dump 
in regional Western Australia. I would like us to take a good look at waste energy plants. The first one at 
Kwinana is going to be an interesting prototype. These plants are used extensively in the European Union and in 
Japan, which have high population densities, and they seem to be working pretty well over there. 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Planning) [10.32 am]: I rise as the 
government’s lead speaker on this motion. I also note that Hon Phil Edman would like to make a contribution in 
this important area. I thank Hon Rick Mazza for bringing this motion to the house. All members would agree that 
managing waste is a complex issue and that it cannot be resolved overnight. However, the Liberal–National 
government has for some time been focusing on opportunities to reduce waste and it is a key priority for the 
Minister for Environment. By way of background, I can say that in 2012 the government developed and 
introduced the first “Western Australian Waste Strategy: Creating the right environment”. The strategy contains 
ambitious targets, including diverting from landfill 65 per cent of municipal solid waste in the metropolitan area 
and 50 per cent of municipal waste in major regional centre by 2020. 
The strategy refers to targets. I know that Hon Rick Mazza has talked about commercial and industrial waste, 
and I will say a bit more about that shortly. As well as these targets for diverting municipal waste, the targets for 
construction and demolition waste are even higher at 70 per cent and 75 per cent respectively. Hon Rick Mazza 
referred to figures on the volume of waste going into landfill and indicated there had been a reduction, which is 
correct. Between 2010–11 and 2014–15 the amount of waste disposed in landfill across the state reduced by 
around 28 per cent from approximately 4.5 million tonnes per annum to 3.6 million tonnes per annum. This has 
taken place at a time when the population has increased. Like Hon Rick Mazza and everyone in this house, 
I want to see that continue to decline. 
The government continues to put in place a number of strategies to reduce waste. The Liberal–National 
government’s increase in the landfill levy has been one of the most effective tools in reducing waste to landfill. 
The government increased the levy last year, and this has been a key driver to help divert waste from landfills. 
I know very well, as a former Minister for Environment, that when the landfill levy increases, inevitably 
concerns are raised because no-one likes to see levies increase. However, an important environmental benefit 
comes from that. The metropolitan waste levy rates in Western Australia are still well below the rates in other 
Australian cities and we need to bear that in mind whenever there are criticisms about levy increases. 
More generally, though, the government is actively supporting and encouraging other waste initiatives to help 
reduce waste and increase recycling. The Better Bins program helps local governments improve kerbside waste 
and recycling services to households, and supports waste strategy targets and reduces local government’s 
exposure to the landfill levy. As a resident of the City of Stirling, when I first moved there, we had only one bin 
that had to cater for everything, whereas now we have three bins. It is far more effective for not only our 
household, but also, I am sure, every other ratepayer in the City of Stirling to be able to separate the different 
types of waste. I understand that the government has allocated up to $20 million over the life of the program and 
offered about $5 million to 13 councils in the first round. 
I refer now to other initiatives. Recently we launched the recycled construction products program that will 
provide $10 million over the next five years to incentivise the use of construction and demolition waste as 
recycled products in civil construction projects and to increase its acceptance in the marketplace. 
Hon Rick Mazza also referred to the three Rs—reduce, re-use and recycle. I will talk about waste to energy in 
a moment but will digress a little. I have always been strongly of the view that community engagement and 
education is a key part to reducing waste over time. The work that is done by the Waste Authority, through 
schools in particular, is incredibly important. Engaging young people at an early age and getting them involved 
in understanding better how we can reduce waste is incredibly important. It will help them so that as they grow 
older it becomes part of their daily life, much like we all know we have to slip, slop, slap, which is taken as 
a given. Similarly for reducing waste, giving children at a young age an understanding of the importance of 
reducing waste, recycling and reusing not only helps them as they grow, but also encourages them to talk to their 
parents about these things, so it has a much wider benefit. The community engagement that is done through 
a number of schools across Western Australia, including a number of Waste Wise WA schools within my 
electorate, is very much a core part of what they see as their role in reducing waste across Western Australia. 
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In relation to paragraph (c) of Hon Rick Mazza’s motion on waste-to-energy generation, the Minister for 
Environment has recently approved waste-to-energy facilities. This marks an important step in establishing 
large-scale alternative waste treatment in the metropolitan area. These facilities will be required to meet strict 
environmental standards consistent with facilities within the European Union, to which Hon Rick Mazza 
referred. This technology provides the dual benefits of waste management and energy production. I will give 
a couple of examples. Hon Rick Mazza referred to Phoenix Energy. There are plans to develop a 32-megawatt 
waste energy plant in the Kwinana industrial area that has the ability to process up to 400 000 tonnes of 
municipal waste per annum. Phoenix Energy has also secured a 20-year waste supply agreement with the 
City of Kwinana for the supply of residential residual waste to the facility. My good friend and colleague 
Hon Phil Edman will be saying a little more about that facility. From a regional perspective—again, I think 
Hon Rick Mazza referred to this—I understand that environmental approval has also been given for an eight-
megawatt waste energy facility in Port Hedland. This is planned for completion by 2017. I have been advised 
that an agreement with the City of Karratha has been signed to divert 60 000 tonnes of waste from landfill to the 
facility each year. 

More generally, I very much accept and understand the concerns that Hon Rick Mazza raised about 
environmental considerations and concerns within local communities about landfill facilities that are either 
operating or are planned to be built. Wherever a proposed landfill is located, the Department of Environment 
Regulation regulates landfills through works approval and licence application to ensure that it does not represent 
an unacceptable risk to environmental public health. Again, as a former Minister for Environment, I am certainly 
aware of the concerns raised by local communities at times about the potential impact of landfills. Strict 
processes and procedures are in place to manage that impact. Rural landfills are subject to inspection under the 
department’s annual compliance program. They can be inspected annually or every two or three years, 
depending on their size and the type of operations. They can also, quite appropriately, be inspected in response to 
complaints or incidents that are received by the department. Obviously, the planning process plays a very 
important role in ensuring that the location selected for the site meets state planning objectives. 

Overall, as I said, looking at opportunities to reduce waste going to landfill is a key priority for this government. 
There is no doubt that it is a complex issue and one that has to be addressed on a number of fronts. I have 
outlined just a few of those. Given Hon Rick Mazza’s support in looking at alternative options, particularly 
waste to energy, we are seeing movement in a direction that has the potential for these types of facilities to be 
built to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. Collectively, all these initiatives will continue to help 
reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. I think that is incredibly important. I thank the member for bringing 
the motion to the house. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.42 am]: Members would be surprised that I am standing 
to have a chat on this. I take on board many of the points made by Hon Rick Mazza. Each of the three parts of 
his motion is a very important debating point. Unfortunately, I will be fairly limited in what I can contribute, but 
we recognise that the increasing use of landfill operations to dispose of metropolitan urban waste is 
unsustainable. We recognise the plea to call on the government to assess the social, environmental and economic 
impacts on rural communities. Looking at the whole issue of using a seismically risky area around 
Darling Scarp, Toodyay and the Avon Valley, we recognise that it is probably not the best place for a landfill 
facility. But the whole premise is wrong because it is a result of a broken process. A wasteful society is one that 
does not appropriately value resources and is one in which a market mechanism is facilitated for the perpetuation 
of the development of waste. 

Turning to the third part of the motion, when we deal with alternative waste disposals, we need to remember that 
the notion of turning waste into energy is, by its very nature, flawed. It is flawed in this state for the one reason 
that we have an incredible surplus of energy. A few minutes ago the Minister for Planning indicated that the 
300 companies that are involved in demand-side management will have their position re-evaluated. Demand-side 
management is when we have an excess capacity of energy. The Minister for Environment identified in a press 
release on 26 August last year that we have an incredible amount of excess capacity now and we need to be 
shutting major coal-fired power stations rather than implementing demand-side management, when we have 
300 corporations in Western Australia that sit on the grid and are prepared for an economic return to switch off 
their power consumption, which enables us to keep all the home fires burning, so to speak. Instead of reducing 
energy supply from the old clunkers, we are reducing what we call megawatts, which is when we gain a benefit 
from not reducing energy and there is an economic return. I have a real problem with what the minister said 
a few minutes ago. We accept a culture in which built-in obsolescence is the norm. 

I want to turn to Norway. I am sure the honourable member will know what I am dealing with here. Norway 
went down the waste energy process. It looked at its forward development of waste and said that it will build 
a bit of extra capacity into Oslo’s waste-to-energy facility. The problem was that the nation went in a different 
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direction. It said it was going to recycle, refuse and reuse—the three Rs—and it achieved incredible 
advancement in its reduction of waste. The problem is that Oslo has this facility that imports waste from Britain, 
Italy and all around the world to keep the plant operating, which is exactly the reason we should not go to waste 
to energy. It is a nonsense. Waste to energy still creates CO2. We know that historically there have been 
problems with dioxins and things like that. I do not want to go down that path. The key issue is why do we have 
waste to energy when we should be reducing waste in the first place? If we reduced waste, we would not have 
the relative problems that may be facing the areas around Darling Scarp, Toodyay and those places—
communities that I have been to and talked with about their concerns. One only needs to understand the basic 
geology of Western Australia to know that that area is a classic seismic zone and we should not be putting any 
long-term stored facility in that area. We go down that path. 

There are many other aspects to this issue. It seems to cut across so many portfolios. I am mindful of when we 
were discussing the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Bill in this place in 2009, I think. 

Hon Donna Faragher: It was definitely 2009. I remember it well. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Good. I think the minister can remember the debate. 

Hon Donna Faragher: It’s etched in my memory. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is etched in her mind. That debate was a bill to raise money to basically improve 
recycling, reusing and those sorts of things. Unfortunately, the money we raised during that period did not help 
waste and recycling. It created a bit of an imprimatur; that is, because the cost of waste had gone up, waste 
would be reduced. If I remember rightly, the minister said at that time that this would have a marked reduction 
on waste and would stop the idea of people going to the country to dump their waste.  

Having said that, I turn to the report. 

Hon Donna Faragher: We have seen a reduction in waste. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. We should be seeing a major reduction and then we would not need 
waste-to-energy plants. If I remember rightly, there was a committee inquiry in 2009—Hon Wendy Duncan and 
Hon Bruce Donaldson were members of that committee—into container deposit schemes, which is something 
that we on this side of the house have continued to push. It said if we want to reduce something like 60 per cent 
of our waste, as per South Australia, we have to go down this path. It is anathema and nonsensical to create 
waste to be used as an energy source. It has no rationale in a society in which climate change is becoming real 
and serious. We know that WA is producing almost triple the CO2 emissions that it was producing in 1995. The 
idea that we will create waste energy when we do not need any more energy or waste is, I have to say, stupid. 

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am looking forward to the honourable member’s contribution. He has been around 
the world with his corporate friends and looked at the different issues around the world. I understand where he is 
coming from. 

Hon Phil Edman: Have you actually been to Japan and seen one? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have been to Oslo. 

Hon Phil Edman: Have you been to Japan? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, I have not been to Japan. 

Hon Phil Edman: What are you talking about? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I welcome that interjection; it was a really good interjection. If we are going to move 
towards waste to energy, there are places in the world where it is valuable. 

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think it has been mentioned a couple of times by one of the three members who 
have spoken on this motion that Hon Phil Edman might want to make a contribution. You have that opportunity, 
but not by continually interjecting from your seat. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I welcomed the interjection, because there is a place for waste to energy. Waste to 
energy has a place in countries such as Hong Kong and Japan that have limited physical land space. Having said 
that, it also works on the completely wrong premise that we should not be generating the waste in the first place. 
If people in Germany want to buy a new AAA battery, they have to take the old one back. People say, 
“Pardon; I couldn’t see us doing that!” But the Germans have been doing that for years and nobody bats an 
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eyelid. People used to complain about bike helmets but we wear them now because it is the norm. The norm 
should be to refuse, reuse and recycle. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [10.52 am]: I rise to speak on this motion on behalf of the opposition. 
I welcome the opportunity to again discuss in this chamber the important issue of waste management. 

Western Australians are the worst producers of waste in Australia—a shocking but true fact. The 2014 report 
from Blue Environment Pty Ltd, which was commissioned by the Australian government, illustrated that very 
clearly for all to see. WA has the highest per capita waste generation and the highest per capita waste-to-landfill 
rates in Australia. Given the size of our population, that is a shocking statistic. WA’s per capita waste-to-landfill 
rates are double those of New South Wales, Queensland, Tasmania and Victoria, and triple those of 
South Australia. That is a disgraceful and shameful fact. WA’s per capita waste-to-recycling rate is half that of 
South Australia and about one-third of that of New South Wales. We are not implementing world best standards 
in Western Australia and we are a long way behind our counterparts in the rest of Australia in dealing with waste 
management issues. Clearly, simply increasing the landfill levy rate will not address the problems that we face 
with waste management in this state. As I said, those statistics are very concerning. 

The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act has very clear objectives. I will read them out, because they 
are very important. The primary objects of the act are — 

… to contribute to sustainability, and the protection of human health and the environment, in 
Western Australia and the move towards a wastefree society by— 

(a) promoting the most efficient use of resources, including resource recovery and waste avoidance; 
and 

(b) reducing environmental harm, including pollution through waste; and 

(c) the consideration of resource management options against the following hierarchy — 

(i) avoidance of unnecessary resource consumption; 

That was a point made by Hon Robin Chapple. The objectives continue — 

(ii) resource recovery (including reuse, reprocessing, recycling and energy recovery); 

Again, that was a point made by Hon Robin Chapple. The third objective is disposal. It is down there. 

The Environmental Protection Authority, together with the Waste Authority, produced a “Waste to Energy 
Position Statement”. It clearly sets out a hierarchy when dealing with waste management. At the top of the 
hierarchy is “avoidance”, followed by “recovery”. Recovery has a number of components—reuse, reprocessing, 
recycling and energy discovery, which is just above “disposal” in the hierarchy. Generally, the higher waste is 
managed up the hierarchy, the lower the impact—therefore, the risk—to the environment and communities. As 
I said, the waste hierarchy places waste energy recovery ahead of disposal. It is pretty low on the hierarchy. The 
report states — 

Energy recovery is a recognised option at the lower end of the waste hierarchy, which may be suitable 
for residual waste. Energy recovery is more favourable than disposal to landfill, but less favourable than 
the options of avoidance, re-use, reprocessing and recycling. 

… 

The Waste Authority considers the best practice WtE processes to be a preferable option to landfill for 
the management of residual waste but not at the expense of reasonable efforts to avoid, reuse, reprocess 
or recycle waste. WtE has the potential to divert substantial volumes of waste from landfill (and thereby 
support the delivery of Waste Strategy targets) and produce a beneficial product. 

There is acknowledgement that it has a role to play. But it has a limited role; it is down the bottom and comes 
after all the other higher issues have been addressed. The report continues — 

… long-term supply arrangements have the potential to undermine the application of the waste 
hierarchy; long-term supply arrangements can ‘lock up’ residual waste streams for a specific use 
thereby undermining the viability of the future higher value waste management options (such as 
recycling). 

Let me be clear that this is a government policy document. It goes on to describe where those facilities can be 
located if we go down that path. It recommends that they should be put in industrial areas. It concludes — 
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The waste hierarchy is set out in Section 5 of the WARR Act 2007 and the Waste Authority supports its 
application. Energy recovery is preferred over disposal to landfill, and the Waste Authority agrees it can 
play an important role alongside other waste management options to achieve waste strategy targets and 
minimise environmental impacts. 

The Waste Authority believes that waste to energy should only be used for genuine residual waste that 
could not with reasonable efforts be reused, reprocessed or recycled, and would otherwise go to landfill. 
The Waste Authority also supports siting arrangements for WtE facilities into the future that harness the 
benefits of locating waste facilities close to the source of waste generation. 

WA’s position is not one of opposition to waste to energy. As the Minister for Planning indicated, five plants 
have been approved in Western Australia. However, we need to remember where it sits in the waste hierarchy 
management and ensure that it is dealing only with residual waste because there are factors associated with it and 
there are concerns in the community about these plants. Labor is concerned that decisions about waste-to-energy 
plants are being made before full consideration of the recommendations of the strategic waste infrastructure 
planning report prepared for the Waste Authority has been undertaken. The suitability of waste-to-energy 
projects must be fully assessed, and matters of concern include the impacts on local air quality caused by the 
potential release of toxic emissions. We note that with improving technology, those concerns are lessening, but 
still exist. Other matters of concern are the potential damage to re-use and recycling waste diversion projects 
resulting from the demand for waste to fuel the waste-to-energy plants, and the feasibility of financing 
arrangements that will lock in a supply of waste rather than waste reduction; and the need for projects to 
negotiate electricity purchase offtake agreements. A number of concerns exist around waste to energy. It 
certainly has a role to play in the management of waste, but we should not elevate it over the other options of 
re-use and recycling that should have a higher consideration in that process. 

As to the decision made on York, I will not have enough time to go through it but I really recommend that 
members read the State Administrative Tribunal decision. The proposal was opposed by the local community, 
Avon Valley Residents Association Inc, the Shire of York and the Wheatbelt Joint Development Assessment 
Panel—the assessment panel created by this government to consider significant projects. The SAT was given 
conditional leave to look only at the issue of the proposal’s impacts on groundwater, but the decision goes much 
further. The SAT considered town planning issues and a whole range of other matters. People need to be aware 
that the legislative structure of the SAT is based on mediation. A shire makes a decision based on its town 
planning scheme, which is based on land-use planning. Certain uses are permitted in certain zones and others are 
not, and there is a range of discretionary uses. The stuff that goes to SAT is usually within that discretionary use 
profile. When council makes a decision, council officers and lawyers go to SAT to represent that decision. As 
soon as they walk through the doors of SAT, they are required to leave that decision at the door and accept 
having to mediate an outcome. 

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [11.02 am]: I welcome Hon Rick Mazza’s motion; it is unfortunate that 
he was called away—very reluctantly, I believe—on urgent parliamentary business. As a fellow member for 
Agricultural Region, he is very aware of the impact waste from Perth and the metropolitan area is having on the 
peri-urban fringe, particularly the Avon Arc. Hon Adele Farina spoke about the State Administrative Tribunal’s 
decision on Allawuna Farm at York, but there has been another approval, not through the SAT process, in the 
Avon Arc in that peri-urban fringe, and the very small community of Toodyay will be very heavily impacted by 
the Opal Vale site. As Hon Adele Farina mentioned, in Toodyay, putrescible waste and landfill is permitted 
under the town planning scheme; in York, it is not. In both communities the proposals for landfill were of very 
great concern and there was great community outrage because the landfill sites were to be very close to people’s 
houses, farms, industries and local businesses. In the Toodyay area, it was to be very close to where people had 
moved for quiet amenity and lifestyle. I have spoken to many people, and Hon Rick Mazza mentioned that 
I brought a petition to the Legislative Council on behalf of the people of Toodyay, York and the greater 
wheatbelt area. That petition had 4 256 signatures from areas as far away as Beacon, Merredin, Southern Cross 
and others—those people could see the potential impact of a lack of landfill policy outside Perth on the 
peri-urban fringe and further out. 

Hon Adele Farina spoke about joint development assessment panel decisions. The wheatbelt JDAP refused two 
proposals. The initial proposal was refused, and it went to SAT. SAT sent it back to the JDAP for further 
consideration. After considerable community consultation, the York community and council and all affected 
ratepayers were opposed to the proposal. The Avon Valley Residents Association Inc should be commended for 
its very vocal opposition. Kay and Robyn Davies and Keith Schekkerman, to name a few, should be commended 
for their opposition to these types of facility in their backyard that would have a devastating impact on York 
particularly. These waste proposals result in high-production agricultural land being used to store the waste from 
Perth in regional WA, without any planning, policy or regard for the local community. 
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The Opal Vale decision was even more alarming because of its very close proximity to residential areas. People 
in the area will be virtually looking over the edge of the ridge and into the pit. There will be noise and the visual 
amenity and lifestyle will be destroyed. None of those aspects impacts on the decision-making process. Only 
environmental impacts are considered, and even they are questionable. I have dealt with these communities and 
have lived not far from both of the proposed sites. I have visited both areas and spoken to—not all the opponents 
because there were 4 256 signatories—the principal petitioner, Alice Burnell, who is one of people who will look 
down the scarp at Opal Vale and into this pit. 

Two processes run concurrently. In York the town planning process runs alongside the wheatbelt JDAP that 
comprises two shire members and three independent well-regarded experts. They chose to support the 
community. Unfortunately, companies can take the JDAP decision to SAT, which appears to have very little 
regard for the community. The Minister for Environment and Department of Environment Regulation are lacking 
a framework or policy on what will happen to waste from Perth, other than it will not be in Perth. It is okay for it 
to go anywhere else, but by 2020, it will not be in Perth. I commend Hon Phil Edman for talking about waste to 
energy; it was a commendable diversionary tactic. Once again, the policy underpinning this is that we will not 
have waste in the Perth coastal plain, but we really do not care where else it goes as long as it is not here. There 
is now incredible concern in our communities that because of the lack of policy, companies will pick off the 
sites, one by one, with very little regard for the local community, and the Department of Environment Regulation 
will look purely at the environmental science. In fact, from the reports and submissions I have seen, particularly 
in the case of Opal Vale, I would question the environmental science behind it. I think it is misinformative and, 
in fact, in my view, it borders on fraudulent. The information that was provided to DER obviously has not been 
assessed properly — 
Hon Adele Farina: Why wasn’t it challenged, then, by the Minister for Water? 
Hon Darren West: She’s missing in action. 
Hon PAUL BROWN: Be quiet, Hon Darren West. If Hon Darren West has a contribution, he should stand and 
make his contribution. We could all use a good snooze. 
In fact, Hon Mia Davies, through her department, made submissions with regard to that, but in both those 
circumstances the department has only an advisory capacity; it does not have a decision-making capacity inside 
that space. The DER makes its decisions on its own, with a review of the information being provided by the 
Department of Water, but only a review; it does not actually have to hold it in any regard. 
Because of the lack of policy, Hon Mia Davies and I, working with the Wheatbelt Development Commission and 
the Shire of Tammin, have sought to have a feasibility study done further out in the wheatbelt in the Shire of 
Tammin as a test case to have a larger regional waste facility that would have diversionary policies as well for 
recycling and other industry. We have had to apply royalties for regions money through the Wheatbelt 
Development Commission into a feasibility study to look at reducing the risk of the peri-urban fringe and the 
Avon arc becoming the dumping facility for the Perth metropolitan area. That is telling in itself. I saw earlier 
Hon Adele Farina nodding her head when I talked about the 2020 proposal to have no waste in Perth. The Peel 
area is protected by that proposal to a certain extent. Unfortunately, the rest of the area that has an interface with 
Perth and has development in it—people are moving out of Perth and into that peri-urban fringe, because there 
are developments going ahead—is not afforded any protection. There is absolutely no protection and a distinct 
lack of policy from the minister and the department. 
We have had a petition, an inquiry and correspondence with the minister. The minister was very happy for the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, through public correspondence, to hold an inquiry on 
his behalf, but he is not prepared to do the work himself to actually come up with a policy to protect these very 
valuable areas. As I said earlier, I think some of the information that I have seen—not all the information, and 
not every site—borders on fraudulent and needs to be considered with much higher regard. 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [11.12 am]: I will keep my remarks as brief as I can because I know 
other members wish to contribute and that Hon Phil Edman has a very strong interest in part of this motion. 
I acknowledge Hon Rick Mazza for moving such a good motion today: that this house recognises that the 
increasing use of landfill operations to dispose of metropolitan and urban waste in rural Western Australia is 
unsustainable. It is that part of the motion that I will speak about the most because, as a regional member, I live 
and have invested in an area that is becoming a dumping ground for Perth, and I will have some more to say 
about that. The motion also calls on the government to assess the social, environmental and economic impacts on 
rural communities from the dumping of metropolitan waste in their backyards, and to identify and investigate 
alternative methods of disposal, such as waste-to-energy plants. I think that last part is probably getting a little 
ahead of the game, but I will talk about that some more. 
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We have a growing waste problem in Western Australia. We have a growing population and we live in 
a relatively affluent society, and everywhere we go, if we look around—at fast food restaurants, for example—
we can see how much waste we generate. When we buy something from a shop, we generate a lot of waste. We 
do this every day, all of us. We all want to put our bins out and we all want that waste disposed of. After the 
truck picks up the bin and the bin is gone, none of us really thinks much about what happens to the waste. Given 
that we know all these things—that people are generating more and more waste all the time, much of which 
could be recycled and re-used, and that we could do something about reducing that waste—that is where we 
should start the conversation about how to produce less waste and how to turn waste into a resource rather than 
a problem. 
The problem is that the government has no plan; there is no plan at all for the long-term issue of waste. The only 
plan the government has is to say to private operators, “Can you just find a spot over the Darling Range, find 
a hole in the ground and stick it in there?” That is the government’s plan for disposing of Perth’s waste. That is 
not a plan; that is just plain crazy. It does not take into account the impact of waste on regional communities. The 
fact is that regional communities—this might shock metropolitan members on the other side—are not all that 
enamoured of the idea of being the dumping ground for the waste created in Perth. We really do not want all that 
waste foisted on our communities. We do not want extra truck movements on our roads, which are already the 
most dangerous in Western Australia, if not Australia. We have a road fatality rate per 100 000 in the wheatbelt 
that is the equivalent of that for Uganda, and we do not want more trucks bringing rubbish up from Perth. We do 
not want, “Come to the wheatbelt—the rubbish tip of Western Australia.” We do not want that negative 
connotation. We think there should be a plan for managing the waste generated in the city. We need to recycle 
more of that waste, reduce the waste in the first place and to re-use as much of that waste as we can. Once that 
plan has been thought through and created, it just may be that if there is a good reason for moving metropolitan 
waste into my electorate—the Agricultural Region, where I live and have invested—and that happens to be the 
best place, we can then point out to communities, “Yes, the waste is coming your way; however, it is part of 
a broader plan and here’s how we propose to do it.” 

At the moment the process is ad hoc and all over the place. We have proposals popping up everywhere. SUEZ—
formerly SITA—has bought a farm west of York, which is one of the nicest farms in Western Australia. It just 
happens to have a hole in the ground and is just over the Darling scarp. There are serious hydrological issues. 
I am sorry, Hon Paul Brown, but the member for Central Wheatbelt has been totally missing in action on this 
issue. The National Party is saying all the right things, but not doing a thing about this issue and the dumping of 
this waste. There are some hydrological issues there — 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Paul Brown has had his say, and I listened in relative silence, so how about 
offering the same courtesy? 

There is a big issue in the wheatbelt with the dumping of Perth’s waste. Keith Schekkerman, as Hon Paul Brown 
mentioned, is a former journalist who has been very adept in getting out the messages and creating the 
Avon Valley Residents Association Inc, which is furious with this process, and so it should be. It is a beautiful 
community, including that magnificent farm 18 kilometres west of York. The Great Southern Highway, starting 
near York at The Lakes, is a very dangerous and winding piece of road. There have been lots of fatalities on that 
road and the community is right to be concerned that the government does not have a plan for waste, other than 
to stick it over the hill in a hole in the ground. The community is right to be concerned about that. The 
community expected its local member, who is a cabinet minister in the government of Western Australia, to 
stand up and act on its behalf, and where has she been? She has been silent. She has not been part of this process 
whatsoever, and that is wrong. The Toodyay community has a similar proposal, the Opal Vale proposal, coming 
to a nice Avon Valley town near you. It is a similar proposal from another organisation. As Hon Paul Brown 
said, 4 000 signatures on a petition is a lot of community discontent. 

Another thing that has happened in the last couple of days, which I noticed in an article in The West Australian, 
is that SITA has now become SUEZ, and SUEZ has just bought Perthwaste Green Recycling from Clough. 
Guess what, everybody? All the waste that Perthwaste collected—some 69 rubbish trucks, I think I read in that 
article—is also coming to an Avon Valley town near you and being dumped in the closest local hole in the 
ground just over the Darling scarp. It gets worse every day for people in the beautiful, picturesque Avon Valley. 
I would encourage anyone to go for a drive to the Avon Valley. It is now becoming green after that magnificent 
rain, and now is the best time of the year to go to the Avon Valley. Members should do themselves a favour, 
jump in the car and go for a drive, and as they drive to York, they will see sign after sign along the side of the 
road pointing out where, in this beautiful landscape, the rubbish is going to be dumped. That is not good enough. 
There is no plan. We need a plan about what we will do with this waste. We need a plan to recycle more waste. 
We need a plan to re-use and handle the waste. 
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Sure, a case can be made for waste-to-energy plants. I am not a big fan of those plants. I think they create 
a whole new set of environmental risks that we need to manage. A case can be made for converting some of our 
waste to energy. However, we should not convert all our waste to energy. We need to have a waste management 
plan for how we can best use that waste. We should be looking, and future generations will be looking, at waste 
as a resource, not a problem. 

I am aware of the $50 000 feasibility study to look at options in the wheatbelt. However, a fat lot of good that did 
us—we are going to get the waste in York and Toodyay anyway. It does not seem to matter what happens; that is 
what this government wants to do with our waste. We need to move forward and make a bipartisan effort to 
come up with a better regional solution for our waste. We all create waste. We live in a society that generates 
waste. We have talked recently in this Parliament about the introduction of a container deposit scheme so that we 
can reduce the amount of litter on our roadsides. We have also talked in this Parliament about reducing the 
supply of plastic bags in Fremantle. However, all those initiatives have been howled down by members of the 
government. Therefore, on the one hand we have a problem with waste, but on the other hand we do not want to 
do anything about it. 

The message that we on this side are getting from the government, the message that the public is getting from the 
government, and certainly the message that the Avon Valley communities are getting from the government, is, 
“We don’t have a plan, but will you just take the waste on our behalf in the interim.” I do not think that is good 
enough. We need to have a broader discussion about waste. We need to have a plan. We need something more 
substantive than just, “Thanks for taking that waste off our hands.” We need to get the waste off the 
Swan coastal plain by 2031. I believe that is what we are trying to achieve. That is quite a good notion. There are 
a lot of groundwater sites on the Swan coastal plain and a lot of reasons why we should take a different approach 
to waste than just piling it up on the Swan coastal plain. However, by moving that waste to the Avon Valley, we 
are just shifting the problem. We are not finding a solution. That is what is important about this motion today. 

The third and final point that I want to touch on briefly is the impact on the Avon Valley of moving that waste to 
those communities. It is important to take into account that Toodyay Road and the road to York are very 
dangerous country roads. If waste is transported on those roads, we need the corresponding road funding to make 
those roads safer and enable them to cope with the extra traffic that the rubbish disposal will create, also bearing 
in mind that more and more companies will be seeking those same holes in the ground. 

I will allow other speakers to talk about waste to energy. An argument can be made for waste to energy. 
However, it is not the be-all and end-all. Before we get to that point, we need a plan for what we will do with the 
waste that is created by all of us in Western Australia. We need a tangible plan that we can all work towards and 
achieve. 

HON PHIL EDMAN (South Metropolitan) [11.22 am]: I thank Hon Rick Mazza for bringing this motion to 
the house. I have been listening to all the speakers quite closely. Why is our metropolitan waste being sneaked 
off into rural areas? No-one has been able to come up with the answer to that question. The answer is that it is 
cheaper than dumping the waste in landfills in the metropolitan area. The other thing is that rural landfills do not 
have to pay the landfill levy. Therefore, the government should probably expand the number of landfill sites that 
are required to pay the landfill levy. I have been waiting all morning to see whether someone has figured that 
out, but no-one has. 

I want to correct a few of the things that have been said by other speakers. The waste-to-energy plant in Kwinana 
is a 70 megawatt plant and it will power 70 000 homes, not 35 000 homes. Hon Jim Chown wanted to know how 
much power the plant will use. I will explain how it works. The plant is originally fired up with gas, and, once it 
starts to burn, there is no need to fire it up anymore; it will continue to burn. 

It amazes me that all these people seem to know all about waste to energy. Unless members are prepared to get 
on a plane and fly to Japan and see these plants, they should not come in here and talk absolute rubbish. They do 
not know anything about it. They should make the effort to go to Japan. I would be happy to organise 
a delegation and they can come with me on a tour and I will show them what these plants are like. 

I turn now to the Australian Labor Party and to what it did with that absolute disgrace that was opened at the 
Southern Metropolitan Regional Council in 1991 by its Premier, Carmen Lawrence, and its minister, 
David Smith. Do members know that that is actually the last anaerobic digester system plant that has ever been 
opened in the world? That plant was dumped here in Western Australia. No-one else is using that type of plant 
now. But, no, a former Labor government opened the very last one here in 1991, and it has caused us headaches 
ever since. We are paying about $285 a tonne to put our rubbish through this stupid tip. So, all the ratepayers in 
the South Metropolitan Region—that includes me, and Hon Simon O’Brien—are getting absolutely ripped off 
with this outrageous fee. This was brought on and established by the Australian Labor Party, not by us. 
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Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: We are the ones who have had to deal with it. What has our government done? The 
Kwinana waste-to-energy plant — 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I am talking, Mr President, not Hon Kate Doust. I am pretty sure I am the one who is 
standing here. Hon Kate Doust has not made a contribution this morning. If she wants to make a contribution, 
she should stand up. So far she has said nothing. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get back to the content of the motion, and the rules of debate. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: The plant at Kwinana is a level 2 Department of State Development project. The Premier 
went to Japan to see these plants. He was not too sure about them either. I was with the Premier on that trip. He 
thought this plant is great, and he has been giving it all the support it possibly can get from the government. It is 
not our government’s fault that that plant has not opened yet. However, it is not far away. So, in relation to what 
our government has done, our government likes waste to energy. The plant has all its approvals in place. 
Compared with the flawed piece of rubbish at the SMRC, which we are getting ripped off by, three years ago 
I reported that the cost of treating waste at Kwinana will be about $110 a tonne. I do not know what the cost is 
now, but I believe it is significantly cheaper than bringing it to landfill. I am surprised, too, about the comment 
by Hon Robin Chapple that the waste-to-energy plant is flawed. He has not gone to Japan to see these plants 
either. 
I want to tell members about the emissions from these plants. The exhaust pipes of the trucks that deliver waste 
to landfill generate more emissions than these plants do. The emission of dioxins is minute. The dioxin emission 
from these plants has been measured as 0.000017. Absolutely nothing is coming out of these plants that might 
kill us. However, no members opposite have been to Japan to look at these plants, and I suggest that they do. 
I want to explain how a waste-to-energy plant works. It is very, very simple. The waste is brought into the plant. 
The metals are separated. It is a burning process, which heats up a boiler, which then makes steam, which then 
turns a turbine to make energy and turn it into power. So, we get the power for free. It will power about 
70 000 homes. That is a good thing. There are no emissions. What is left is aggregate. The aggregate is not put 
into landfill, as the SMRC is doing with its anaerobic digester. It is actually re-used to make bricks. The majority 
of the waste that comes from the anaerobic digester at the SMRC goes into landfill anyway, and we are paying 
two or three times more for that than what we would pay for a waste-to-energy plant. 
Waste to energy is a very good idea. I want to report to the house that all the approvals have been pretty much 
granted for that plant. The construction will start this year. More than 600 construction jobs will be created in 
Western Australia. Hon Rick Mazza is right when he said that the plant will have the capacity to get rid of 
400 000 tonnes of Perth metropolitan waste. To put that in context, that is about 25 per cent of our waste. It is 
baseload renewable energy. I am not against solar power and windmills. However, baseload energy means that 
we can rely on it and we do not have to keep adjusting the grid because there is no sun or no wind. It is 
a continuous, beautiful flow of power that can be relied on. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Like you! 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: I thought Hon Simon O’Brien would like that! 
This is a project that we are not far away from starting. If any member has an issue with waste-to-energy plants, 
they should go and have a look at the plant. I think the government also needs to look at other serious problems, 
not only the problem of our metropolitan waste being dumped in rural areas. The first thing the minister should 
do is sort out the landfill levy. I remember when we had the debate some time ago and Hon Sally Talbot spoke 
for about seven hours non-stop—it was an absolute record; I will never forget it—but today Hon Sally Talbot 
has said nothing, so it is definitely a break. 
Hon Peter Collier: It’s a bonus, mate! 
Hon PHIL EDMAN: It is a bonus! 
Maybe we should look at the landfill levy being expanded. I think that is the only way around the problem 
because I do not think we will be able to stop it. When carrots are put in front of people like that, of course they 
are going to go for the cheaper alternative; that is a way to stop it. That is my two bits and pieces. I will leave it 
to the other side if it wants to make a comment. 
HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [11.30 am]: I rise to make a short contribution to 
this debate on the motion moved by Hon Rick Mazza, who is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
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business. I certainly can quite comfortably support the first part of the motion, but I have some issue with 
part (c). The motion states — 

That this house — 
(a) recognises that the increasing use of landfill operations to dispose of metropolitan and urban waste 

in rural Western Australia is unsustainable; … 
I totally agree with that part of the motion and I do not think many people on this side would not agree with that. 
However, I think there have not been nearly enough efforts from this government to support the reduction of 
landfill. The motion continues — 

(b) calls on the government to assess the social, environmental and economic impacts on rural 
communities from the dumping of metropolitan waste in their backyards; and 

(c) identifies and investigates alternative methods of disposal, such as waste-to-energy plants. 
I briefly want to mention the Hazelmere wood waste-to-energy plant in the East Metropolitan Region that has 
recently been approved. Initially, it was not subject to Environmental Protection Authority approvals. 
Community agitation forced the requirement of that plant to have an EPA assessment, and a number of quite 
strict conditions were imposed on that plant. There still remains a great deal of community concern about that 
plant, in particular the burning of wood waste that, frankly, could be recycled. This technology is at the wrong 
end of the waste spectrum. As the minister and Hon Robin Chapple stated, people should be supported at the 
recycling and reuse stage. Our communities, not just our children, should be educated better to support local 
governments by separating waste. It comes down to really, really simple strategies. I have this ongoing argument 
with my mother—she will not thank me for this!—that if recycling is put in a plastic bag, it will not get recycled. 
She does not believe me. It does not matter that I tell her over and over and my stepfather does the same; she 
says it is tidier for her to do that. It is really basic stuff that we need to do with our community to improve our 
recycling rates and prove to my mum that that is true. I do not support the last part of this motion because this 
technology is at the wrong end of the spectrum and the government needs to do much more work at the front 
end, which is in people’s homes and households where they sort and recycle their household waste. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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