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LITTER AMENDMENT BILL 2011 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 August. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.00 pm]: Finally we get to the Litter Amendment Bill. Before I begin 
my comments in the second reading debate, I want to address a comment the Leader of the House made the other 
night about the Water Services Bill when, by way of explanation about why we rose early on the two previous 
nights this week, he said that he was surprised at how little time we had spent on the water bill.  
Hon Norman Moore: Yes, I was.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: He had quite a sizeable swipe at the opposition spokesperson —  

Hon Norman Moore: No, no, no. I said that if that is what you want to do, that is your business, not mine.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: — who was me, of course. If Hon Norman Moore goes back and looks at his 
comments, he will see that he thought it was very unexpected that the opposition spokesperson had made 
relatively little contribution to the debate.  

Hon Norman Moore: I know what I said. It was unexpected.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I would just point out a couple of things —  

Hon Norman Moore: It has nothing to do with the litter bill whatsoever. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: One is that there was no government minister — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I will commence my comments specifically about the litter bill.  

Hon Norman Moore: You can do it in members’ statements later on. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am framing my comments, and I would like to assist the government to plan the rest 
of the afternoon by making it clear. I have had good communication with Hon Donna Faragher and she knows 
exactly what we are planning this afternoon, so I think we are all on the same page. As far as the previous debate 
goes, I am not the person with carriage of the bill. Labor was well and truly on the record as saying, “It’s our bill 
and we support it”, so I am not quite sure what took Hon Norman Moore so much by surprise, particularly 
considering I spent about 45 minutes on the second reading debate and addressed clause 1 in some detail.  

Turning specifically to the litter bill, it has been sitting on the notice paper for a long time, and I am not quite 
sure why. I distinctly recall—honourable members may have different recollections—that when this bill was 
introduced into the other place at the end of last year, it was classified as an urgent bill. We have spent nearly 12 
months with it sitting on the notice paper. I gather it was taken off the list of urgent bills by the government at 
some stage, and I can see why.  

Hon Norman Moore: Not in this house.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I cannot see what was urgent about it. I had my briefing on this, I think, 
last November. It is a pretty straightforward bill so I did not need another briefing. I do not know why it has 
taken so long for the bill to be received in this place so that we can get these measures in place.  

The opposition will support the bill but not with the full and open enthusiasm that we often display when the 
government comes into this place with a sensible idea, but with a certain amount of sadness that it should have 
been one of a suite of measures to address the quite disgraceful reputation Western Australia has around littering 
and waste management in general. Given this bill will create a substantial rise in penalties for littering, we 
expected it to be a relatively minor tinkering at the edge of the whole suite of litter legislation because, as the 
government has quite rightly pointed out, it is 20 or 30 years since penalties for littering have been adjusted. Of 
course those penalties should rise to keep pace with contemporary practice in setting these kinds of penalties. 
However, if members look at that suite of legislation, the fact is that apart from changes to the Waste Avoidance 
and Resource Recovery Act to enable the government to slice three-quarters of the Waste Authority’s income, 
the only other piece of legislation we have seen from the government was the increase in fines for illegal 
dumping and indeed to create a couple of other new offences under that legislation. In both those cases, we are 
just wielding a bigger stick; there is a complete absence of carrots—just bigger sticks. I ask the parliamentary 
secretary—recognising that she is no longer the minister but also recognising that she has some knowledge of 
this portfolio, having been the Minister for Environment for a couple of years—why we are looking only at 
increasing penalties. I would like to know what evidence there is to show that increasing penalties actually leads 
to behaviour change. I can see the attraction of doing it; the opposition supports the fact that the government is 
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doing it, but my question relates to the fact that this sits on its own as a measure to improve Western Australia’s 
appalling record for having the highest littering rates in the whole of the country. I think the answer will be that 
there is no evidence to show that this is going to make a substantial change. That is not to say that people will 
not be caught by the legislation, but I just do not see any evidence that, when members look at the wide range of 
contexts in which people litter in WA, any single person is going to stop in the act of littering and say, “Hang on, 
I better not do that because the government has increased the fines.”  

The well-established facts are that people litter for a huge number of reasons. It is largely because they cannot 
find the bin to put the litter in. I know the Keep Australia Beautiful Council has made some headway on that and 
I commend it for the work it does, but it is very limited work. It is working within a set of political and policy 
constraints under this government that do not allow it to adopt some of the measures that are in place in other 
jurisdictions. People litter because there are no bins and they litter because they do not even have a sense that 
littering is an offence. Again, I cannot see how changing the fines is going to alter any individual’s behaviour. 
My suspicion is that in a few years’ time, when we look back to see what effect can be traced directly to the fact 
that fines were increased by this amendment bill, we will find that there has been a negligible, if any, impact in 
terms of cleaning the place up. 

It is not as though this is a huge mystery. The fact that we desperately need a container deposit scheme has been 
very widely discussed in this state for the past two or three years. Believe it or not, I do not say that because the 
majority of Western Australians support it. I am very glad they support it. I think it is very sensible for them to 
support it, but I do not support a container deposit scheme simply because I know it is electorally popular; I 
support it because I have spent a considerable amount of time looking at the research and at what happens in 
other jurisdictions that have container deposit legislation. We do not have to look further than South Australia, 
which has had container deposit legislation for over 30 years, and where the rates of littering, at least of beverage 
containers, are very, very low—they are minuscule compared with the rates in Western Australia. I will have a 
bit more to say about that in a short time. 

The two substantive pieces of legislation that the government has produced to address the littering problem in 
WA were, as I say, the Environmental Protection Amendment Act 2010 and this bill, the Litter Amendment Bill 
2011. It seems that there has been only one prosecution for illegal dumping under the new penalty regime. 
Again, I suppose the government will argue that the higher penalties are deterring people from engaging in 
illegal dumping. But that is not the information that comes back to me from all the stakeholders. I am not talking 
about the stakeholders with vested interests; I am talking about the stakeholders running facilities or services, 
who directly confront the problem of illegal dumping every single day. They are telling me now that the increase 
in illegal dumping has been quite unexpectedly large since the government changed the penalties. Why? It is 
because at the same time as the penalties for illegal dumping went up, so did the cost of taking hazardous waste 
to landfill. I was told as recently as last Friday by the operators of one of the major recycling facilities in 
Western Australia that they fear that the amount of asbestos being dumped in the environment is now absolutely 
colossal. This is a terrible problem. It should not be beyond the wit of the government, particularly with a piece 
of legislation like the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act—which as I have said many times before in 
this house was hailed as world’s best practice legislation—to start addressing some of these things. But all we 
get constantly is this bigger stick of increased penalties. We do not see any strategic approach to control the 
problem. If we end up with a substantial part of the outer metropolitan area polluted with things like asbestos 
that have been dumped illegally, we will have a major problem in years to come with cleaning up that pollution. 
The origin of that problem will be traced fairly and squarely, and entirely justifiably, back to this government’s 
failure to put in place appropriate measures to deal with illegal dumping.  
I note also, in the context of the government’s record, that we had to wait just short of four years for a state waste 
strategy. That strategy went through at least three iterations before it was finally launched by the Minister for 
Environment a couple of months ago. There were not just two or three drafts of that strategy, but two or three 
rounds of consultation. The people in this state who are interested in these matters—there is a substantial number 
of them—have been absolutely consulted out over the waste strategy. They have put hours and hours of time, 
money, energy and effort into producing feedback for the minister to input into the state waste strategy. We now 
finally have a state waste strategy. There are some problems with that strategy, and I have previously put on the 
record in this place my concerns about the waste strategy.  

What is also directly relevant to the bill that we are debating today is the fact that we still do not have, four years 
after this government came to office, a business plan for the Waste Authority. I will talk about this more in this 
place in a different context in the weeks to come. It is extraordinary that the minister is committing the Waste 
Authority to expenditure from its revenue, yet we still do not have a business plan for the Waste Authority. I 
cannot understand how this is supposed to be working. I know that, again, many drafts of the business plan are in 
existence. I know also that those drafts have sat on the minister’s desk for months and months and nothing has 
happened. I know that the Waste Authority has had a troubled time since the very sad departure of Barry Carbon 
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a few years ago. We have had some good people serving on the Waste Authority and some good people chairing 
the Waste Authority, but we have not had a continuity of leadership, and perhaps that is one of the reasons that 
we still do not have a business plan. But it does not entirely make sense to me that that is an adequate 
explanation. I think that four years is much too long to be waiting for this kind of strategic document, which 
really provides the structure on which the waste strategy has to hang itself. Hon Donna Faragher made that point 
very clearly in this place towards the end of her time in the environment portfolio, when I asked two questions 
about this matter on consecutive days. The first question was, “Where is the state waste strategy?”, and the 
answer was, “We are waiting on the business plan”. The very next day I asked, “Where is the business plan?”, 
and the answer was, “We are waiting on the state waste strategy”. I can find no coherent explanation for the fact 
that we had to wait nearly four years for the waste strategy and that weeks and weeks after the waste strategy 
was released we still do not have a business plan. As I say, I will raise in other contexts some questions about 
how the minister can go around committing money from the Waste Authority’s budget when it does not have a 
business plan. 
For the benefit of honourable members who perhaps do not follow these things as closely as some of us, I will 
put on the record the evidence for the fact that Western Australia has a very, very poor record on littering. I 
suppose that it could be said we have a great record when it comes to littering because we certainly do a lot of it. 
These are not my words—in fact, I do not think I am even quoted—but they are from an article on page 5 in The 
West Australian on 20 August under the headline “WA is one great big dump”. For a state that promotes itself as 
being an attractive place to visit, this is a very sad item to find in the daily newspaper. The article reads as 
follows — 

West Australians litter and illegally dump junk more than anyone else in Australia, a survey has found 
ahead of a campaign targeting roadside litterbugs. 
Keep Australia Beautiful’s national litter index for 2011–12 reveals WA has assumed the title of the 
worst littering State by volume, discarding 10.28 litres per 1000sqm. 
This is well above the national average for the year of 6.24 litres. 
The previous year, WA reported a litter volume rate of 9.03 litres per 1000sqm. 

We have actually got worse over the last 12 months. A tiny ray of hope follows. In a better result, the number of 
items dumped in WA fell in 2011. The article continues — 

The year before, WA littered 75 items per 1000sqm, which has dropped to 62 items. The national 
average is 58 items. 

We are throwing away more stuff faster than any other state in Australia. The article continues — 

Keep Australia Beautiful WA chairman Mel Hay said the drop in litter items was good news but a 
threefold increase in illegal dumping sites in WA was a concern. 

He said illegal dumping—most commonly of household furniture, appliances, clothes lines and 
carpet—was the biggest contributor to WA litter. 
“Much more needs to be done by West Australians to reduce the volumes of rubbish dumped in our 
environment, which is very concerning,” he said. 

To give honourable members some idea about how this data is collected, the article also states — 

Across Australia, 983 sites were surveyed for the index. Cigarette butts were still the most common 
litter with 28 butts per 1000sqm and plastic objects contributed most to litter. The most littered spots in 
WA were highways and industrial sites. 

That is a very, very sorry reputation for Western Australia to have. The rest of the article talks about Keep 
Australia Beautiful Week, which I think is this week. Maybe the government was saving debate on the Litter 
Amendment Bill 2011 until Keep Australia Beautiful Week. 

I noticed that in the same newspaper on Monday, 20 August, there were two items about recycling in the 
comments section on page 19. One was headed “Don’t waste this opportunity”, by Alannah MacTiernan writing 
in her role as the Mayor of the City of Vincent, and the other is by Simon Withers, who writes in his capacity as 
the Mayor of the Town of Cambridge. It is interesting that both of articles, on page 19 if anyone wants to read 
them in detail, are about container deposits and they do not agree with each other. Ms MacTiernan is in favour of 
a container deposit scheme, as she always has been, while Simon Withers—I will not say that he is against it—is 
not in favour of it simply because he does not believe it is the most effective way to address the problem. Yet 
interestingly, both agree that it is the government’s fault. That is an unusual state of affairs, particularly on a 
subject like this that is divided between the political parties in Western Australia. Honourable members will 
recall that the Container Deposit and Recovery Scheme Bill 2011, which is sitting on the notice paper of the 
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other place and which I did a great deal of work on, was introduced by Hon Eric Ripper when he was the Leader 
of the Opposition. It was hotly debated over many, many hours in the other place. All members of the other place 
had ample opportunity to put their views on the record. Sadly, every time it came to a vote on that matter—there 
were several votes because it needed a Governor’s message and motions about that were moved—it broke 
cleanly down the middle of the political divide. This never had to be a political issue; it did not have to be 
something that we disagreed on. I notice that the other day the member for Jandakot—it might have even been in 
the context of the litter debate in the other place, although I would have to check that—made some extraordinary 
comments about the plastic bag ban. We all know that the member for Jandakot has dogs because he talks about 
them a lot. 

Hon Sue Ellery: They’ve got their own Twitter site. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: They have their own Twitter site, yes; absolutely. 

I notice that the member for Jandakot raised the issue of needing plastic bags to pick up dog poo. I have put it on 
the record in this place, and I have spoken about it many, many times in the media, that Labor’s bill to ban 
plastic bags did not affect those small yellow bags in which people pick up dog poo, nor did it affect all the other 
bags that everybody talks about being desperately in need of; it was only the single-use plastic shopping bags. 
On plastic bags, on container deposits and on many of these waste issues, it has become a straight contest 
between the government and the opposition—the WA Labor Party—which will act, just as it acted in 
government when we introduced the waste avoidance and resource recovery legislation, from next March 
onwards to get the momentum back into the whole issue of resource recovery and waste management. It did not 
have to be that way. Nobody on my side of the house wanted to score political points; we just wanted a better 
system for Western Australia. 

In the context of the fact that we are debating the bill this week, I have already noticed, just in passing, that it 
seems to be Keep Australia Beautiful Week. There is also another reason why it is appropriate for us to be 
focusing attention on waste avoidance and resource recovery this week, and that is that tomorrow, 24 August, 
there is a meeting of the ministerial council of environment ministers. I am not sure where that meeting is taking 
place, but I know that one of the agenda items is the introduction of a national container deposit scheme. That is 
why honourable members will have been lobbied quite extensively over recent months by both sides of the 
argument to focus public attention on the need for a decision tomorrow. I have put my hand on my heart and said 
that this never needed to be a politically divisive issue. I put my hand on my heart again and say that I hope that 
those environment ministers get it right tomorrow. I hope that they can stand on the steps of whatever 
government building they are meeting in, in whichever state they are meeting in, and say that Australia will have 
a national container deposit scheme. I hope it is within the next 12 months. There is absolutely no reason to do 
any more studies or any more research. There is no reason to have a long lead-in time. We already have a 
container deposit scheme in South Australia and the Northern Territory. We have had legislation pending in 
Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia. Everybody has had a look at this. Various models are around. 
Not one person has come back to me in the past 12 months and argued about the model in Labor’s bill, which is 
a very interesting thing. 
Hon Robin Chapple interjected. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I do not agree, Hon Robin Chapple. They are not arguing about the model; they just do 
not want a container deposit scheme. I am talking specifically about the model. In case the brow of anybody on 
the other side is furrowing about the relevance of this, this is directly relevant to the whole question about the 
best way to reduce litter in this state. Members will have noticed in that article “WA is one great big dump” that 
one of the items named as being a major problem is plastic objects, and we are talking there about plastic drink 
bottles. The model that Labor has proposed, which Labor will support and introduce, I may say, by way of 
regulation—we in this state do not even need legislation to introduce a container deposit scheme because the 
regulations of the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act specifically go to the topic of establishing such 
a scheme—is quite different from the one in South Australia. I suspect that the beverage industry has been so 
annoyed by what we are doing because, in fact, in South Australia the scheme is virtually controlled by industry. 
My reading on the subject has convinced me that the result is less than satisfactory. One of the things that people 
often ask when we start the discussion about container deposit schemes is how far they will have to take their 
bottles. Indeed, one thing that I have pinged the opponents of container deposit schemes on is the fact that in 
their quantification of the cost, they insist on including an item that they call something like “lost opportunity 
cost”. It is about time; it is about trying to quantify—give a dollar figure to—the time that people have to spend 
returning containers to get their deposit back. In South Australia, people apparently have to go quite a long way 
to return their containers because I understand there are only two major recycling depots in the whole of the 
state. That, I agree, is not exactly convenient. Under the hub-and-spoke model Labor has proposed, there will be 
recycling points on every high street. The big depots will be fewer and further apart, but the collection points 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 23 August 2012] 

 p5306b-5318a 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [5] 

will be at places such as petrol stations, delis and supermarkets—places where people go as a matter of routine 
almost on a daily basis.  
I put forward my own eleventh-hour plea for that meeting to come out with a concrete practical announcement 
about the establishment of a national scheme. There is no doubt that a national scheme would be welcomed all 
over this country. If that does not happen, we must have a state-based scheme. In that context, I noticed some 
rather curious remarks by the Minister for Environment, Hon Bill Marmion. Some of those remarks were made 
in a radio interview some months ago when he made the point that he did not agree with the involvement of the 
state in running container deposit schemes. I wonder whether Mr Marmion has actually read the legislation for 
which he is responsible because I draw honourable members’ attention again to the Waste Avoidance and 
Resource Recovery Act, which puts the government—the public sector—fairly and squarely in the middle of 
managing all these kinds of schemes. That I think is entirely appropriate for a number of reasons. I think the state 
does it better and can probably do it cheaper. I think the state can take into account the specific geography of 
Western Australia and the special circumstances that relate to regional and remote centres. However, there is 
another overwhelming reason why I argue that the state should always be involved—namely, that this is big, big 
business. That is an argument I would have thought would appeal, particularly to Liberal Party members sitting 
on the government benches in this house. There is potentially billions of dollars involved in waste recovery and 
recycling, so why would we not want the state involved in that? It is a moneymaking enterprise. If the state is 
involved, we can raise real money to run decent schemes. Of course, if the state runs those schemes, they will be 
open and transparent and have a clear accountability trail as far as the spending of that money goes. That is 
another problem I notice was raised about South Australia—the lack of openness and transparency in the way the 
system runs. 
That is one set of comments that the honourable minister made with which I strongly disagree. The other was 
during the debate on the Litter Amendment Bill in the other place when the minister rejected a motion quite 
dissimilar to the amendment that stands on the supplementary notice paper in my name because we in this place 
do not have the power to extend the scope of the bill. That was the motion that I understand was moved in the 
other place. In arguing against that motion to extend the scope of the bill, Hon Bill Marmion said that he quite 
likes container deposit schemes, which is good. He is not the only minister who likes container deposit schemes. 
Hon John Day is also on the record as having publicly said that he supports such schemes. Hon Bill Marmion is 
trying to have it both ways. In that debate he said that he did not like the idea of a state-based scheme, but then 
he said that he did not like the idea of trying to cover it in the Litter Act. Nobody likes the idea of amending the 
Litter Act. There are places we could do it. I have studied the bill in some detail, looking for a chink of 
opportunity to insert an amendment relating to the establishment of a CDL and no doubt it is there in the Litter 
Act, not in this amendment bill that we are considering today. It is not open for me to do that, but we could do it 
in the Litter Act. We could easily expand the scope of the Litter Act to include it. However, Hon Bill Marmion 
did not like that solution. Why did he not like it? Because he said we do not need legislation; we can do it by 
regulation. Hello! That is what we have been saying for the past four years. We have been saying that we do not 
need legislation; do it by regulation. The minister has stood up in the other place and said exactly that. It is very, 
very unclear to me and to other members of the opposition why the government will not just get on and do it. It 
does not make sense. I hope that tomorrow, if there is not unanimous agreement to proceed post-haste with a 
national scheme, we will see the honourable minister come into Parliament with a set of regulations in the next 
few weeks to establish the scheme in Western Australia.  

We will go into committee because I have an amendment. I will talk to the amendment and a couple of specific 
clauses of the bill when we go into committee. I want to make one more general point and I will leave the rest of 
my remarks until later. I raised an issue in the debate on increasing the penalties for illegal dumping and I raise it 
again in this context; when we are dealing with very substantial amounts of money and people are incurring 
large fines and penalties, we have to give some thought to the people who are responsible for monitoring 
compliance with the act. I recall that we had quite an extended debate on fines for illegal dumping when we 
debated the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill 2010. I pointed out that to simply give a ranger or a 
council officer a book of dockets that are supposed to be served on people who are caught in the act, or for a 
council officer to be expected to chase somebody’s registration number and knock on the door of their house and 
serve them with a notice, is not sufficient. If somebody is to be up for a fine of $5 000 or $10 000 for corporates, 
that is a lot of money and emotions will run very high. I ask the government, again, to give us a detailed account 
of how rangers and council officers and other officers responsible for monitoring the application of the penalties 
will be trained and whether, for example, they will be sent out on their own or whether they will always go in the 
company of somebody else for security purposes. On that point I will leave my remarks and look forward to 
hearing the minister’s response and then going into committee.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.33 pm]: The Greens (WA) likewise support the Litter 
Amendment Bill 2011. It is really quite interesting. I want to touch on some figures shortly. In this state we are 
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really in need of dire reform of our waste strategies. I really wonder, as does Hon Sally Talbot, whether this 
legislation will do anything to achieve that. I will talk about that in a minute.  

The bill sets out to increase the fines level. There is a problem and I have already identified it to a degree with 
Hon Donna Faragher. In many cases, with fines amendments and things such as that, basically, in some regards 
we can increase punitive debt load on some of the poorest members of our community. This bill creates a legal 
issue that, if we are not careful, might end up being dealt with in some of the ways that sections 18 and 19 of the 
Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act deal with it. Are we actually putting in train another 
form of penalty so that people who fail to pay their fines could end up doing jail time and/or face a loss of 
licence associated with that? It really concerns me that this is largely a punitive approach when we could be 
overhauling the whole waste system. It might be interesting for members to note that although the article in The 
West Australian identified Western Australia as one of the worst offenders, I want to touch on who is good and 
who is bad and how it has been progressing over the years. I refer to the National Litter Index of Keep Australia 
Beautiful. We already know that South Australia has a 62 per cent recycling rate and in WA it is about 23 per 
cent. We have a long way to go in recycling our waste. I want to go back and refer to items per 1 000 square 
metres. The worst state in 2005–06 was Queensland, and Western Australia was running about fourth of all the 
states. In 2006–07, WA had jumped to second. In 2007–08 and 2008–09, we were number one in the volume of 
waste items being disposed of—in other words, littering—but in 2009–10, we had dropped to 71 items per 1 000 
square metres, so there was a reduction in the volume of our litter. We maintained that reduction, coming in 
second again in 2010–11 with 75 items per 1 000 square kilometres. However, the figures on liquid waste are 
really quite interesting. We have run at number two in liquid waste disposal into the public arena for all those 
years. We were number one in 2007–08 and again in 2011–12. It is interesting to note that, in fact, the worst 
offender across the whole spectrum, when this is averaged out, is Tasmania. I do not know what they get up to in 
Tasmania, but certainly Tasmania’s volume of liquid waste disposed in the public arena is quite significant.  

It is interesting to note that when we come to cigarette butts, we have always been about number two, although 
we have made number one on a couple of occasions—we have always been number one for paper, plasterboard, 
metal and glass; but cigarettes are not a particularly big issue in WA, which is interesting. One wonders, as we 
are dealing with this Litter Amendment Bill, which is more to do with material being thrown out of a car 
window, such as a cigarette or a wrapper, if we are targeting the major problem, because it seems that liquid 
waste being dumped into the environment is our biggest problem. Again, as I say, we support the legislation but 
I just wonder whether we really are, as Hon Sally Talbot mentioned, dealing with the substantive issue—that is, 
the real need to overhaul the management of litter. 

I referred to the bill that was introduced in the other place by the Labor Party and, indeed, to a model that we 
gave notice of but have not introduced because we are caught by the money bill provisions. Both pieces of 
legislation are modelled on the Victorian model of Colleen Hartland, which is considered to be most probably 
the best model. We have been debating container deposit legislation in this place for as long as I can remember, 
and certainly as far back as 2001. It has always been the argument in both chambers that there needs to be a 
national scheme. Hon Judy Edwards, a former Labor Minister for the Environment, argued that she supported 
container deposit legislation but that it was a federal responsibility. 

Hon Donna Faragher: So you’re saying that the Labor Party did nothing whilst it was in government for eight 
years in relation to that. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It did not do anything either, no; that is quite correct. 
Hon Donna Faragher: I just want that on record from you. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am more than happy to state that, because we were pushing the issue. We had rallies 
on the front steps — 

Hon Donna Faragher: Some people like to forget that. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The key issue is that we need container deposit legislation. Indeed, we have argued 
long and hard to all sorts of governments that that is the case. I am worried that, notwithstanding the fact that we 
have a meeting of ministers tomorrow, the federal government will still abrogate its responsibility and not 
introduce a national scheme. If we continue to keep our whole methodology of container deposit legislation 
hanging on a national plan, we will never get anywhere. If the feds are not going to do anything, it is really 
important that the state does. We had a debate in this chamber in October 2011, when we gave the government 
the opportunity to introduce legislation of its own—not to adopt the Greens’ legislation or Labor’s legislation, 
but to be proactive and move forward. Unfortunately, there was not the support for that, because again it came 
down to the issue of it being a federal responsibility. I am sorry, but somebody has to take responsibility; and, if 
the federal government is not going to do so, I hope that this government will grasp this challenge and move 
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forward. As Hon Sally Talbot has mentioned, it can be done simply by regulation under the waste avoidance 
legislation. 
I was going to raise some issues with Hon Donna Faragher during the second reading debate, but as we will go 
into the committee stage, I think the better way to go may be to deal with those questions during committee. The 
Greens (WA) will support this legislation, not grudgingly, but by identifying that we do not think this legislation 
deals with the fundamentals of the problem of waste or waste avoidance in this state. 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.44 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions to the second reading debate on the Litter Amendment Bill 2011. I advise the 
house that it obviously might have been thought that the Minister for Mental Health would take this bill through. 
She is away on urgent parliamentary business, so I will take the bill through on behalf of the government. I thank 
Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Robin Chapple for their support of the bill.  

Before I get to a couple of aspects raised in the second reading debate, I want to say I am disappointed, but not 
surprised, that Hon Sally Talbot in particular has decided to be somewhat negative in relation to this bill. It is 
incorrect to say that the penalties sit on their own and that nothing else is being done. I think everyone would 
agree that when we tackle issues such as litter, penalties alone are not the only answer and we need to look at 
other strategies and initiatives that deal with education and changing people’s behaviour. In that regard, there are 
a range of strategies in place and initiatives are being undertaken as we speak by the Keep Australia Beautiful 
Council, the Department of Environment and Conservation and the Waste Authority. I want to recognise Mel 
Hay, who has been the chairman of the Keep Australia Beautiful Council for a number of years, for the work he 
does. As has been mentioned, earlier this year the Minister for Environment released the waste strategy, which 
sets out ambitious but achievable targets to reduce waste going to landfill and to increase recycling and re-use. 
We are also involved in a range of product stewardship arrangements including e-waste, for example—TVs and 
computers. I am aware that the department is also working on a range of other arrangements at the moment, in 
consultation with industry.  

I also find it a little curious that Hon Sally Talbot tries to champion issues surrounding the banning of plastic 
bags, container deposits and the like—this is why I interjected on Hon Robin Chapple during his contribution. In 
the seven and a half years of Labor government, were any of these issues addressed? No, they were not. Hon 
Sally Talbot came to this place and talked about how important the issue is and how something must be done, 
but Labor had seven and a half years and last time I checked, Hon Sally Talbot was the parliamentary secretary 
to the Minister for the Environment for a number of those years. I question whether she raised those matters with 
the various environment ministers the Labor government had. If she did, clearly they did not listen to her. I know 
one thing about action the Labor government wanted to take on litter and waste. It wanted to cease the operation 
of the Keep Australia Beautiful Council as an independent authority. Had that occurred, I think it would have 
been a very sad thing. 

With respect to the bill, as members have mentioned, since the Keep Australia Beautiful Council started the 
National Litter Index back in 2005—I will stand corrected on that—Western Australia has shown an overall 
trend of an increase in litter, in both volume and the number of items. I do not think anyone in this house would 
think that that was a good thing and, indeed, it is not something that we, as Western Australians, should be proud 
of. The clean-up cost for litter is estimated at more than $20 million each year. That obviously creates a huge 
burden on local government, state government agencies and, of course, community groups. Whilst I was 
Minister for Environment I released, I think in 2009, an overall litter strategy that was done through the Keep 
Australia Beautiful Council and the simple fact is that issuing penalties is part of an overall strategy for dealing 
with litter. The simple fact is also that our state’s maximum penalties are currently generally lower than those in 
most other states and territories. The penalties under the act are outdated and do not provide an adequate 
deterrent. The simple fact is that litter can be unsightly, it can affect our environment and it can have an impact 
on human health. One of the reasons that amendments have been proposed through this bill is that some litter 
items can actually cause a public risk. I think we would all agree, and given that the other parties are supporting 
the bill they would also agree, that discarded syringes and other hazardous material should attract a higher 
penalty. We could all point to examples that we have read about in the paper of young children who have been 
playing in a playground and have ended up with a syringe in their foot. I have a young daughter who at the 
moment finds going on slides and the like at the playground a pretty exciting thing. Inevitably the shoes come 
off. When there is sand around there is the potential that something is hidden underneath. The last thing I want as 
a parent—or, I am sure, any parent would want—is a situation in which one’s child is injured because somebody 
has decided to leave a syringe lying around. That is an important addition.  

On the issue of illegal dumping—I will put this in general terms as Hon Robin Chapple will probably ask about 
this in committee, but this information might assist prior to that—a decision on whether to apply either a charge 
of dumping waste or a charge of littering to a particular unlawful act is governed by the department’s 
enforcement and prosecution policy and its littering and dumping waste enforcement guideline. This guideline 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 23 August 2012] 

 p5306b-5318a 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [8] 

stipulates that a decision to treat an offence as dumping waste rather than littering will be based on the 
consideration of a number of things, including the size and quantity of the waste, whether the waste was 
deposited from a truck or utility trailer as opposed to being deposited by a person or persons on foot or thrown 
from a vehicle window, whether the waste is or includes substances that are hazardous to human health or the 
environment—that is something Hon Robin Chapple raised in particular—and whether the offence was 
premeditated. If waste is discharged in quantities sufficiently small to have been readily deposited by an 
individual on foot or thrown from a vehicle window, and where the nature of that waste is such that it does not 
pose a significant hazard to human health or the environment, it would be expected that the offence would be 
treated as littering under the Litter Act rather than the dumping of waste, but I am happy to go through that a bit 
more closely for the member if he requires.  

Hon Sally Talbot asked about illegal dumping and prosecutions. I can advise that, to date, three offenders have 
been fined under the dumping waste provisions and that several prosecutions are in progress. In terms of training 
for authorised officers and litter reporters, rangers and other officers authorised under the Litter Act will only 
issue infringements of $200 or $500 for litter. Offences that could attract a $5 000 fine for an individual or a 
$10 000 fine for a corporation would be dealt with through the courts. As I understand it, local government 
officers receive training and support from Keep Australia Beautiful and the department. I want to thank the 5 000 
or so litter reporters we have in Western Australia—they do a marvellous job. It should be remembered that they 
are essentially witnesses who are provided with information and guidance on how to report a littering offence.  

The only other matter I want to quickly mention concerns some comments made by Hon Robin Chapple about 
those situations, if I can put it this way, in which people cannot afford to pay the fine and go to jail for littering. 
The enforcement of infringement notices and fines is governed by the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices 
Enforcement Act 1994. That has not changed. It has to be remembered that with this bill we are not changing the 
process and we are not changing the meaning of litter; we are increasing the penalties. The fines enforcement 
registrar administers that particular aspect. Under that legislation, a person who does not pay an infringement 
notice penalty after receiving a final notice can have their driver’s licence suspended, which Hon Robin Chapple 
mentioned. I am advised that a person can only be imprisoned for not paying a fine if the fine was imposed by a 
court and the person has not only failed to pay the fine, but has also been ordered by the registrar to perform 
community service and has failed to comply with that order. Again, there is no change from the current situation.  

With respect to some of the comments made about container deposits, as has been mentioned, the Council of 
Australian Governments has been investigating national measures to improve the management of packaging 
waste. I am told that the results of its consultation regulation impact statement were released in June. As both 
members who spoke on this bill have mentioned, the Standing Council on Environment and Water will be 
considering those outcomes and its next steps tomorrow.  

From my own perspective, I believe that this is an important bill. I believe that it will send a very strong message 
to the community that littering will not be tolerated. I hope that if someone does litter and gets caught, 
particularly under these new provisions, getting a penalty might send a message to them and remind them that 
perhaps it is not a good idea to do it again. At the end of the day, we can put a number of measures in place but it 
is up to the individual to do the right thing. Sometimes we need to ensure that penalties are in place so they do 
not do the wrong thing. I think we would all like to walk out of here and not see any litter. There needs to be a 
range of strategies, starting with education, changing people’s behaviour and enforcement where required.  

Before I conclude, I wish to thank the two instructing officers on this bill from the Department of Environment 
and Conservation—Mr Stuart Cowie and Mr Tim Macknay. Both gentlemen were the instructing officers when I 
was the minister and when this legislation was first announced and put forward as being on the government’s 
agenda. There was a feeling of deja vu when we got back together yesterday to work through this bill. I would 
like to thank them for their hard work not only on this bill but also more generally for their work within the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. With that, I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Alyssa Hayden) in the chair; Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary 
Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I just have a couple of questions under clause 1 that the parliamentary secretary may 
want to defer until we get to other clauses, but I just want an explanation of a couple of comparisons. We are 
essentially talking about two processes, as I understand it. We are talking about court prosecutions, but we are 
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also talking about the issuing of infringement notices and payment under infringement notices, and although all 
the government’s talk about the Litter Amendment Bill 2011 is about maximum penalties of $5 000 and $10 000, 
I assume that is why the amendments to proposed section 33 refer to $2 000. Can I just get the parliamentary 
secretary to confirm what those arrangements are? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Essentially, the precursor to the Hon Sally Talbot’s question is correct. I will 
come back to the member if I have not answered her question fully, but for offences of general littering the 
maximum penalty will be increased from $1 000 to $5 000 for an individual, and $1 000 to $2 000 for bodies 
corporate. Under the current Litter Act, infringement notices issued for litter offences are limited to a maximum 
penalty of $1 000; however, the bill will provide—this will be done through regulations—for this to be increased 
to up to $2 000. For corporations it will be $2 000; $500 will be the maximum for individuals. I hope that 
answers the question.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: So if somebody elects to go to court, which they do on occasion as I understand, that is 
when they incur the higher penalties. I am still hearing the parliamentary secretary talk about $5 000; is $5 000 
the maximum penalty they can incur if they go to court, whereas if they pay on the infringement notice the 
maximum penalty they pay is $500?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: That is correct. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have one more general question. Believe it or not—the parliamentary secretary may 
not be surprised—the question that is most often asked of me in relation to litter is whether chewing gum is 
included in litter.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Technically, yes—obviously not while it is in somebody’s mouth, but if they were 
to spit it out on the ground, then technically, yes, it would be. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If people elect to go to court, which court do they go to?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It would be the Magistrates Court. 

Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 23 amended — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I appreciate what Hon Donna Faragher has already presented to us, but I really want 
to get this clear: if we go to an infringement, I assume it is caught by section 12 of the Fines, Penalties and 
Infringement Notices Enforcement Act, schedule 1 of the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement 
Regulations, and section 30 of the Litter Act. That then leads onto sections 18 and 19 of the Fines, Penalties and 
Infringement Notices Enforcement Act.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I apologise to Hon Robin Chapple, but I do not have a copy of that act referring to 
those particular sections. Perhaps another question can be asked while we get a copy of that.  
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: By way of comment: there is a time-to-pay option under those acts. As the offences 
will be dealt with by way of infringement notices, is there a time-to-pay option; if so, is that under those acts? In 
the broad scheme of things, we are dealing with something that is actually quite trivial at one level, 
notwithstanding the intent, compared with other fine defaulters. Is there any variation in the time-to-pay option 
or will there be an infringement notice and if that person is unable to or does not pay, will the fine and their 
driver’s licence be suspended under those provisions?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I appreciate that added part because I think I can probably answer the member’s 
question without going to the substance of that particular act. I confirm that there is no variation. The provisions 
within the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act 1994, as they relate to similar matters that 
the member referred to, would be the same. With respect to infringement notices issued under the Litter Act, 
there is no change to that procedure.  

Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 5 to 10 put and passed.  
Clause 11: Section 27A amended —  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: When I first read the provisions of the bill I assumed clause 11 meant that the owner of 
the vehicle would ultimately be liable, as is the case in other provisions relating to other offences. When I read 
the content of the bill itself, it states “a responsible person for the vehicle at that time”. Can I ask the 
parliamentary secretary for an explanation of that?  
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I thank the member for the question. The bill, through this mechanism, amends the 
legislation so that where neither the litterer nor the driver can be identified, the owner of the vehicle is deemed to 
be responsible for the littering offence from that vehicle. The bill, however, allows any vehicle owner who 
receives an infringement notice to be given the opportunity to verify that they were not the driver or the person 
responsible for the littering. The vehicle owner can then identify the driver or the person responsible for the 
littering, or provide a reason for why they are unable to do so, which I understand they would do by statutory 
declaration. This will ensure that the owner will not be unfairly penalised; for example, when the vehicle is used 
without their permission. The deeming provision will operate in a very similar way to current speeding 
infringements. As with speeding infringements, making vehicle owners ultimately responsible for what they 
have done with their vehicles, such as littering, is an effective strategy to reduce littering. I hope that helps. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation; it was along the lines I 
imagined it would be. In the case of a speeding fine or a driving offence such as going through a red light, one 
has photographic evidence of the offence. What sort of evidence is permissible in clause 11? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: There are a couple of avenues and one is through a witness statement. If a litter 
reporter sees something happening, they can provide a witness statement to that effect. Another example is direct 
on-view evidence—if I can put it that way—by an authorised officer; that is, they actually saw it happen and 
who it was. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: We currently have this provision, do we not? The current provision does not include 
the owner of the vehicle, but is there a basic provision to do this? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, the member is correct in part. Currently the act provides for the driver to be 
responsible. Obviously in that situation the driver could say, “Well, it wasn’t me”, and that would be the end of 
the matter. That is why through this next step the vehicle owner is deemed liable unless they can provide advice 
otherwise. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can the parliamentary secretary give us an idea of the number of infringement notices 
issued each year? She may need to provide me that information on notice, but can she give me a rough idea of 
the number issued a year, whether they are increasing and who the gatherer of evidence is in all those cases? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: This is obviously an estimate but it is around 5 500 each year, and they are 
generally identified through the litter reporting scheme.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: And of those, how many are not prosecuted because of the current loophole where 
people can say, “It wasn’t me”? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Unfortunately we do not have that information to hand. However, if the member is 
amenable — 
Hon Sally Talbot: Yes. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: — I will be happy to provide that to her after the debate has concluded. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am really not sure whether my question relates to this clause, but we talk about the 
person who identifies the offence or reports the offence being the recipient of the fine. One assumes that the 
people in the Keep Australia Beautiful Council would not personally be the recipients of the fine, but the money 
would go to the Keep Australia Beautiful Council. Is that correct?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, that is correct. I will extend that to assist. If a local government officer is 
involved and it goes through that process, local government would retain the money coming back from the 
infringement notice. But it would not go to the person who had witnessed it; it would go back to the Keep 
Australia Beautiful Council. Obviously, those funds assist with the various activities the council undertakes 
throughout the year.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: If police are involved, I assume it goes into the police budget and not into general 
revenue?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: If it relates to the state government, it will go into consolidated revenue; there is 
no change to that.  

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 12 and 13 put and passed. 
New clause 14 —  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I move — 

Page 7, after line 27 — To insert — 
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14. Review of Act  
(1) The responsible Minister must carry out a review of the penalties, provisions and 

regulations introduced by the Litter Amendment Act 2012 as soon as practicable after 
the expiry of 12 months from its commencement. 

(2) In the event of the review concluding that the measures have not reduced litter in 
Western Australia a range of alternative measures including a container deposit 
scheme will be considered by the responsible Minister. 

(3) The Minister must prepare a report based on the review and, as soon as is practicable 
after the report is prepared, must cause the report to be laid before each House of 
Parliament. 

There are two components to this. First of all, it makes perfect sense to the opposition to have a review after 12 
months. If the government is right and these measures, in and of themselves, reduce the amount of litter that is 
strewn around our state every year, then surely, if we are talking about a deterrent to litter, we will begin to see 
the results immediately. I understand that the minister has made the point about education measures going 
alongside something like a significant increase in the amount of penalties; nonetheless, after 12 months, surely 
we will begin to see the signs that this is working. Indeed, one result of a review may be that we increase the 
fines again. If they are shown to be effective, why not double them? It is a sensible measure if we are all working 
towards the same objective—to reduce the amount of litter in Western Australia. A look at the concrete, practical 
outcomes after 12 months seems to me to be the only sensible path.  

If the measures have not reduced litter, which is indeed what the opposition suspects will be the finding, I have 
specifically included the possibility for the minister—any minister; it does not matter about their political 
persuasion—to look at some better options, among which is a container deposit scheme. The minister and 
members opposite will know that I cannot go further than that in the context of this bill. They will also know—I 
make no secret of it—that I would love to go further and amend other sections of the act to include a container 
deposit scheme. I cannot do that under the standing orders of this place. I would love to introduce a stand-alone 
bill, which is what the opposition has done in the other place, but I cannot do that in the context of this bill. I 
would love to introduce a container deposit scheme by regulation, but in the context of this bill I cannot do that.  
In the context of this bill, what I can do to at least get container deposits back on the agenda is to include a 
container deposit scheme as one of the options. Nothing could be broader or less specific in terms of tying the 
government down than the terms in which I have expressed those options in this amendment. I seriously ask the 
government to support the amendment. I cannot see that the government has anything to lose. I have made the 
point several times and in many different contexts that, if the government is right, it need not fear scrutiny; if it 
suspects it is wrong, then it will resist these kinds of suggestions. Members can put their money where their 
mouth is by supporting an amendment that simply says that after a suitable period we will have another look to 
check that we have got this right. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The Greens will support this amendment and, again, I like this idea of a review 
clause; I think it is really pertinent. One of the questions I would like to ask the minister and her advisers is: do 
we have good empirical data at the moment to establish what our baseline is? I note that we have gone from 85 
items per 1 000 square metres in 2007–08 to 62 items currently, so we are on a downward slope. It is important 
that we have good empirical data right now to determine whether there is an increase or decrease. It would be 
really valuable in the context of this amendment. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will go through this in a bit more detail, but I indicate that the government will 
not support this amendment. Perhaps in part my response will answer the question put by Hon Robin Chapple 
with respect to empirical data, because in fact he has just referred to empirical data.  

As I indicated in summing up the debate on the second reading, and as Hon Sally Talbot just referred to, these 
amendments to the Litter Act with respect to increasing penalties are only one part of a broader strategy to 
reduce litter in Western Australia. As I indicated in my summing up, it would not be appropriate to refer just to 
this particular measure in isolation of other measures that are already being undertaken by the Keep Australia 
Beautiful Council, the Department of Environment and Conservation, the Waste Authority, as well as local 
government authorities and community groups. As I mentioned, that is reflected in the litter prevention strategy 
that was released in 2009, which provides a multifaceted approach to the issue of littering. It looks at issues 
surrounding education, information, training, physical intervention and clean-up programs—the adopt-a-spot 
program, for example, is one that I can think of off the top of my head that is run successfully by the Keep 
Australia Beautiful Council. 

The amendments in this bill bring Western Australia’s littering penalties into line with those already in place in 
other jurisdictions. The overall litter prevention strategy will be reviewed in 2014. I will reflect later on another 
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aspect, but the overall strategy will be reviewed in 2014, and I expect that that review would commence during 
2013. There is that element in terms of a review. The minister is also considering other measures to better 
manage packaging waste, and we have already been through that. 

The review of the litter prevention strategy would include stakeholder and public consultation. I would also 
argue that, if we are going to look at figures, which is what this amendment clearly seeks to achieve and takes on 
board what Hon Robin Chapple has said, there are two parts that are already in play. The Keep Australia 
Beautiful Council publishes an annual report each year. I refer to page 51 of the 2010–11 report, which refers to 
“Key Effectiveness/Efficiency Indicators 2010–11”. One of the aspects that is referred to under “Effectiveness 
Indicator” is the number of infringements issued each year for littering. That obviously provides a reporting 
mechanism that occurs each year. Secondly, as has been mentioned by both members, and by me in my summing 
up, there is also, of course, the National Litter Index, which provides data publicly and annually. Both those 
mechanisms are already in place and providing data. There is also the prevention strategy, which will be 
reviewed, and which will take into account all aspects of how we manage and try to reduce litter in Western 
Australia. The government therefore believes that these are the appropriate mechanisms to enable reviews to 
occur. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Am I correct in taking Hon Donna Faragher’s comments on this matter to mean that 
the 2014 review will look specifically at the effectiveness of these measures, or will it look just at the overall 
effectiveness of waste management? Part of the reason for that question is that we have certainly always 
supported sunset clauses or reviews of legislation that goes through this place, whether it be by a Labor or a 
Liberal government or whatever, because governments always need to go back and test the effectiveness of their 
legislation. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The review will be undertaken as part of the overall litter prevention strategy for 
Western Australia 2009–14. I have a copy of that strategy and I am happy to place it on the table for the member 
if he wants to have a quick look at it. As I have said, one of the strategies, if I can put it that way, for tackling 
litter is penalties and enforcement. The first measure is obviously to increase the penalties for littering, and that 
is what we are trying to do today. The second measure is to increase the penalties for illegal dumping, and that 
measure was put in place in 2010. So that is one part of a multifaceted strategy outlined within this overall 
strategy that was released in 2009. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have a couple of follow-up questions for the minister. The other day I came across a 
very succinct history of the container deposit debate. It was in an ABC radio feature that was done quite 
recently—in fact, it is dated 20 August. There is a nice little potted history there. It reminded me of the fact that 
the way in which the opponents of container deposit schemes have always set up the argument is that we either 
have a container deposit scheme, or we have a litter strategy that is largely supported by industry. If we go back 
to the day when the Litter Research Association was started in New South Wales, that association grew out of 
industries’ opposition to container deposit schemes. The Litter Research Association funded the antilitter 
campaign in New South Wales called “Do the Right Thing”. That association then morphed into the Litter 
Research and Recycling Association, which then changed to the Beverage Industry Environment Council and 
now is the Australian Food and Grocery Council. It is essentially the same organisation with the same objective. 
The objective of that organisation is to say to government, “If you do not introduce a container deposit scheme, 
we will fund a litter reduction campaign.” So I ask the minister: how much industry money goes into the 
production and monitoring of the litter prevention strategy?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The litter prevention strategy is not funded by industry; it is funded through the 
department through the Keep Australia Beautiful Council and the fines provided to the Keep Australia Beautiful 
Council as a result of littering. It might assist the member to say that I understand that the National Litter Index 
is half-funded by the Australian Packaging Covenant, which is industry, and the other half by the states and 
territories. 
New clause put and a division taken, the Deputy Chair (Hon Alyssa Hayden) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 
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Ayes (10) 

Hon Helen Bullock Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (14) 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Phil Edman Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Norman Moore  

            

Pairs 
 Hon Adele Farina Hon Jim Chown 
 Hon Jon Ford Hon Liz Behjat 
 Hon Kate Doust Hon Wendy Duncan 
 Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Helen Morton 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Max Trenorden 

New clause thus negatived. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.  

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed. 
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