
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 11 April 2002] 

 p9433c-9434a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [1] 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.18 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will be pleased to hear that 10 minutes after the House adjourns, I 
propose a meeting of the House Management Committee in the usual place. 

Investigation of Soil and Ground Water Acidity, Stirling - Adjournment Debate 
HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.19 pm]:  I wish to make a preliminary response to the report tabled 
yesterday by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage titled “Investigation of Soil and Groundwater 
Acidity, Stirling”.  Members may recall that a number of questions have been asked by the Greens (WA), some 
of which I have asked without notice and some of which my colleague Hon Jim Scott has asked without notice 
and with notice of both the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and of the Minister for Health.  The 
Greens (WA) are concerned about the quality of the information in this report and the response of the 
Government to it.  There are many inconsistencies with the findings in the report and the responses we have 
received from the minister or ministers in this issue.   

First, I point out that neither in the answers to the questions that have been asked by my colleague Hon Jim Scott 
and me nor in this report has any real information been given about the source of the high levels of arsenic, 
particularly in some areas such as near Roselea.  There are great anomalies within the report that have never 
been addressed.  At least the Minister for Health was honest enough to say in a response to Hon Jim Scott that 
the source of heavy metal ground water samples had not been identified.  When I asked questions to try to get 
closer to the source of the contamination of arsenic, lead and other heavy metals, the response was related to the 
source of the acid process.  That did not answer my questions.  I also asked why all of the 700 or so bores that 
were identified were not tested.  The answer was that the presence of acid in water with low pH was considered 
to be a good indicator of whether arsenic and other contaminants were likely to be present.   

Page 17 of this report contains table No 6 of the analytical results from the ground water drilling program from 
14 to 22 February 2002.  Forty bores were tested at various depths.  According to this table, those tests took 
place at more than 13 sites.  Nineteen sites indicate a level of arsenic above the World Health Organisation level 
of 0.01 milligrams per litre.  Eight of these test bore results came from bores that, according to this report, do not 
have an acidity problem; that is, they have an acidity level of less than 5.5.  From the results of this report, we 
can conclude that, at best, the level of acidity in the water was not an accurate predictor of whether dangerous 
levels of arsenic and other contaminants were present.  Therefore, any response that indicated that it was not 
necessary to test the rest of the bores does not make sense.  This report mentions that the level of lead is not 
likely to be related to the level of acid.  The lead is considered to be a problem and has not been fully 
investigated.  Page iii of the report states -  

. . . but 14 samples exceeded the standard for lead.  Lead in food is unlikely to be associated with 
groundwater acidification but the Department of Health is continuing to investigate this issue.   

My colleague and I mentioned lead in a number of our questions, but the responses did not deal with these 
issues.  Even if there were a correlation between arsenic and the level of acidity, that does not explain the levels 
of lead and therefore does not enable government departments to ignore the rest of those bore sites.   

Another issue of concern is that the potential for acid sulfate soils was raised by the Water and Rivers 
Commission in a letter dated 5 November 1999 to Alan Tingay and Associates.  In July 1999, the Environmental 
Protection Authority said that the scheme need not be assessed and it gave advice to that effect.  The Water and 
Rivers Commission wrote to Alan Tingay and Associates indicating that the dewatering of the site at Roselea 
may lead to the generation of a significant volume of acid sulfate soil.  It is true that Western Australia has not 
had a great problem with acid sulfate soils.  However, it has been a problem in the south west and in the north of 
Western Australia.  That information was provided to Alan Tingay and Associates by the Water and Rivers 
Commission.  That information apparently was passed on to the Department of Environmental Protection.  This 
report states that the DEP’s contaminated sites branch and evaluation division received an electronic copy of the 
letter, which commented on a draft sampling and analysis plan of the dewatering program at Jones Street, 
Stirling in October 1999.  The most concerning part of the issue is in relation to Hamilton and Stirling Lakes.  
Page 6 of the report states -  

To date the DEP has received none of the above Management Plans for comment . . . the potential for 
acid sulfate soils was not identified as an issue on site during the EPA’s assessment process.   
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What happens in this process?  At what point can we say that the Department of Environmental Protection is 
aware of these issues?  If nobody from departments like the Water and Rivers Commission referred this issue 
formally to the EPA, who can we trust to ensure that the DEP and the EPA examine these issues?  One of the 
sites at Roselea gardens had concentrations about 114 times above the National Health and Medical Research 
Council guidelines for drinking water.  These concentrations do not come from the kinds of sands that are 
normally found in that area.  As far as I am aware, the area is not highly mineralised.  There is not likely to be 
natural concentrations of that level of arsenic, and certainly not lead.  This report does not deal with the issue of 
the location of these sites.  I asked specific questions about what further investigation had been done to follow up 
the information provided by K.J. Hirschberg about polluting industries including industrial waste, chemicals, 
food and animal waste in the Stirling and Balcatta areas in 1988.  The response was that no verification of these 
sites had been completed to confirm whether they were contaminated sites.   

A full assessment of these sites must be done and some analysis must be completed on whether the sites 
identified in 1988 are in fact contaminated sites.  They must be verified to determine whether there is a 
correlation between those sites.  We must find out the source of the pollution, not just the source of the acid.  We 
also must find out how these processes might affect, for instance, further dewatering in areas of wetlands, which 
is planned by the Government with its use of the Yarragadee aquifer and other processes.  This is far from 
satisfactory.  The Government has certainly not heard the last from me and my colleagues on this issue.  I like to 
think that we can expect a better report from the minister.  

Question put and passed.   

House adjourned at 5.29 pm 
__________ 

 


