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WASTE AVOIDANCE AND RESOURCE RECOVERY AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 November. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [10.08 am]: As everybody knows, the opposition does not support 
the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Amendment Bill 2009. I had only started my speech and was 
saying that, from a regional perspective, the best opportunities to deal with this resource will come from private 
sector innovations. Hon Max Trenorden made a very important point—if not a bit confused from my 
perspective, because I could not work out whether he was supporting the bill or opposing the bill. Nevertheless, 
the point he made was very valid; that is, that we cannot continue to look at waste as something that we have to 
get rid of, but rather that we have to look at it as a resource. As soon as we view waste from that perspective, we 
can look for opportunities. 

I understand that the government proposes a 300 per cent increase — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Will members take their audible conversations to another corner of the chamber or to 
another place, so they do not interrupt the debate?  

Hon JON FORD: There will be a 300 per cent increase in the landfill levy, and then a division of the way in 
which the funds are allocated, which means that only a certain percentage will be used for waste management, 
waste innovation and ways of creatively recycling waste. The rest of the money will go into general revenue to 
fund the Department of Environment and Conservation. 

Hon Ed Dermer: Probably three-quarters of the money. 

Hon JON FORD: That is right—three-quarters of the money. 

From a regional perspective, waste is a big and very complex issue. I have often referred to my experience with 
Woodside Petroleum, particularly on offshore rigs. Part of my job there was to look at the challenges of 
recycling. Recycling on an offshore petroleum rig is quite complex. In my day, when I was working on the 
Goodwyn Alpha, we had a regular crew on the drilling program, with quite a high number of persons on board. 
We had between 80 and 100 people on board at any given time. The amount of packaging that would come out 
to the rig created quite a problem. We were constantly back-loading waste. We would bring equipment on board 
that was packed with cardboard and timber to protect the load from impacts when being lifted up to the drill 
deck. We would strip the packing material and then back-load it. It was incredible that the back of the vessel that 
brought the equipment was half full again with the packing material to be taken back to the beach. The people 
handling the waste at the supply base had to make sure that it was all hydrocarbon-free. They had to go through 
and gas-detect it, to make sure that there were no hydrocarbons mixed with the waste that was being brought 
back, particularly used parts. There were some quarantine issues with the packaging, and then the whole business 
of separating the recyclable packaging and deciding what to do with it. An enormous amount of effort was put in 
to trying to divide up the waste so that it would not go into landfill. We went into partnerships on many 
occasions with different companies to look at ways of recycling the packaging. Unfortunately, in Karratha, we 
found that no matter what company we used, because of the expense and the lack of investment in recycling 
technology at that time, nearly all of the waste went into landfill. 

A few years down the track I was involved in another project about 80 nautical miles off Kupang, with the 
Northern Endeavour on the Laminaria-Corallina field. We decided that we would get it right this time, so we 
entered into a major contract with the company that would actually do the sorting out on the beach and the 
material would then be recycled. About a year after the operation commenced, we went and did an audit, which 
was part of all the contracts. We found that the separation was good when the material got to Darwin. Between 
30 and 40 per cent ended up in landfill there, and then the company took the recyclables to South Australia, 
because everybody had a perception at that time that South Australia was particularly innovative in recycling 
waste, and that somehow it would be dealt with there. What we found when we went down the supply chain to 
South Australia and had a look at it was that all of it ended up in landfill. That was basically because there was 
no incentive for people to develop the technology. There were lots of good ideas, but in the end, from an 
economic viability perspective, they were lost. 

This is one of those issues in which government needs to innovate and provide some sort of incentive to allow 
companies to develop in this area, until they develop their markets and partnerships with other companies, so 
that it becomes self-sustaining. That gets down to the possibility of exempting some companies from the landfill 
levy, or at least using it as an incentive. I was not able to supply the notes to Hansard so I will read in this quote 
from a letter from Sims Metal Management, headed “Adverse Impact of Waste Levies in NSW”, which was a 
submission the company made to the government. It states — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 27 November 2009] 

 p10046d-10070a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Norman Moore 

 [2] 

Residual wastes from bona fide recycling operations should receive levels of exemption from waste 
levies. This needs to be a directive on a National level to avoid the continuance of State and Territory 
reliance on levy revenues as simply an income source. The level of exemption should be equal to the 
verifiable level of diversion of waste from landfill achieved at the penultimate licensed recycling site. 
For example — a 75% recovery/diversion = 75% rebate. This will create the right ‘incentive’ for 
recyclers to aim for 100% conversion and ensure those not genuinely involved in recycling receive no 
benefit at all. In its broadest sense, with regard to recyclers — the polluter pays principle is still very 
much a factor. 

That is a very commendable perspective. Sims Metal Management actually argues that there should not be a levy 
at all, but if we are to have a levy, this is what needs to be done. I think there should be a levy, but all the funds 
raised from it should be directed to projects or companies that come up with good ideas or need incentives to 
deal with waste as an opportunity rather than landfill. 

From a regional perspective, Sims Metal Management, as I said earlier in my speech, had gone around to a lot of 
regional communities such as Geraldton, Albany, Esperance, Kalgoorlie and Jigalong removing car bodies and 
other waste material. Members who live in the regions will understand that car bodies are a particular scourge. A 
lot of money and effort is required to remove them. They spread out over a wide distance, although they tend to 
congregate around settled areas. At no cost to the taxpayer, this company went out there picking up all these car 
bodies. In inland communities particularly, when a car breaks down it becomes unviable to move the wreck, and 
the people cannot find anyone to sell it to or put it on a trailer, because they are miles from anywhere, and they 
end up becoming quite a problem. They are a danger to children around the communities, attract unwanted pests, 
and they just build up and up over time. Quite often, when a car gets from Newman to Jigalong it is a wreck, 
even if it was a good car to start with. There is an opportunity from a regional perspective.  

Local governments are always looking for solutions to this issue. In Newman, which is my adopted community 
in the north west, and where my office is based, the Shire of East Pilbara has a recycling facility that is out in the 
open. In summer, there is 40-degree heat. People go in there, spread all the waste out over the ground, and 
literally physically separate the materials. The shire would like some assistance and some money to help it 
become more effective at doing that. It would like some cover, lighting and hard standing space to assist in doing 
that job. I suppose further down the track they might look at some of the technology that makes it easier to do 
that recycling, because the better the access to some of that technology, the more likely the rate of landfill will 
drop significantly. Separation is a real issue. It could be argued that royalties for regions money could be used to 
assist with that, but we already have access to funding. From a regional perspective, waste is a big issue. I know 
that, primarily, this bill will impact on the metropolitan area, but there is a great opportunity here to use some of 
this funding occasionally to assist regional communities with some unique issues. I do not know, but it seems to 
me that more and more large masses of organic matter are ending up on our beaches in the north west. We now 
know that a whale population of about 20 000 whales swim up and down the coast annually. Recently a whale 
that landed at Honeymoon Cove, Point Samson had to be lifted and carted away before being buried.  

A Whip just fell across in front of me, Mr President, which was an unusual sight!  

The PRESIDENT: I will pretend I did not see a thing!  

Hon Jock Ferguson: A staggering Whip.  

Hon JON FORD: Yes.  

The disposal of that sort of waste presents quite an issue in itself and it will become more of an issue. 
Honeymoon Cove is a small community in our local area, so the whale had to be lifted and carted all the way to 
the seven-mile tip in Karratha where a big hole was dug to bury it. There was a funny moment when I was 
speaking to some grey nomads up there and the woman told me that her husband said, “Look at the size of the 
fish they catch up here. This is a wonderland”, as they were travelling behind a low-loader carting a whale. It is 
an example of the unique problems in the area. I do not have a solution to that. It seems to me that burying a 
whale is probably a good thing but if we had to bury two, three or four, perhaps we could get the private sector to 
suggest what it might do with them. They could be turned into fertilizer or undergo some other sort of 
processing. If someone wants to deal with those issues, they could perhaps design a mobile plant. I do not know. 
There is a real opportunity to provide incentives for people who come up with those types of solutions, and 
encouraging investment by putting our money where our mouth is. That is an important principle.  

When the government says, “All this money used to be going to waste management; that’s why we can justify 
asking for the levy in the first place, but now we are going to put only 25 per cent into that and 75 per cent will 
go to the DEC general purpose fund”, all of a sudden, the same arguments can be used when raising revenue 
through other sources such as speed cameras. We have all heard about that. An argument we heard recently from 
the Premier was that all the new speed cameras will create a safer environment on our roads. I agree with that, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 27 November 2009] 

 p10046d-10070a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Norman Moore 

 [3] 

but straightaway, the counterargument to it was that it is all about revenue raising because not all the money goes 
back into improving roads or road safety. The same argument is used about fishing licence fees. People do not 
mind paying more if they see that the money is being used in the area it is being taken from. That is the danger: 
the government is sending a message to the community that it is really just a revenue raising strategy; it is not 
about improving waste management. Strangely enough, when people turn up to a tip and the gates are closed, 
they use that argument in their own head to justify dumping the rubbish on the street or going into a park and 
throwing the rubbish out of their car. No matter how false that justification, that is what people do. Specifically 
from a regional perspective, I would like to see two things: I would like to see 100 per cent of the money being 
spent on waste management and I would like it to be incentivised by providing exemptions for industries and 
other groups such as local governments for projects on a pro rata basis. In other words, the more successful they 
become in avoiding landfill, the greater the incentive. It can be incentivised both ways if the money is available. 
They could be exempted from the levy as they become more efficient, and their projects could be bolstered with 
funds to encourage them to do more. The actions this bill provides will not give the government the scope to do 
that.  

I refer again to the Newman example. Despite all the Shire of East Pilbara’s efforts to do something with 
recyclable material, including its fortnightly yellow-top bin service, 85 to 90 per cent of its waste goes to landfill 
at Nullagine, and then nothing is done about it. That shire simply wants $300 000 for a shed, a weighbridge and 
power to the site.  

We have heard the Premier and Hon Brendon Grylls, Minister for Regional Development, talking up northern 
cities. If we attract people to these areas, notwithstanding that we need infrastructure for utilities such as 
sewerage, power and water, in particular, it increases the degree of waste. The problem for regional shires is that 
they do not have the revenue base to continuously expand these facilities. As the population increases, it brings 
with it an increase per head of population in waste, but it does not bring an equal increase in revenue through 
rates. That involves ongoing discussions about other things such as the ability to increase rates or improve 
projects. Nonetheless, it is another argument for making more money available to help regional local 
governments deal with waste problems. We would all like to see people move out of the city and develop vibrant 
rural communities, but it creates more and more challenges for them. While we are not supplying the money, we 
are taking away the capacity to meet those challenges.  

The minister and other speakers from the government side have talked about the support for this bill they have 
received from local government. I do not understand how they can justify that statement when all the documents 
I have read—other documentation from the Western Australian Local Government Association and local 
governments that counter that argument—talk about their support for the levy if it goes towards waste 
management, but not for the proposition in this bill. I have a document here from WALGA called “Project 
Proposals for use of the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy” which states —  

A clear rationale for the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy … is essential for assessing the 
appropriateness of all policy decisions which relate to the Levy, such as how it is charged, the rate 
applied and where the money is spent. The Association considers the primary rationale for the Levy is 
that it provides a means of generating a sustainable funding mechanism for strategic activities in waste 
management. The Association also considers that a fixed proportion of Levy funds should be available 
to Local Government for waste management activities. 

I agree with the association. I would even suggest that we could have an argument about how much money goes 
to regional local governments and how much goes to metropolitan local governments. Instead, we are having an 
argument about increasing the levy, while at the same time we are reducing the ability for incentivisation and are 
using the levy as a funding source for a government department that is not necessarily involved in waste 
management. 

The Western Australian Local Government Association would like the money to be used for a number of 
strategic projects. Again, the same argument applies. A lot of people have good ideas, but we are taking away 
any ability to help them out. In the scheme of things, they are quite modest sums, given the amount of recurrent 
money spent on waste management. We have the household hazardous waste program extension; the strategic 
waste management plan implementation; statewide recycling campaigns; and ongoing schemes to support the 
recycling industry through rebates for activities, which is a positive incentive. As I argued previously, the people 
from Sims Metal Management have said that people could be exempted proportionately as they become more 
effective. There is also an investigation into extended producer responsibility schemes, which is an interesting 
idea. There are lots of projects—$38 million worth, in fact. 

We should provide incentives for people to stop creating waste in the first place. I find it completely obnoxious 
when I go to Bunnings and I am forced to buy four screws in a cardboard bubble packet, when all I really need to 
do is grab a couple of screws. A lot of the regional shops that I go to still have bins so that people can just buy a 
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couple of bolts, which is a great thing. Because it suits these big companies to market and display their products 
in that way, the cost burden is put on consumers, who pay initially for the packaging because of its so-called 
convenience and then at the other end to get rid of that rubbish. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich said that no matter how 
hard people try, when they go to the shop for a couple of items, they come back with a big bag of waste. These 
are great projects, but they all need a heck of a lot of money to get going. After a while, as Hon Max Trenorden 
said, people start looking at these opportunities and create businesses within businesses. In that way, the amount 
of money that is collected can be either reduced or redirected to other projects. 

In the president’s report in issue 21 of WALGA’s June 2009 magazine Western Councillor, Councillor Bill 
Mitchell states — 

The sudden and exorbitant hike in landfill levies has Councils in the metropolitan area united in 
their outrage. 

That does not sound like a very supportive opening statement — 

The recent decision by the State Government to increase the levies by 300% has also found united 
opposition from the Association’s State Council. As is detailed in the State Council Briefs towards the 
back of this edition, our last meeting unanimously agreed to develop an active political publicity 
campaign with the aim of renegotiating the issues associated with the increase in the levies. 

You may have seen the start of this campaign with my recent column in the West Australian newspaper 
in which I outlined the numerous concerns over these increases. 

I take this opportunity to remind Bill Mitchell that nobody actually reads his advertisements because the font size 
is too small as he tries to squeeze in too many words. Nevertheless, the report continues — 

In that article I raised numerous issues and I will again touch on them here … probably the most 
pressing concern is the prospect that the levies could soon be imposed across the State. 

I am not sure whether the minister has answered the questions about whether the levy can be increased and 
whether it can be implemented across the state, and perhaps she can clarify that in her response to the second 
reading debate. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Is that with respect to the rural areas extension? 

Hon JON FORD: Yes. It continues — 

This fear is exacerbated in that not only has the State Government failed to rule out extending the levy 
to the regions but also by its contradictory justifications for the metropolitan increases. On one hand 
Environment Minister Donna Faragher claims the increases are to help reduce waste going to landfill 
while on the other hand admitting the extra revenue would fund other departmental activities. 

As it stands the increased levies for the metropolitan area alone will reap an additional $39 million for 
the Department of Environment and Conservation. This equates to more than 20% of the Department’s 
annual budget. 

However a major problem for the government is that current legislation does not permit revenue from 
the landfill levies to be used for purposes other than in reducing waste going into landfill. 

That brings me back to my argument. The minister could stand in this place and say that although the money will 
go to DEC, all the money will be used on strategic matters associated with waste management or on 
environmental issues associated with landfill problems, as have arisen with the Swan River. There are problems 
with old dumps that were not lined in areas close to the river’s edge and there are concerns about different 
chemicals and substances leaking into and polluting the river. We are now talking about the cost of either 
stabilising the land or digging up and removing the contaminants where that is possible. The money that is raised 
from this levy could be used to do that, but people will still argue that that money will be used purely as 
consolidated funds, not to deal with waste management. And that is a shame. This issue has become a political 
football. The argument now is essentially about the expenditure of the money rather than about the issues 
associated with waste management. That is really where we need to be taking the community. It is unfair for 
people to have a go at the government of the day about the Swan River being polluted because of inaction in 
stabilising old landfill sites that are leaking into the river and say that they do not want to pay this levy, because 
they and/or their parents have contributed to this problem. We have a revenue source that could be used to stop 
that happening in the future, and that should be the argument. What do we need to do to stop that? What are the 
ideas? How can we make people treat waste as a resource and ensure that a very small percentage becomes 
landfill and that more is used creatively and is reconstituted so that we are not constantly depleting the planet’s 
resources? That is an issue in itself, because we live in a society that is based on an economic paradigm of 
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growth, which is counterintuitive when talking about trying to reduce waste. We need to be investing more 
money in that.  

If we based an argument purely on a 300 per cent increase, we could argue the case that all that money was being 
used to deal with those problems created when the state was growing. It would be a hard argument to counter. 
What has happened here is that the government has opened the door for a purely revenue-raising exercise and it 
will decrease the amount it will invest. 

I think I have said enough on that. I hope that the government can make some positive comments on possible 
moves in the future on the incentivisation of giving levy exemptions to companies such as Sims that have got a 
good recycling record of at least trying to deal with the issues of landfill. It would be nice to hear from the 
government what plans it has for that. Of course, we will try to amend the bill to make sure that the whole levy is 
spent on waste recycling, but I understand the government is the government and it has the numbers in this place. 
I hope what I have done is outline our justification for attempting to do that. I ask the government to reconsider 
this. I ask the house to oppose the bill. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [10.41 am]: The second reading 
speech on the bill tells us that its essential reason for being is to provide for the levy that is collected under the 
Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Act 2007 to be paid into an operating account of the Department 
of Environment and Conservation, rather than directly into the waste avoidance and resource recovery account, 
and for the broadening of the purposes for which that money collected under that levy can be applied. The 
second reading speech tells us that a certain amount is to be allocated for the purposes of expenditure by the 
Waste Authority and that the balance of the levy moneys not credited to the Waste Authority’s account may be 
applied by the department for broader environment and conservation purposes. It transfers responsibility from 
the Waste Authority to the minister for the making of recommendations on the amount that is to be payable on 
waste received at disposal premises. The amendments also provide for the Waste Authority to provide advice to 
the minister for the purpose of making such recommendations, but the responsibility to recommend a levy 
amount will rest with the minister. So it does a couple of things. 

Currently, for the very short period of its life, the Waste Authority, through an account in its name, receives any 
levy amount paid. Those funds are then administered by the Waste Authority according to a business plan that is 
provided to the minister. The essential element of the bill before us is a shift in the amount that is able to be 
spent by the Waste Authority and a shift in the financial control from a separate statutory authority charged with 
specific responsibility. The objects of that specific responsibility are to promote resource recovery and waste 
avoidance and to reduce environmental harm from waste, and then to apply a hierarchy of measures for resource 
management. 

It sees the end of hypothecation, which is that process of earmarking specific taxes for a specific purpose. There 
is, I think, a constant tension within government—be it state, federal or indeed local—about hypothecation. 
Hypothecations are a useful political tool because they are a useful way to send a very clear message to the 
community that the money that the government is collecting from it will specifically be spent on a particular 
element. An example, and probably the one that most Australians are comfortable with, is the Medicare levy. In 
that sense, they serve a useful political purpose for governments because they are a way of sending a symbolic 
message to the community that the government has listened to its particular concerns about something and is 
therefore allocating the money that it collects from the community to do specifically what the community wants 
the government to do. The tension that exists in government, of course, is that Treasury does not like 
hypothecations because they impose a restriction and a set of limitations on what those moneys can be spent on. 
I think that what we see here is the result of that tension—with Treasury, in this case, winning the day. That 
tension is not new to this government. I think it exists for all governments from time to time, but we should not 
kid ourselves about what it is about. 

We also see in this bill that the forecast for how much that money will be each year is to be in the budget papers, 
which are published, generally, by convention, around May. It gives the minister the power to take over the role 
from the Waste Authority on setting the amount of that levy. I was interested to know in the briefing that I got, 
which seems about 100 years ago, whether there had been any history of disagreement between a minister and an 
authority on the amount, but the levy act has been around for such a short period of time that I am not sure there 
would have been the chance for any disagreement to exist. However, I was interested to ask. The officers, who 
certainly gave us a thorough and professional briefing, were not able to provide me with that information at the 
time. I would be interested to hear whether the minister had received any advice that the history of these kinds of 
levies has been that from time to time there is tension and whether the minister can provide some examples that 
support the decision to remove the power from the Waste Authority to make that recommendation on the amount 
of the levy. 
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The opposition has flagged that this was one of the bills in the list of the government’s priority legislation that 
we had difficulty with. That is in no small part due to the fact that it appears there are no stakeholders—not in 
local government, not in the environment movement, not in the waste industry—who are supportive of the 
legislation. Part of their opposition I think goes to the fact that they were not consulted. Certainly, for local 
governments, which were part-way through casting their own budgets, the timing of the announcement of the 
government’s intention to introduce this legislation caused them a great deal of uncertainty and additional work. 
That is one reason. 

The other reason is that we think the legislation is driven by the motivation to cover up the fact that what the 
government did in casting its budget more generally was to take money out of the Department of Environment 
and Conservation and that this was seen as a way to cover up the gap, as it were, that was created by the money 
that the government took out. It certainly adds to the general size of the bill that Western Australian families are 
now facing with fees and charges generated by this government and it creates an imposition on local 
government. It was not necessary to create this bill to increase the landfill levy by 300 per cent. The debate—
public and otherwise—has been a bit distorted by that fact, because this legislation does not do that.  

As outlined by my colleague Hon Sally Talbot, under the existing legislative regime, planning was in place and 
stakeholders had certainty about the levy amounts. Under the administration policy that Hon Sally Talbot 
referred to, the most recent version of which was released in July, levy rates had been calculated out to 2011. 
Under the previous government’s legislation, the scheduled increases were set out from 1 July 2008 to July 2010. 
The argument has been put—it is not an argument I want to spend a lot of time on, because there are other 
issues—that the use of these sorts of levies as levers to drive down the amount of waste going into landfill can 
also create disincentives. 

At the time that the bill was introduced, or perhaps when it was being debated in the other place, the Legislative 
Council had a two-week recess. I and several of my colleagues took that opportunity to canvass the views of the 
local governments within our respective electorates. During that time we received briefings from the Western 
Australian Local Government Association, and I took the opportunity to have discussions with the three local 
governments in my electorate with which I deal most regularly—the City of Canning, the City of Melville and 
the City of Fremantle. I also collected the public views of other councils in the South Metropolitan Region with 
whom I did not get the opportunity to meet; I wanted to make sure that I was aware of their views. 

One of the concerns raised by stakeholders was the manner in which they were advised of the policy shift 
encompassed by this legislation. They were quite surprised. I have to say that I was also a little surprised at the 
lack of consultation with WALGA and local governments. This government has a history of regarding itself as a 
champion of local government, but I guess this gives effect to the old adage about always hurting the ones you 
love; maybe that is what this is about. It is certainly the case that local governments are feeling hurt by this 
decision, from both an administrative and an organisational point of view. They are angry; they think it is a 
breach of trust and a breach of the agreed communication mechanisms between local and state governments. 
They are cross about that. Both administratively and organisationally, this was very inconvenient for local 
governments because they had to recast their budgets in a hurry before the government changed its position on 
the timing. Local governments had to cop what they regarded as the wrath of public ratepayer opinion for 
something that had been imposed upon them. They were pretty cross about that. There was also general concern 
amongst local governments about the end of the hypothecation. 

I want to talk a bit about some of the issues those local governments raised with me, particularly with regard to 
the role of state governments. Their view is that state governments generally—not just this one—have left 
leadership in this area to local governments. This emphasised their anger, because they have been making the 
investments and trialling new technologies, some more successfully than others. As a member for South 
Metropolitan Region, I know all about the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council; my office is right on the 
border of Willetton and Leeming, and I know all about the problems involved in the SMRC process. Local 
governments really felt that they had been obliged to adopt a leadership position, but had not been consulted. 
Their budget processes were made uncertain by this decision, and they are not particularly happy about it at all. I 
will talk a little about my consultation with the three councils I mentioned and what they had to say. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon SUE ELLERY: As I said, I spoke to the three local government authorities with whom I deal most 
regularly. The City of Fremantle made a couple of significant points. The first was that it sees this increase as a 
cost shifting exercise to local governments. It sees it as a breach of the existing agreements between the 
commonwealth government and local governments on vertical cost shifting. I met with the chief executive 
officer of the City of Fremantle who made the point quite eloquently that leadership in this area has been left to 
local government. He said that about all state governments; I am not being specifically critical of this one. He 
said that over time, the requirement to expend money, take financial risks and be innovative by trialling new 
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technologies has increasingly become the burden of local government. He said that there has been a lack of 
leadership at state government level in taking a big-picture approach to the development and implementation of 
new technologies. He said that from his point of view, there had historically been a lack of strategic vision from 
state governments in this area. He referred to the $50-$60 million SMRC investment as an example, although I 
understand that under the previous Liberal government there may have been some state government backing in 
the form of a guarantee for the SMRC loan arrangements; I will stand corrected on that, but I think that is the 
history. He made the point that a levy for the purposes of better waste avoidance is a sound policy position. But 
he also said that from the point of view of local government, this levy is not about better waste avoidance; it is 
about providing ongoing core funding for the broader work of the Department of Environment and Conservation. 
That is the issue.  

He also raised the issue of equity for pensioners, and I will be interested to hear whether the minister has 
anything to say about that. The issue of pensioner rebates may have been raised publicly by the City of 
Cockburn. In situations in which the rubbish levy is separated from council rates, the pensioner rebate does not 
apply. An internal equity issue arose about how councils structured their rates and what impact that would have 
on that. That was raised with me by the chief executive officer of the City of Fremantle.  

The CEO referred specifically to an issue raised by the City of Cockburn. I understand that there was some 
public debate about that, and it would be interesting to know whether the minister has received any 
representations from local government on that issue. The CEO said that most councils break down their rates by 
separating the rubbish levy. The City of Fremantle does not do that, because, in its view, if it were to separate the 
way its rates are structured to show the rubbish levy, pensioners would not get the rebate. He made the point that 
there is an educational component to having a separate levy, but in this case Fremantle chose not to do that so it 
could continue to meet its social obligation, from its point of view, of ensuring that pensioners do not lose out on 
rebates.  

I asked the City of Fremantle CEO whether that council had directly made representation to government on this 
and he said that it had not, but that as part of the South West Group of Local Authorities it met with the minister 
on broader strategic issues. He also said that that South West Group went to Canberra to have discussions with 
the federal government on generating a commitment across all three levels of government for more strategic 
leadership in the area of waste. He made the point that the federal government is committed to setting up a local 
government centre of excellence and it was certainly his hope that that centre would put some focus on waste 
management. He reiterated his point that there had been no collective investment in high-level leadership.  

The City of Fremantle is a member of the South Metropolitan Regional Council, and it does all the record 
keeping and administration for the collection of the waste and the levy at the collection point and then advises 
member councils of their component of the costs. I will briefly touch on the SMRC issue, because I also met 
with representatives of the SMRC. More than 10 years ago the southern metropolitan councils got together and 
made a decision to make a really large investment to minimise waste. They were looking to find a way to turn 
municipal waste into compost, which they would be able sell commercially and, therefore, recoup the investment 
they had made and also make it available to ratepayers. That was a good thing and they are to be commended for 
doing that. I think it was at the time of the Court government. The then state government facilitated in some way 
the investment of the money—I do not think it put any money into it. However, the technology choice is what 
really caused some problems, pretty much immediately, for the SMRC.  

At various times, depending on the weather conditions and the wind, significant odour is emitted from the 
SMRC’s composting plant. I was invited to smell that, as a member of the South Metropolitan Region, which I 
did by visiting some of the streets in Leeming where the odour is at its best, particularly when it is humid. It was 
humid when I was there and the odour was revolting. There was no question that there was odour pollution, 
although the SMRC, in its wisdom, decided to dispute that. A public debate then took place on whether the 
odour was having an impact on people’s health. I think that the SMRC had some very serious communication 
problems in the way in which it dealt with the residents who were affected by this odour.  

I will put to one side the issue of health, but I will come back to it. However, the impact on amenity of that level 
of odour cannot be underestimated. One of the women to whom I was speaking said, “We were having our five-
year-old’s birthday party in the backyard and the smell was oppressive. I should have shifted the five-year-old’s 
birthday party into the house.” I am sure that members who have had any dealings with a large number of five-
year-olds would know that that would probably not be the best idea. In any event, she was asking, “It’s summer 
holidays and what am I supposed to do? Should I keep my kids inside all the time because the odour is so 
unpleasant?”  

I was disappointed in the public debate and the position that the SMRC took on the impact of the odour on health 
issues. The reason I was disappointed about that is that I suffer from asthma. For the most part it is under control, 
but very occasionally—in winter if I have a cold and it is cold weather—I am more susceptible to asthma than at 
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other times of the year. I know that if I am at a point in my asthma cycle when it is cold weather or I am likely to 
have a cold, the smell of perfume will aggravate my asthma. Does perfume cause my asthma? No, it does not, 
but it significantly aggravates it. For a person who has a respiratory condition it is irrefutable that there are 
certain odours that will aggravate it. I know that from living with asthma. I know that the odour and the 
oppressiveness of that odour has a significant impact on the health condition of those people who have a pre-
existing respiratory condition.  

The SMRC made some really poor choices. It was genuine in its choice of technology, and it was taking a risk. It 
is arguable that at the time it chose that particular technology there was evidence that there were significant 
problems with it, including problems of odour. Once it had made that investment, it made some poor choices in 
how it chose to communicate with the ratepayers affected by it. I found that very disappointing, and I certainly 
made that clear to the SMRC on behalf of my constituents who were affected. I am disappointed in the way it not 
only communicated to the ratepayers, but also treated and chose to characterise those who complained about the 
problem. The result was that it had entrenched anger at and mistrust in it by the community.  

As a member for the South Metropolitan Region it would be remiss of me to mention the SMRC and not flag 
those concerns of my constituents. They would be angry with me if I did not. The point I am making is that with 
the best will in the world SMRC demonstrated a commitment to invest and to take a risk. It reiterates the point 
made to me by the CEO of the City of Fremantle; that is, local government was forced into a position of having 
to take leadership on the question of waste management because consecutive state governments had not.  

The other local government authority that I met with in that period was the City of Melville, the hotbed of labour 
activism that it is. I met with Councillor Clive Robartson and some officers from the SMRC. Clive provided me 
with a copy of the council resolution on this matter and I will read that resolution to the house. The resolution 
was passed at the council meeting held on 16 June this year. It states — 

That in response to the State Government’s increase of the landfill levy by 300%, the City of Melville 
advise the Premier, the Minister for Local Government, the Minister for the Environment and all State 
Parliamentary Members, of the City’s position on this matter particularly the following areas of 
significant concern: 

1 That the City express its great concern at the lack of consultation and notice provided 
by the State Government by increasing the landfill levy by 300%.  

2 That the lack of time to plan for this excessive cost increase will cause considerable 
financial burden to Local Governments and the community.  

3 That the City strongly condemns the use of landfill levy funds for consolidated 
revenue purposes and requests that the state government reconsider this position.  

4 That the Government be reminded that at the time of the introduction of the levy, 
commitments were made to Local Government that the amount of money used for the 
administration of the levy would be strictly limited (1% to 3%) and that a rebate 
scheme would be introduced to return funds to Local Government for materials 
diverted from landfill. 

5 That the City recognises that this increase will assist with driving greater diversion of 
waste from landfill, however without the infrastructure or cost support for alternative 
waste processing systems, the impact of the increased landfill levy will be nullified.  

6. That the City strongly supports the position that all funds raised by the landfill levy 
generated from domestic municipal waste streams and Local Governments be 
hypothecated back to Local Government support recycling and resource recovery 
activities and the associated infrastructure. Should this support not be provided, 
continued diversion of waste from landfill will be put in jeopardy as the levy 
increases also penalises resource recovery facilities.  

That motion was carried unanimously.  

The City of Canning was concerned, in particular, about what the impact would be on its capacity to manage its 
own budget by having to recast its own budget and the impact that would have on ratepayers, and that it would 
be the one to be seen to be imposing this on it ratepayers. It took great objection to that. I had a conversation 
with an officer from the City of Canning. In August the City of Canning received local media coverage about the 
fact that its ratepayers would be forking out an extra four per cent in rate fees as a result of its budget. The 
minimum rate it set was $439, which was an increase of $17. The council said that household and commercial 
rubbish costs would increase to $315, up from $246 last year. The City of Canning mayor, Joe Delle Donne, said 
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that the higher gate fees from the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council and the 300 per cent rise in the state 
government’s landfill levy contributed to the increase.  

The City of Fremantle highlighted the impact on its budget, and in July predicted an eight per cent rise in rates as 
a result. Then east ward councillor, now mayor, Brad Pettitt, said that big hikes in waste costs, including the state 
government’s landfill levy and rising costs at the council’s part-owned recycling and composting plant in 
Canning Vale, were behind those larger-than-expected increases.  

I did not speak to anyone at the City of South Perth, but I read their comments in the Southern Gazette back in 
June. They were talking about revising their budget following the state government’s unexpected decision—
from their point of view—to increase the landfill levy. They made the point that the new charges will mean 
disposal for biodegradable waste will increase from $7 to $28 per tonne. Mayor James Best said at the time that 
his main gripe with the policy was the lack of consultation. He is reported to have said — 

Most importantly, the decision has been made with the clear intention that revenue raised by the state 
will not be used for waste management purposes, … 

Most of the proceeds will go towards running the Department for Environment. 

Local Government and ratepayers have therefore become a tax collection agency for the state. 

Mr Best was critical of the state government claiming that the policy was a poorly considered tax grab —  

It’s just poor policy and an unprecedented hike; the minister and the Department for Environment 
should reconsider this one, … 

He said that the explanation provided by the minister to the Western Australian Local Government Association 
demonstrated her lack of understanding of the consequences.  

At the southern end of the South Metropolitan Region is Rockingham and Kwinana, and those local governments 
were also concerned and, as a result, needed to implement an increase in waste collection and gate fees following 
the budget announcement that the landfill levy paid by metropolitan councils would be increased. Rockingham 
mayor, Barry Sammels, said that the council had not been aware of the impending increase and would have to 
pass it on to ratepayers. He said that there was also a big problem in the area with people illegally dumping 
rubbish and that the increased levy would make it worse. Those were his comments on 3 June this year as 
reported in the Sound Telegraph.  

The Kwinana council condemned the state government’s decision to increase the levy, and passed a resolution in 
early June expressing concern over the increase and the lack of time—then—to plan for the cost increases, and 
expressed its concern in a nine-point recommendation saying that the decision would cause considerable 
financial burden to local governments and the community, and it condemned the increase as a cash grab. The 
point it made was that funds raised by the levy should be put back into local governments to support recycling, 
resource recovery and infrastructure. Councillor Bursan said that the council would have to cover the cost if 
people could not pay the levy and dumped rubbish. He is quoted in the Kwinana Courier on 12 June as saying — 

This decision will create a situation where people dump material in the bush and the cost will be borne 
by us (council), … 

That recommendation opposing the changes was passed by the council unanimously. It meant in the end, after 
Rockingham recast its budget, that Rockingham ratepayers would pay an extra seven per cent for domestic waste 
in the 2009-10 financial year. The council says that that is largely thanks to the state government’s landfill levy 
increase. That was reported in the Weekend Courier of 3 July.  

Cockburn, which extends sort of from the middle to the south end of the South Metropolitan Region, reacted to 
the proposed levy rise by increasing its waste management service charge from $256 to $325, a rise of $69 a 
property this financial year. Mr Logan Howlett, the Cockburn mayor, made the point that despite the state’s 
deferral of its levy increase, the rise for ratepayers would remain. Mr Howlett said that the council needed a 
clearer picture of the legislation and the financial implications. He also said that the Cockburn council did not 
agree with the government’s levy funding the Department of Environment and Conservation’s annual budget 
rather than educating residents about environmental issues, which was part of its original purpose.  

In Victoria Park, which is the local government authority that I live in, back in June after the announcement of 
the increase in the levy, the Town of Victoria Park CEO, John Bonker, accused the state government of using 
local governments to fill holes in its budget. At that point Victoria Park had been planning a rise of 5.9 per cent 
but then had to consider a higher rise of around 6.9 per cent to cover the increase. He said that the town was 
disappointed that the government had imposed such a big increase with no consultation with local government. 
Mr Bonker said that it was even more concerning that the additional $39 million anticipated to be generated from 
this increase is proposed to be used for purposes other than those the levy was put in place for in the first place, 
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which was to encourage local government and other bodies to recycle their waste. He said that the Town of 
Victoria Park, along with many other local governments, had invested heavily in recycling and secondary waste 
treatment plants to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. However, all this investment is ignored by the 
state government, which simply requires local government to fund the government’s budget shortfall by 
becoming a tax agent. That was reported in the Southern Gazette of 9 June.  

Outside my electorate, the Municipal Waste Advisory Council, which is not an insignificant body in local 
government, the Mindarie Regional Council and the Forum of Regional Councils, which is in my electorate, 
raised their concerns publicly in August. The Municipal Waste Advisory Council raised its concerns about the 
proposed legislation and the fact that the government was allowing the levy to be used for purposes other than 
waste management. I will read out what was reported in the Wanneroo Times, but it was also in several local 
newspapers. The Municipal Waste Advisory Council chair, Troy Pickard, said — 

… the State Government would need to spend money on research into alternative waste management 
arenas now, to prevent a “huge bump” in landfill increases in the future. 

“The council’s stance is that we want all monies collected from the levy to continue to be used 
exclusively on waste management,” he said. 

“Only when we as a State have a firm grasp of how we can efficiently and effectively dispense or reuse 
our household and commercial waste, can we even think about using some of the funds for other 
purposes. 

“But the reality is, at this stage, we need every dollar we can get to research alternative waste 
management options to become sustainable in the future.” 

The views of Bill Mitchell, the president of the WA Local Government Association, have been well canvassed. 
He made the point publicly in the Merredin-Wheatbelt Mercury in July —  

Although the increase would have only affected metropolitan councils, sources within Local 
Government believe it could be extended to regional councils at any time. 

I will be interested in the minister’s reassurances on that. The article goes on — 

Cr Mitchell said the rise in levies detailed in the recent State Budget seemed to have more to do with 
meeting departmental financial targets than protecting the environment. 

“The Department of Environment and Conservation is set to reap $39 million as a result of the increases 
at the same time as being allocated $33.3 million less funding,” he said. 

“The $5.7 million difference is three percent of the department’s total budget appropriation which is 
exactly the same as the Treasurer’s efficiency target for all departments. 

“Rather than look at how it can reduce expenditure and find efficiencies, the department seems to have 
decided it is easier to impose exorbitant fees and make the community pay for their three percent 
efficiency target.” 

Cr Mitchell said the State Government wants to shine a light on Local Government inefficiencies with 
the reform process but endorses getting it own house in order by simply ramping up charges to the 
community. 

The uncertainty before the announcement of the delay caused a great deal of angst amongst many local 
government authorities. WALGA’s president, Bill Mitchell, expressed concern about that. At the beginning of 
June he was reported in the Albany Advertiser as saying — 

“The increase is simply too extreme to be absorbed by industry and gives no time for recycling 
practices to be changed, which consequently, is most likely to lead to increased illegal dumping,” … 

I refer briefly to the Forum of Regional Councils, which is in my electorate. It is a coalition comprising five 
metropolitan councils and the City of Geraldton-Greenough. It promotes common interest associated with waste 
management. It provides municipal solid waste services to a total of 1.5 million people. It collects, treats, 
recycles and disposes of municipal solid waste using a range of technologies. The forum wants recognition that 
municipal solid waste management is deemed to be an essential service. The City of Melville raised this with 
me, and I think the City of Fremantle did also. The forum wants the capacity, in planning, to have the same kinds 
of buffers in its plants as do other services that are deemed to be essential. The forum argues that just as 
electricity providers, in their land allocation and planning, have certain buffer zones around their facilities, the 
same principle should apply to municipal waste facilities. If that had been applied, it might have made a 
difference to the outcome with the waste-composting facility of the South Metropolitan Regional Council.  
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The forum has been quite public about the fact that it strongly supports the state government’s vision of Towards 
Zero waste in Western Australia, which aims to achieve, by 2020, a situation in which there is little or no waste 
created that cannot be recovered. However, the forum’s view is that that target can be reached only if waste 
management is seen as an essential service and there is a cooperative and consultative whole-of-government 
approach, involving the state government, the Waste Authority, the Department of Environment and 
Conservation and local government. That reinforces the notion that was first raised with me in my consultations 
at the City of Fremantle that what the forum is looking for is leadership in this area. It thinks that governments of 
all persuasions have been lacking in that area. The forum made the point that there is no state government 
strategy or framework within which resource recovery facilities can develop or operate with clarity and certainty. 
Its point is that what is required is a framework that sets, as a minimum, statutory standards that provide 
technology parameters and planning instruments for resource recovery projects. The forum says that it is looking 
for state government investment in that.  

In respect to the legislation that is before us now, the forum wants the following points to be investigated. The 
first is the exemption from the landfill levy of residue waste from resource recovery processing organic plants, as 
this material has been processed in accordance with the state government’s vision for processing of the organic 
waste stream. It wants investigation of the recycling effort and waste management by local government in WA. 
It wants that to be seen to be better than sometimes is reported. It wants a change to the bill before us to provide 
that 50 per cent of all landfill levy moneys collected are provided for local government waste management 
programs. That increases the diversion of waste from landfill. The forum wants a sunset clause to the legislation 
that is before us so that legislation reverts to the current arrangements after an agreed period of time. It wants 
further investigation so that parties can look at a position on the relationship between the landfill levy and the 
proposed carbon pollution reduction scheme tax.  

One of the outcomes of the increase in the levy of course is that it adds to the total increases in family budgets. 
This government has abolished It Pays to Learn financial assistance to families. Under the previous government, 
a family with two kids received $400. That has gone. The student subsidy of $200 for utility charges has also 
been affected, and there is an increase of $224 for a family of two adults and two kids. There has been a water 
charge increase of around $40, and another $30 increase in other matters related to water such as reading of 
meters and urgent meter testing. There have been increases in the charges for sewerage and drainage of about 
$25 between the two. There has been an increase of about $39 in the cost of public transport; that is based on a 
two-zone, full-fare ticket for one person in the family using public transport five days a week. There has been a 
motor vehicle licence fee increase of $7-odd. Another $10 can be added to that for a recording fee and 
compulsory third party insurance. There has been an increase in the emergency services levy of about $7 as well 
as the levy we are talking about now—around $24. Other transport costs may include a family holiday. Fees to 
Rottnest Island have gone up $11. Boat registration and boat mooring fees add $30-odd. For those using Keystart 
to get a mortgage, there are preparation-of-document increases of about $25. The total cost to WA householders, 
as a result of the 2009-10 budget, is about $1 000. The increase in the levy brought about by this bill will add to 
that.   

In conclusion, the bill undoes what was a positive public policy for the environment. It does that without having 
given the policy a chance to work. The revenue raised will be used to fill the gap in funding for DEC because of 
the state government’s lack of investment in providing core funding to DEC. This increase has caused great 
uncertainty for local governments, which have had to recast their budgets, and it was done without the support of 
any of the key stakeholders that will be affected by it—the environmental movement, local government and the 
waste industry. For those reasons, the opposition will vigorously oppose the legislation. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.30 am]: I have been 
looking forward with great anticipation to saying a few words on the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery 
Amendment Bill 2009. For the past two terms of Parliament I have been a member of the Standing Committee 
on Environment and Public Affairs. As members know, in May that committee tabled its report on municipal 
waste management in Western Australia. I must say at the outset that I believe it is a very good report. Before I 
make some comments about the bill, I will put on the record my thanks to the members of that committee who 
participated very actively in that committee report but who are no longer with us in this chamber—Hon Bruce 
Donaldson, Hon Paul Llewellyn, and Hon Sheila Mills. They told me prior to their leaving that they are happy 
for me to comment on their behalf because the committee was unified in its view on a range of issues about the 
management of waste, including the levy. Some of my colleagues opposite might be wondering why Hon Bruce 
Donaldson was keen for me to comment on his behalf. Prior to leaving, he was quite disturbed that this 
legislation was being introduced to this place, because his view was that the money raised by increasing the levy 
should go back to the Waste Authority and be used appropriately to develop strategies and a policy direction for 
the future of waste management in this state. He was very disappointed that the government wanted to direct the 
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monies raised from that levy into the consolidated fund to be used at will by the government for other purposes 
and to fill its budget black hole. 

The Leader of the Opposition has commented in her capacity as a member for the South Metropolitan Region. I 
will also comment on the consultation I had with the local governments throughout the South Metropolitan 
Region. When this legislation was introduced, I wrote to all the local governments in my electorate and met with 
a number of them. I sought a response in writing from them about how the councils would deal with the 
proposed increase. I will put on the record some of the written responses that they have provided to me. I will 
spend some time going through some of the matters that were raised in the committee report on waste 
management, dealing with why we do not agree with this bill and outlining the implications it has for residents. 

Hon Sue Ellery referred to a number of local government bodies in her speech and to some comments that were 
made in the media. I will quote directly from some of the correspondence that I have received. I gave a 
commitment to those councils that I would record some of their responses in Hansard because, in the majority of 
cases, the councils felt passionate about the negative implications this levy will have. Their correspondence 
outlines how they deal with managing waste in their regions and the implications the increased levy will have on 
their ratepayers. 

The City of Melville and a number of other councils in my electorate have been very proactive over the past few 
years, particularly in the creation of the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council, and have made some forward-
thinking and strategic decisions about how to deal with waste in the southern end of that electorate. There has 
been a lot of controversy about the SMRC. That was one of the initial reasons that this report was commissioned 
by the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. The inquiry came about as a result of a petition 
from constituents who were feeling the ill-effects of odours from the Regional Resource Recovery Centre. As a 
result of the petition, the committee broadened its terms of reference to look at waste management in Western 
Australia. The committee’s report is quite detailed, although it is not the be-all and end-all. The report was tabled 
in May because the members who were leaving wanted to put on the record the matters that had been raised so 
that the government could give those matters due consideration. The committee members considered the report 
to be an interim report to test the waters and to give the government an indication of the concerns in the 
community about waste. That is not to say that at some point the committee will not decide to revisit the issue of 
waste management as it evolves, although that might be some years away. 

Parliament addresses a number of key issues such as energy, but waste is a significant issue. Indeed, there is a 
relationship between energy and waste. I have seen some of the waste energy initiatives that are operating in 
New South Wales and Queensland. As a member of this committee, I have spent a lot of time dealing with waste 
and sewerage. I am becoming quite an expert in those areas, unfortunately! I encourage members to read the 
committee’s report, not just the parts of it that I refer to today. Some of the work that has been done in the other 
states is very interesting. I visited a number of facilities that have been funded by local governments in other 
places and they are very interesting. We are only just starting to see some of the new technology used by the 
waste industry flowing into Western Australia. I hope that flow of technology continues to increase, and I will 
talk more about that shortly. 

I want to provide members with some background about the City of Melville’s involvement in waste 
management. The city has been very passionately engaged with the SMRC. A letter that I received from the City 
of Melville is dated 9 October and is signed by the former deputy mayor, Patricia Phelan, who is no longer on 
the council. I put on record that Trish did an outstanding job for the ratepayers in her electorate, even though she 
was a very active member of the Liberal Party, and I fully respect the work that she did. I am sure that even 
though she is no longer on the council, Trish will continue to engage with the community and remain active. I 
wish her all the best for the future. The very wise words she wrote to me state in part — 

Whilst the City understands and supports the importance of the need for a reduction in the volumes of 
waste being disposed of to landfill sites, we believe that the dramatic and previously unannounced 
300% increase is a very significant impost. As a City we are struggling to balance the equation between 
being a responsible and diligent representative for our community and the financial brunt of this 
proposed new levy, which at the end of the day our residents will pay for. The proposal as it stands will 
result in a dramatic increase in the cost of disposal of our domestic waste streams. Even though a large 
portion of this is currently recycled, a significant percentage of residual (ie. treated) waste is still being 
disposed of to landfill. 

That is important. The City of Melville has experienced financial difficulties because it lost many millions of 
dollars of ratepayers’ money through the global financial crisis and it also has had to deal with increased SMRC 
levies and the recent fire at the RRRC. All those things add to the financial burden that will ultimately be 
imposed on the city’s ratepayers and the state’s taxpayers. As Hon Sue Ellery said, it adds to the burden of 
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families, who will have to find that additional money. When I was doorknocking in the electorate of Willagee 
recently, the ratepayers of Melville raised these issues with me. The letter goes on to state — 

It is disappointing to see that there is no contribution, funded from the additional revenue being raised 
by the proposed Waste Avoidance Levy, to support recycling or the development of new sustainable 
alternative waste treatment technologies. Furthermore there is currently no financial support provided to 
communities who are currently undertaking measures to reduce landfill and whom will now have an 
additional disposal charge imposed on them. 

Whilst the City understands that strategically there needs to be an additional charge on materials being 
disposed of to landfill, the City believes that the additional revenue raised through the landfill levy 
should be reinvested into the waste treatment market to research sustainable and cost effective 
alternatives and to support those groups already undertaking measures to reduce landfill volumes. The 
suddenness and shear size of the proposed Waste Avoidance Levy is not supported by the City. We also 
do not believe that the Landfill Levy should be used to fund the operations of the Department of 
Environment. The City believes that in its current form the increase in the Levy is simply an attempt by 
the State Government to use Local Government as a Tax or Revenue collector.  

In closing let me reiterate that the City supports alternative waste treatments and the concept of a Waste 
Avoidance Levy. It believes that the Levy should be set a level that effectively discourages the disposal 
of waste to landfill. The proceeds of the levy should however be reinvested into the development of 
sustainable alternative waste disposal solutions for the community or to offset the extra costs incurred 
by those communities who have already implemented such alternatives by way of an operational 
subsidy based on the tonnes of waste diverted from landfill. The additional proceeds should not be used 
to fund operational costs of State agencies.  

That council has taken a fairly firm position. It has invested not only its ratepayers’ money but also a lot of time 
in developing waste strategies for its community. That sentiment is supported by a range of other councils to 
different degrees and in different ways. I have correspondence from Mayor Carol Adams from the Town of 
Kwinana dated 2 October this year. She states — 

The Town has previously expressed, to the Premier, our concerns with the proposed 300% increases to 
the landfill levy and the negative impact it will have to our community and in particular the expected 
increase in the already high illegal dumping activities. The Town is already under financial burden with 
illegal dumping costs that have exceeded $160,000 alone over the 2008/09 financial year. 

The Town does not object to the original philosophy for the use of the funds accrued from the landfill 
levy, in fact, the Town supports efforts that positively promote the reuse and reduction in the use of 
natural resources as well as the minimisation of waste to landfill. The imposition of using the landfill 
levy as another tax to support the operations of the Department of Environment and Conservation is 
objectionable and doesn’t meet the intent given for the initial introduction of the levy. The Town 
strongly believes that the income derived by the levy should go back to managing, assisting, promoting 
and initiating good waste minimisation and reuse practices which should be carried out by an 
independent authority solely for that purpose, such as the Waste Authority. 

Hon Sue Ellery has already spoken about South Perth. I have quite detailed correspondence and a couple of press 
releases, including one about the completion of a fantastic underground project in Como. I thought the Minister 
for Energy would be pleased to hear about that. In correspondence about the waste management levy, the CEO 
of the City of South Perth, Cliff Frewing, stated — 

The City is extremely disappointed with the move to not only increase the Waste Management Levy by 
300%, but more importantly to utilise the majority of the revenue to partly fund the operations of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation.  

This decision to directly tax Local Government and therefore its ratepayers to subsidise the operation of 
a State Government Department is seen as creating an undesirable precedent. The gates have now been 
opened for similar levies to be introduced and for the levy to be increased at will as an alternative to 
reviewing operations for efficiencies.  

It is flagging that the levy will cause major problems and have implications for other projects in the city.  

I recently received a letter dated 12 November from Mr Peter Pikor, director of technical services in the City of 
Fremantle. He stated in his letter — 

The City has concerns with the planned Landfill Levy increase and through its involvement with waste 
at the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council and the Western Australian Local Government 
Association … is aware of the position that has been reached that support of the Levy is predicated on 
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the Levy remaining hypothecated to waste management activities. The hypothecation of the Landfill 
Levy funds to waste management is seen as an essential component for advancement of the 
development of resource recovery and providing for strategic waste activities. Another important 
element of this Levy issue in relation to resource recovery is the need for a differential Levy for residual 
waste resulting from these recovery facilities. 

I also have correspondence from the Town of Victoria Park. As a ratepayer in the Town of Victoria Park, I am 
always very interested in how it approaches these matters. I know that it has been making quite significant 
changes to the way it deals with issues of waste, particularly in its involvement with the new Neerabup Resource 
Recovery Centre. Mr John Bonker is currently the CEO of the Town of Victoria Park but is due to retire. I wish 
John the best for his future. He states in his letter — 

Six (6) percent of the Town’s budget is allocated for the tipping of rubbish at the Tamala Park tip site 
and Neerabup Resource Recovery Centre. An increase of the levy from $7 to $28 a tonne equates to a 
$215,000 increase in annual expenditure or one (1) percent in council rates, which would have to be 
recovered through council rate charges. 

I say to the minister that that is disappointing news for me as a ratepayer who is having to pick up the tab 
because this government cannot manage its budget properly and is looking for other sources of income.  

The mayor of the City of Cockburn, Logan Howlett, faxed me a letter on 6 November. He stated — 

In 2009/10 the City of Cockburn’s waste management service charge increased from $256 to $325 per 
tonne to offset the higher costs of providing the service. The 300% increase in the state government 
imposed landfill levy has contributed to a proportion of that increase. The waste service charge has also 
been affected by the global economic downturn and the subsequent reduction in commodity prices for 
recovered products.  
… 

The state government continues to miss the opportunity to provide leadership to this industry by 
investing in the future of waste management. There is no evidence that the substantial funding raised 
through this levy will be reinvested in the industry. It is clear that the government is more interested in 
raising revenue as opposed to finding tangible solutions to an essential service. 

It must have been great fun for members of this government to attend the WALGA Christmas function last week. 
I am sure they got a warm reception. 

Hon Alison Xamon: I am sure they didn’t. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sure they did not. 

The City of Gosnells is a new part of my electorate in the South Metropolitan Region. Mayor Olwen Searle 
wrote to me on 19 October, stating — 

The City of Gosnells is well aware of the implications of the Bill. Indeed, it factored the levy into its 
rubbish collection charges for this financial year. 

It has already jacked up its rates for its ratepayers in anticipation of this bill going through. She goes on to 
state — 

… the City is a member of the WA Local Government Association which has campaigned against the 
unilateral decision to increase the levy and the use of levy monies to fund the operations of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. The City is supportive of the Association’s 
representations on this matter.  

It is not happy with the levy either. Today, fortuitously, I received a letter from Barry Sammels, the mayor of the 
City of Rockingham, dated 23 November. He stated — 

The City of Rockingham manages the Millar Road Landfill Facility and has increased it’s 2009/10 gate 
fees to include the additional Waste Avoidance Levy increases.  

The increase in the levy is excessive and the City is disappointed that it is being used for Departmental 
expenditure and will not be quarantined in a fund which would enable future Waste Minimization 
initiatives to be funded.  

I move on to talk about the Town of East Fremantle. It has been very diligent in its views. Stuart Wearne, the 
CEO, provided me with quite a level of detail on the council’s views. He sent me a range of correspondence. Mr 
Warne stated in his letter dated 5 October — 
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In short, Council’s main concern regarding the levy is not so much the effect on rates, estimated at 
approximately $10.40 per household, but rather the perceived misuse of the increased levy, in terms of 
funding activities which have nothing to do with waste minimisation.  

Council is also very concerned regarding possible misuse of the levy to date—as referred to in the 
attached report and highlighted in yellow for your convenience.  

Mr Wearne provided me with information from the council agenda of 23 June, when the council went through 
the issues it had concerns about in detail in relation to this bill. These included the problems about the lack of 
consultation, the financial implications to council, the financial implications for ratepayers, and what the benefits 
of the increase are. In that part of the agenda it states — 

However it is highly arguable that the current increase was too sudden and too extreme to allow time 
for local governments not doing enough to divert waste from landfill and industries, such as the 
construction industry to develop suitable alternatives — hence the current concern regarding increased 
illegal dumping.  

Then they go on to talk about illegal dumping, their concerns about the transport of waste, and then, in the latter 
part of the agenda, there is comment about a legal challenge, which states — 

WALGA believes that, apparently, regardless of the proposed legislative amendments, the levy is open 
to legal challenge because the levy is being raised under one Bill for a specific purpose however being 
used for a general purpose revenue by the agency concerned. WALGA believes it arguable that means 
the levy is simply a tax and only the Commonwealth has such taxation powers. 

I do not know where the minister is at with her negotiations with the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, but if that is the line that WALGA is running with local governments, I think the minister will have 
some interesting times once she ultimately gets this legislation passed purely on the numbers in this chamber. 

East Fremantle council passed a series of recommendations about this levy, and I have touched on some of those 
so I will not go into the detail. I am happy to table those recommendations if members are interested. 

Those councils have expressed fairly strong views, and there is very, very strong concern about the purpose 
behind the increase in this levy. I do not think anyone really objects to landfill levies being increased, because 
we have seen them in other places; the key objection is the manner in which it will be used. We canvassed that 
issue during the inquiry into waste management in Western Australia, and I will talk about that in a moment. 

Another group has been set up purely to deal with the issues of waste. We have seen the emergence of regional 
councils across the state, both in the metropolitan area and in regional areas. The South Metropolitan Regional 
Council covers the bulk of my region, but I also have Mindarie Regional Council, Victoria Park council and 
others, and the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council kicks in as well. The councillors in those regions have 
collectively made how they deal with the issue of waste a primary focus and have become quite important 
players in the community. They have taken on a very strong role in research and strategy development and 
looking at new technologies for dealing with this issue. Above regional councils another new body has come 
about—that is, the Forum of Regional Councils. Hon Sue Ellery talked about FORC’s concerns about this levy 
in detail, as well as the proposals that it would like the government to address in terms of how this legislation 
could be improved to ensure that an appropriate strategy and approach is taken to waste management in this 
state. It also wants to ensure that all of the moneys raised through the collection of this levy are directed back 
into the body that should be managing future directions for waste management in this state, not just part of them. 
I will talk about that when I discuss the report. 

Hon Sally Talbot and I met with the chief executive officer of FORC, Mr Stuart McCall—who, as chance has it, 
is also the CEO of the SMRC—and with Mr Doug Thompson, who was, at that point in time, the chair of FORC 
as well as the chair of the SMRC. They provided us with information and took us through their concerns step-by-
step about the manner in which this proposal had been brought forward and the way the government was electing 
to deal with the collection of these moneys. I will not go through that in detail, because Hon Sue Ellery has 
already canvassed those matters, but it is very interesting that, on this one issue, new organisations are emerging 
in the state and are setting up similar types of committees to those of WALGA. It just shows how dominant the 
issue of how waste is dealt with is in the minds of councils and communities. If it was intended that this money 
was to be directed back to the Waste Authority—which is where it all really should be going—so that it could go 
about its business of developing strategies, of working with local governments, and of determining ways to 
educate the local community about waste disposal, it would not be such an issue.  

Waste is such a key issue. We are a society that just throws everything away—our product packaging, our food, 
our clothing, our white goods. It was a real eye-opener to go to the different types of waste recycling facilities in 
Queensland and New South Wales and see how much rubbish is collected and how much waste we move out of 
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our homes and businesses, and how it gets dealt with in different places. I think we have a lot more work to do in 
this state to get up to some of the standards and some of the ideas that are being employed in other states.  

The concept of the Waste Authority is very, very good, but it is a shame that it has not been afforded the 
appropriate resources, both in staffing and finances, to be able to get on and do its job. If members refer back to 
the environment committee’s report, this issue was raised in the evidence given by Mr Barry Carbon, chair of the 
Waste Authority. The committee was quite shocked about how bereft the authority was of the level of resource it 
should have been afforded to be able to get on and do its job of providing advice not just to the minister, but also 
to local governments and communities. The funding has been diverted off to the Department of Environment and 
Conservation and cannot be accessed by the authority. I will talk about that further when I discuss the report. 

The councils that I have had contact with do not object in principle to the amount of levy being raised, because 
they see that there are benefits in the money being applied so that new strategies, new technologies, research, 
education, advice, grants and support to councils, all of those things can move forward to better manage this very 
important issue. What they have a problem with is the government using this bill as a means of raising revenue 
and filling the black hole, and of diverting moneys back into other places. We have already seen this happen in a 
number of other areas that I have an interest in. In the science and innovation area, this government has cut back 
on a range of programs that were already in operation so that it could divert money elsewhere. We have been 
waiting since June for the science review to come out; nobody knows what is going to happen. This is an 
important area that can be linked back to waste management, because money could be poured into research and 
development of new technologies to manage waste. But, again, the government has cut back on these programs. 
The community, the academics, and all the various industry players do not know in what direction this state 
government will go in the management of science and innovation, because the government has been sitting on 
the science review since 30 June and is reluctant to share the review publicly, or to make any pronouncements on 
the future directions of science and innovation. Because the government has cut back so much on the dollars, and 
so many programs have either been slashed and burned or killed off, it is very difficult to plan. Therefore, when 
we deal with issues like this, how do we move forward if we cannot actually allocate money to those areas?  

Another area we have seen this happen in is energy. We have seen examples whereby this government has cut 
and burned, and deferred—that is the polite way of putting it—projects such as the 330-kilovolt line from Perth 
to Geraldton. A number of opportunities to attract money back into the state through renewable projects have 
fallen away. A good example of that is the Aviva project. Aviva not only had to abandon the work it was going 
to do on an important demonstration project, but also missed out on federal government funding for that project, 
because the minute Aviva lost out on opportunities in this state, the state government advised the federal 
government that it would no longer be supporting Aviva and its grant application for that demonstration project. 
The Minister for Energy is sitting there smiling, so he obviously knows about that. Yesterday the minister made 
an announcement that the Sustainable Energy Development Office will now be absorbed into the Office of 
Energy. Although the government says that this is all about putting renewable energy at the forefront, I think that 
this is just another cost-saving exercise by this state government. The government is trying to cost-shift to save 
money—just as the waste levy increase is another way of sucking money out of the taxpayer—so that the 
government can clear up its financial issues. I think that Mr Piers Verstegen in The Greener Times spring 2009 
issue — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! Hon Kate Doust has the call. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr Deputy President; I was ignoring them anyway! 

Mr Piers Verstegen made some interesting comments that sort of back this point up. In an article headed 
“Recycling crisis remains a taxing issue” he stated — 

With the State Budget stretched to breaking point due to the financial crisis and the WA National 
Party’s ‘royalties for the regions’ demands, Treasurer Troy Buswell has gone to extraordinary lengths to 
balance the books. Unfortunately, in this latest rush to turn the landfill levy into an effective tax, 
principles of good governance seem to have gone out the window. 

I thought that was an appropriate quote to mention. I am pretty sure that the article by Mr Robert Taylor in The 
West Australian of 3 June 2009 has been referred to. It is a very good article. I do not always think that Mr 
Taylor hits the nail on the head, but I think this time he actually did his homework and very succinctly outlined a 
range of concerns about this proposed levy increase. I encourage members to revisit the article because he talks 
about the impost that will be put on taxpayers by this levy and the fact that it will give the Department of 
Environment and Conservation an extra $39 million, which is money that should go back into the Waste 
Authority.  
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The minister’s second reading speech talked about the levy increases and stated — 

… the minister will direct an amount to be credited to the WARR account each year to fund specified 
waste management purposes. This specified amount to be credited must not be less than 25 per cent of 
the forecast levy revenue for that financial year. 

I think this is the core of the problem. Although people say, yes, they understand that levies go up and they have 
gone up in other places, if the government is going to do that, it should put the revenue from the levy back into 
the Waste Authority; that is the place where we can get the best outcomes, the best decisions and the best 
strategies for the future of waste management in this state. I note that the last sentence of the second reading 
speech states — 

The amendments provide for the Waste Authority to provide advice to the minister for the purpose of 
making such recommendations; however, the responsibility to recommend a levy amount will rest with 
the minister. 

I thought that was interesting. Does that weaken the role or the power of the Waste Authority, because rather 
than the Waste Authority giving instruction to the minister, it will simply be an advisory body? Also, does that 
mean that we might actually anticipate further increases down the track—I do not know whether the minister is 
looking to do that—of a similar nature to what is proposed in this bill? Purely and simply, whenever the 
government finds itself in a difficult financial position, it could tap the taxpayer again via a waste levy increase. 
Again, that will make it harder and harder for families. Hon Sue Ellery gave a couple of examples of how hard it 
is for families. Every time we get a rates bill from our local council, a power bill, a water bill or a gas bill, these 
costs are always going up. That is making it harder and harder for families on low incomes. We find that this 
government is ever increasing the bills but not providing any sort of salve for families to help them to manage. 

Hon Ed Dermer: All take and no give! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank Hon Ed Dermer; he is brief, succinct and to the point again and has hit the nail on 
the head—all take and no give! 

Hon Norman Moore: He has a very poor memory. 

Hon KATE DOUST: In fact, the member should not test him because Hon Ed Dermer has a fantastic memory!  

In my last few minutes I will refer to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs’ sixteenth 
report titled “Municipal Waste Management in Western Australia”. I encourage members to read the report 
because even though we regard it as an interim report, the committee made a series of recommendations to this 
government about where we thought the future direction should go and how the government could make changes 
to improve what is already happening. The report also contains a series of findings. I know that the state 
government has just provided its response to the report. I thought the response was a bit iffy and that it also took 
about two months longer than required to get back. I would have thought there would have been a much swifter 
response to this type of report, given that we are now dealing with this legislation and that the other place was 
dealing with it several months ago. The committee went through a number of issues that were canvassed 
initially. The executive summary of the report states at page ii — 

Many of the issues raised in submissions were related to a lack of strategic direction and project 
management/technical resources and advice for local governments embarking on waste management 
programs. The Committee is of the view that many of these issues could, and should, be addressed by 
an independent, well-resourced, Waste Authority. 

We have a Waste Authority but we can hardly say that it is well resourced. The report provides quite a lot of 
detail and evidence about the type of support and the difficulties faced by the Waste Authority when it was 
initially set up and how it went about fulfilling its tasks. I must say that the chair of the Waste Authority 
probably provided some of the bluntest evidence I have come across in a committee inquiry. I thank him for 
doing that because, as a result of his evidence, the committee was able to pursue an interesting line of 
questioning with the Department of Environment and Conservation about the benefit it gains from the levy, and 
about how it is able to use that money to staff its offices, even though the staff it is able to pay from the levy do 
not actually provide any assistance to the Waste Authority. At page 77 of the report, under the heading “Funding 
of the DEC’s activities out of the landfill levy”, at paragraph 4.34 there is a reference to the following quote 
from Mr Barry Carbon — 

The Waste Authority argues that the practice of the DEC seeking to access landfill levy funds for all 
waste activities of the DEC is in direct conflict with commitments given by the Minister for the 
Environment when the levy was introduced that only costs associated with the actual administration of 
the levy fund would be accessed. 
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I thought that was a fairly strong statement. I will refer to one of the committee’s recommendations. I will put it 
on the record and pose a question to the minister because I am not too sure how it is being resolved. Because of 
the range of issues canvassed by Mr Carbon and by DEC, the committee recommended, on page 83 of the report, 
that — 

… the Government resolve the issue of funding for staff and resources for the Waste Authority as a 
matter of urgency. 

I ask the minister what has been done to rectify the Waste Authority difficulties outlined in this report, such as 
inadequate staffing and proper financial resourcing. I understand that the problems encountered by the Waste 
Authority include difficulties accessing and pulling people together for meetings and accessing proper 
administrative support to enable it to function.  

At the time, the committee garnered the view that the Waste Authority was being treated not just in a shabby 
way but as though it was a front; the department was paying lip service to the fact that the Waste Authority had 
been set up and treating it as a shell that the government was not going to resource. I would like the minister to 
respond outlining what she has done since this report to address this key concern of the committee. The 
committee was of the view that the Waste Authority should be the prime body liaising with local governments, 
industry, the community and the government, to develop strategies, to educate, to research and to address issues 
of new technologies. The committee did not think that would happen unless the Waste Authority was properly 
resourced, and that was a key concern. 

I have only a few minutes left. I know that we will be canvassing the issues in this report at another time when 
we eventually return to dealing with committee reports. Members will see that I have tagged the report. I am 
keen to engage in further discussion with the minister on this report, because it is a very significant report and 
one that should offer the minister some guidance about how to address these issues. However, I will take that 
opportunity when we return next year to deal with committee report matters on another day. I hope that members 
will read the report over the summer break. I see that it is listed at the top and I think it is something on which 
everyone will want to have a say. We all deal with waste. We all deal with local governments. We all deal with 
our communities.  

Hon Ed Dermer: Everyone generates waste.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Everyone else generates waste; that is correct, Hon Ed Dermer. This is a topical issue. 
Hon Sue Ellery mentioned the ongoing South Metropolitan Regional Council issue and I have to say that even 
this week I received emails from constituents about odour emissions. I note that on this occasion the SMRC has 
been proactive; it has been out, investigated and responded directly to the constituents involved. If nothing else 
has come out of this report, the fact that the SMRC is taking a much improved approach to communicating with 
the local community to address these issues when they happen is a bonus. That was a key issue during the initial 
part of the inquiry. I think it is important that the SMRC has started to address those types of matters in a better 
way. Ultimately, the government needs to work with the SMRC so that the local community does not have to 
endure the noxious odours that are so invasive on their family life. If all the levy moneys were returned to the 
Waste Authority, rather than to DEC or disbursed to other areas at the minister’s discretion, perhaps the Waste 
Authority may be able to work with the SMRC to bring on board the new technologies that may totally remove 
the question of odour emissions that we have been assured by a range of engineering companies can be 
eliminated. If the money is available, these types of issues can be resolved. However, if the money is to be 
diverted to government, we will not see the best outcome as we address the massive issue of waste management 
in our state. It is well-known that the opposition will not support this bill because it thinks it is a money grab by a 
government that it is not serious about how it deals with the waste issue. If the government were serious, it 
would afford the whole of the increase to the appropriate body; a body that provides guidance and direction not 
only to the government, but also to the community and local government at large, about how to deal with the 
issue of waste management.  

Hon Jock Ferguson: It stinks. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes; it does stink, Hon Jock Ferguson.  

I look forward to the minister’s response. There is a lot more work to be done on the issue of waste management 
and it will be interesting to see how the minister engages on the specific clauses during the committee stage of 
the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Amendment Bill 2009. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [12.15 pm]: I rise to join the rather loud chorus of opposition to 
this legislation. That opposition arises not only from the members who occupy the benches on this side of the 
house, but also, unfortunately, from pretty much all the stakeholders involved in the issue of waste management. 
Hon Robin Chapple, who has carriage of this bill on behalf of the Greens (WA), has already comprehensively 
gone through the Greens’ opposition to this bill and our myriad concerns. I am aware that a number of 
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amendments are proposed by which we hope to further flesh out the enormous problems that we have with this 
legislation. 

The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Amendment Bill 2009 is appalling legislation and I find it 
extremely disappointing that legislation of such poor quality and such poor intent is being considered in this 
place. I am extraordinarily disappointed by what seems to be a rather consistent theme from this government. 
This has some nasty resonance to the Perth parking levy discussed yesterday; namely, this government’s 
disturbing lack of concern about or respect for any of the measures put in place by previous governments of both 
persuasions to deal with the increasing problems that we have around environmental matters and, certainly, the 
issues around pollution. As it stands in this state, we already have very little in the way of environmental 
legislative regimes that have a positive impact on the environment. The original landfill levy was, at least, at the 
point of its creation, one measure that was geared towards creating a better environmental future. How terribly 
disappointing that, when we had legislation that was going in the right direction, one of the first things this 
government chose to do was to wind back that original levy. This government is going in the wrong direction for 
our future and for that of our children.  

We produce too much waste. That is a fact. We over-package our products and we do not recycle them. We are 
careless with what we throw out. I am very concerned that when I purchase goods there is already far too much 
unnecessary packaging surrounding the goods. It is very difficult at times to try to purchase goods without 
inadvertently contributing to the massive waste problems that we have, because it can be quite difficult to source 
products that are either packaged appropriately with materials that are able to be recycled or have minimal 
packaging; although I will say that I attempt to do that as much as possible. Nevertheless, we divert far too much 
of our waste to landfill. I was thinking about what I wanted to say on this legislation. I certainly want to speak on 
it, despite it not being the portfolio I hold on behalf of the Greens (WA), as I am so horrified by how retrograde 
these measures are. 

Hon Ken Travers: You’re such an elegant speaker; it’s always good to have your opinion. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I thank Hon Ken Travers. 

Thinking about this, I was reminded of a movie I was watching with my children not that long ago. It is the 
animated feature Wall-E. I am not sure whether members have seen that particular movie. It is very sweet, and it 
is obviously geared towards children. It is clearly fictional. 

Hon Ed Dermer: I know I enjoyed it. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: It is a particularly good movie, and my children enjoyed it enormously as well. It also 
contains some rather poignant messages. It gave us an idea of what a future without appropriate waste measures 
might look like. It is set several hundred years into the future, but it made the very salient point that we are 
effectively creating a future in which we are potentially drowning in our own waste. We are creating a future in 
which we are careless with the resources we have, and we are simply not doing enough to make sure we move 
into the environmental future responsibly. That is where this legislation comes in. At this point in history we 
should be moving towards legislation that will encourage us to reduce the amount of waste we are producing, 
reuse as much as we can and, of course, recycle. This legislation completely fails to assist with any of these 
measures. In fact, it actually hinders those positive measures that we had in place to move towards reducing, 
reusing and recycling our waste. 

It is absolutely significant that this bill appears to have failed to garner support from anywhere apart from the 
government. I could not find in my region—the East Metropolitan Region—a single local council that came out 
in support of this bill. I certainly found many who were prepared to come out vocally against this legislation. I 
have some letters here that were sent to me by various councils. I will read a few choice ones. I am happy to 
hand them to Hansard or, for that matter, to table them in order to assist Hansard. I have a letter from the mayor 
of the City of Swan, who writes — 

The City is strongly opposed to the amendment of the WARR Act to change how the levy can be used. 
While the City was disappointed that the levy was introduced at such short notice, there is a sound 
rationale for the levy if it is used to address waste management issues within the community; 

Of course, we know that that is not the case. I also have a letter from the Town of Bassendean—also in my 
electorate—and it states — 

In the first instance, Council was quite disappointed that process that has been undertaken by the State 
Government and in particular that there was no prior consultation with local government … 

Council is concerned that the funds are being predominantly treated as revenue for the Department of 
Environment and Conservation. 
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The list goes on. My local councils, which have the responsibility of dealing with waste issues, do not support 
this legislation. It would have been thought, considering that these are the key stakeholders, that not only are 
they the ones who would have been consulted, but also there would have been some sort of attempt at a 
consensus or agreed view in dealing with waste. But that has not been the case.  

I also refer to the Western Australian Local Government Association, which has been very vocal in its criticism 
of this legislation. Looking through WALGA’s comments, I note their consistency with Greens policy on the 
matter of waste management policy. I felt that those comments were right on the money. The association’s 
concerns are that this legislation will go absolutely nowhere in assisting local government with waste 
management, and will not help councils create a better future with an improved waste regime either. Like the 
Greens, WALGA supports the levy being used to achieve strategic waste management objectives, but it 
recognises that this bill will not do that.  

I have another letter from the Forum of Regional Councils. Regional councils in my area who are involved in 
FORC are also opposed to the way that this bill has been proposed. I am sure that I am not the only person who 
received correspondence from FORC. The forum outlined a number of amendments that it believes will be 
absolutely necessary to make this legislation workable. I am conscious of the concerns, and I will quote from 
another letter that I am happy to make available — 

Without this investment in RRF infrastructure, — 

They are talking about money that should be transferred from the waste levy — 

the State Government will not be able to achieve its resource recovery targets of 70% by 2015, as stated 
in the recently released Draft Waste Strategy for Western Australia. The Draft also states that the 
current recovery rate is 45%, but in fact it is closer to 35%, so a 100% improvement is needed. 

We are not going in the right direction in waste management. Correspondence from councils in the East 
Metropolitan Region repeatedly states how concerned and disappointed they are at the total lack of consultation 
in the development of this legislation in the first place. The timing of it was incredibly disrespectful to these 
councils, coming just before their budgets were being finalised. I know that, as a result of the outrage caused by 
the government’s poor handling of this legislation, the government had to go back and reassess its time frame, 
but not before creating considerable headaches for our local councils. Our local councils work very hard under 
unenviable conditions. They do not have enough money to perform the wonderful job that they do. At the very 
least they deserve to be treated with a bit more respect, certainly in terms of consultation. I also particularly note 
how different the creation of this bill was from the development of the original legislation. I note that the original 
legislation achieved bipartisan support, which was very positive. This government could learn something from 
that approach. There is something to be said for making sure that all stakeholders are brought to the table and 
consulted, and that a shared view is brought forward. It makes life a lot easier and, more importantly, it achieves 
a better outcome. I suggest that this government’s almost pathological desire to not consult with stakeholders on 
a range of matters is resulting in the production of legislation like this, which is appalling.  

The failure in this bill to ensure that the additional moneys raised are put into resource recovery is shameful. 
There is considerably strong opposition to the moneys being raised being used to fund the Department of 
Environment and Conservation. I think that provision is a rather cynical move, and I would like to say how 
disappointing that is. To make one of our environmental watchdogs, if we like—at least that is what DEC should 
be—financially dependent on increased levels of waste has to be political cynicism at its absolute worst.  

Hon Ken Travers: Rushed through the Parliament.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: Absolutely. The Greens do not have a fundamental problem with increasing the waste 
levy as such, nor do the councils from what I can gather, and nor does WALGA or FORC—the Forum of 
Regional Councils. However, we recognise that when it is being considered, it needs to be done in consultation 
with people’s expectations. I am aware, for example, that the City of Bayswater had already factored in a minor 
increase in the waste levy, but that is very different from the huge increase this bill proposes. We do not have a 
fundamental problem with increasing it. We recognise that, under the provisions of the current legislation—not 
this bill that is before us now—increasing levies and investing the funds into waste management is not a bad 
thing; it is a positive measure. We need to discourage increased levels of landfill and we certainly need to 
address people’s reluctance to recycle. Imagine what our local and regional councils could be achieving if this 
proposed significant increase in the waste levy could be put back into waste recovery programs at the local level.  

In the East Metropolitan Region alone councils have been working really hard towards trying to meet the draft 
state waste management strategy of 70 per cent diversion of municipal waste by 2015. Local councils have been 
looking at ways to invest in their own waste infrastructure. By removing that capacity, and instead using the levy 
to fund DEC, the state government is undermining local government in these important efforts. I know, for 
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example, that there has been a lot of discussion at the EMRC about possible waste recovery options. That is still 
to be resolved. The community certainly feels that it has a very strong investment in what that will be. But it is 
indicative of how seriously the local communities are taking the issue of waste recovery. It is important to 
people. People want to know what will happen with the waste; they want positive outcomes with waste recovery. 
We should be assisting local councils in their efforts to deal with the increased problem of waste, not hindering 
them.  

Hon Ken Travers: Hear, hear!  

Hon ALISON XAMON: Certainly in correspondence I have received from councils in my area, they have 
sought a number of urgent amendments to the legislation. In particular, they want residual waste from resource 
recovery facilities to be exempt from the landfill levy. The application of the landfill levy to residual waste from 
resource recovery facilities acts as a disincentive to developing resource recovery solutions. To alleviate the 
disincentive, the councils propose that the levy not be payable on residual waste from the RRF and that the 
money that would otherwise be paid in landfill levy on residual waste should be set aside by the resource 
recovery operator to fund research and development into further infrastructure to divert residual waste from 
landfill. The state government is requested to provide capital contributions covering 50 per cent of the 
operational cost of the RRF, noting that the cost of the RRF can be in excess of $100 million. A capital 
contribution from the state government will help cover the estimated $400 million to be spent over the next six 
years, if WA is to achieve the stated objective in the draft state waste strategy of 70 per cent diversion of 
municipal waste from landfill by 2015. The WARR amendment bill should be amended to ensure that 50 per 
cent of all landfill levy moneys collected are directed to local government waste management programs that 
increase the diversion of waste from landfill.  

A sunset clause should be applied to the amendments to the WARR act so that after an agreed time, it reverts to 
the current arrangements before hypothecation of the landfill levy to waste programs. Those councils said that 
that will enable the government to secure funding to ride out the economic downturn, but does not lock in such 
arrangements for a time when landfill levy investment in waste infrastructure becomes critical, although I would 
argue that that is now. They want a position to be developed on the relationship between the landfill levy and the 
costs that flow from the carbon pollution reduction scheme. There is the risk that landfill taxes will increase 
dramatically and thereby remove funding that might otherwise be available to invest in alternatives. They have 
huge criticisms, yet they were not consulted. Those groups know what is needed and they understand the original 
purpose of the landfill levy.  

I am also disappointed that, if we are looking at legislative regimes to improve recycling efforts, we could be 
doing a range of measures, but we are not. I am thinking, for example, of the container deposit scheme. Greens 
Senator Scott Ludlam has put together legislation to try to give us a scheme that is based on the South Australian 
scheme, which has been very successful for more than 30 years. This is the sort of thing we need to be looking 
at; we need to be serious about encouraging people to recycle. It is a very positive measure. I have very fond 
memories of being a kid who did not have a lot of money, rummaging around—I am not sure I would encourage 
my kids to do that now—in bins looking for old Fanta bottles and the like and taking them to the deli. I am afraid 
I used the money to spend on lollies. Nevertheless, that was a recycling effort of sorts and I have very positive 
memories of it. The point I am trying to make is that we could be doing a range of things legislatively that would 
help to solve the problem and certainly help deal with the fact that we have only a finite number of resources.  

I am also particularly concerned about the implications of this legislation for dumping. Increasing costs without 
the advantages of improving recycling infrastructure or incentives will result in increased levels of dumping. We 
are not keeping up with the levels of illegal dumping of rubbish that is occurring now, so I do not quite see how 
we will keep up with the possibility of even more levels. Where is that dumping likely to occur? A lot of that 
dumping is likely to occur in my region in the hills. It happens now. I walk in the hills—not as often as I would 
like, but reasonably often—and it is incredibly disappointing to see on the tracks the rubbish that has been 
dumped. The Department of Environment and Conservation is not keeping up with it now. I am not feeling 
remotely confident that DEC will keep up with it in the future. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Two prosecutions in four years.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: That is very disappointing. That is indicative of the lack of resourcing that has been 
allocated to DEC both now and in the past. This legislation will not improve it. What we will have is increased 
levels of rubbish. This rubbish is not only an eyesore, it potentially has negative impacts on our water 
catchments. I am always concerned about toxic waste that is dumped there and the various levels of toxicity that 
arise from it.  

Basically, I have struggled to find anything positive about this bill. If members are prepared to excuse the pun, it 
is rubbish, and has no place in an environmentally sustainable future. It lacks vision, it lacks integrity, it is 
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irresponsible, and it is cynical. I am wholly unimpressed with this bill, and I will vote against it. I am deeply 
concerned about the world we are leaving for future generations. Frankly, my children deserve better. This bill 
will do nothing to create a better future. Perhaps this bill is recoverable if the amendments that have been 
proposed are supported. I am disappointed that the amount of the levy will be increased to such a high level so 
quickly. I am concerned about the lack of consultation. But if we are to have an increased levy, the funds need to 
go towards research and development for waste and to resource recovery facilities. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [12.40 pm]: The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery 
Amendment Bill 2009 is fundamentally flawed in policy terms. There are also serious deficiencies in the detail 
of the bill. The bill is based on an inherent conflict in that a major regulator would require the continuation of 
waste going to landfill to sustain the income that is provided to it by the government. If the department is 
successful in achieving the goal that society wants to achieve and that the original waste avoidance and resource 
recovery legislation was intended to achieve—that is, to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill—that is a 
conflict of huge proportions. This bill is another example of the Barnett government’s process of taxing by 
stealth. We have seen it happen regularly since the budget was brought down. We saw the government’s 
attempts to tax the public of Western Australia through the fishing legislation. It brought in a bill this week to 
impose a tax on the mining industry. We have also seen the government use the Perth Parking Management Act 
to tax the parking public of Perth. 

Hon Norman Moore: You passed the mining bill yesterday to provide for a levy on the mining industry and 
you’re now criticising it. Make up your mind! You can’t have both sides of every argument, big mouth. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr Moore has to accept the responsibility that he is a senior member of a government 
that introduces new taxation measures on a regular basis. 

Hon Norman Moore: Are you supporting them or not? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I cannot recall the last time I was in this house and saw four attempts to amend existing 
legislation to increase the taxes paid by the people of Western Australia. It is not just about taxing by stealth; it is 
about taxing through underhanded measures. 

Hon Norman Moore: It’s actually by legislation, if you have a good hard look. There is no stealth about 
bringing a bill to Parliament. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Why does the government have to do that? It has to do it because it is unable to manage 
expenditure. It is unable to control expenditure growth in this state, and its solution is to tax the people of 
Western Australia. 

Hon Sally Talbot: I think Hon Norman Moore just conceded that this is a tax. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think he did concede that it is a tax. 

Hon Norman Moore: We are legislating for these things to occur. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 

Hon Norman Moore: That’s not by stealth. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, but — 

Hon Norman Moore: Yesterday you voted for the mining levy and now you’re opposing it, are you? You can’t 
have it both ways. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the problem with this arrogant government. It is trying to find whatever 
loopholes it can in existing legislation, and when it realises that it has made a mistake, it brings in legislation to 
try to impose new taxes on the people of Western Australia. I realise that I have hit a raw nerve; the government 
does not want me to talk about that because it does not want the public of Perth to realise that it is intent on 
bringing in whatever measures it can to increase taxes and charges. The government is doing this because it does 
not have control over the budget. Even the figures for the amount of money that it has predicted will be raised 
under this proposal of the Department of Environment and Conservation are dodgy. We have seen that. The 
evidence that has been put before the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations by the Waste 
Authority highlights that the amount that the government has predicted is incorrect and inaccurate, but the 
amount is still in the budget. It will be interesting to see the midyear review and find out whether the government 
is prepared to start applying some fiscal discipline and ensure that the figures it presents to the people of Western 
Australia are a true and accurate reflection of the financial position of this state. That is the problem we have, 
and this bill is about trying to continue that process. 

As I say, this bill is flawed in policy terms and there are significant shortcomings in the detail of it. But many 
people outside this chamber are better placed to tell us about that than I am. Every member who has spoken 
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against this bill has talked about the uproar from local governments across Western Australia. I had a fascinating 
time with my shadow cabinet colleagues when we went to the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council and saw 
the passion, commitment and dedication of the people working at both an elected member level and an officer 
level. They are trying to find solutions to waste management in Western Australia. My colleague Hon Ed 
Dermer and I took it upon ourselves to write to all the local governments and regional councils within our 
electorate. I think, unanimously—correct me if I am wrong, member — 

Hon Ed Dermer: Certainly, of the responses that we received.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Those that responded were unanimously opposed to this legislation. 

Hon Peter Collier: How many responded? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A fair number responded. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It’s interesting that you raise it. Certainly, concerns were raised. There was not outright 
opposition in each instance, but that was the case in most instances. In my last speech I provided a summary of 
all the letters but one, which I will share with the house a little later. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that the letter from the City of Joondalup? 

Hon Ed Dermer: That’s the one from the City of Joondalup. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will come to that, because I have a copy of that letter from the City of Joondalup. 
Three councils in my electorate—Wanneroo, Joondalup and Stirling—represent more than one-third of the Perth 
population. I do not want to hold up the house. I want to keep moving on this debate. 

I want to thank at this point the Mindarie Regional Council for taking the time to brief me on this legislation and 
on what it is doing. It is doing some fantastic work; it has some great plans in place. It has significant concerns 
with some of the detail in clause 7, which seeks to amend section 79 of the act, and particularly proposed new 
subsection (3C) and how that provision will operate. I know the council wants an exemption for residue waste 
processed at the resource recovery facility. It has a range of issues that it wants to put before Parliament. It has 
concerns about illegal dumping. I know that the minister has said that she will bring in legislation to deal with 
that issue, but we have not seen it. We are putting the cart before the horse; we are putting in place measures, but 
we do not have legislation. The problem is that members on this side of the chamber do not have confidence in 
the way that this government has managed legislation to date or that it will introduce legislation in a timely 
fashion. We have seen issues come up over and again and this government is slow to respond to them. 

I could stand in this place today and read to the house the letter I received from the Mayor of the City of 
Joondalup. He is not of my political persuasion, but I have a degree of respect for him and I have worked with 
him for a number of years. I would hope he would say that we have worked well together, even though he is a 
member of the Liberal Party and I am a member of the Labor Party. In the interests of the people of the City of 
Joondalup, we have been able to work for the betterment of that area. For the member opposite who is looking 
quizzical, I am talking about Mayor Troy Pickard. 

Hon Liz Behjat: No, it was the member behind you I was worried about. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right. 

Mayor Troy Pickard outlined in great detail how the council of the City of Joondalup and the Mindarie Regional 
Council have built the new materials resource facility at Neerabup and are working to reduce the amount of 
waste going to landfill, and the concerns that they have with this legislation. The Mindarie Regional Council has 
a strategic plan for 2009 to 2029. I could talk about that plan today, but I do not think I am the best person to put 
the views of the City of Joondalup or of the Mindarie Regional Council. We as a Parliament should allow people 
like Mayor Troy Pickard and Bill Mitchell from WALGA to come before a forum of Parliament and put their 
views. We can still do that. It is not too late for this house to give those people the opportunity to put their views 
on why they see the bill as having policy and detail problems. If the government wants to, I am happy for it to 
say that it wants to set the policy, as broad as it is. Allowing those people to have an input into the detail will be 
a very useful measure and will enhance the role of this Parliament. 

As I have asked a number of times in the past couple of days, if we in this chamber become nothing more than a 
rubber stamp for the executive, why bother having us? If government members want to just sit here and be a 
party to rubber-stamping everything that the executive wants to do, why are we wasting our time and the money 
of the people of Western Australia by operating a Parliament? We are about to have the chamber refurbished. 
Why are we spending that money if we are just going to be another rubber stamp for the executive of this state? 
We have to do things differently in this Parliament. There is unanimous public contempt for pieces of legislation 
such as this. Can members opposite provide me with a letter from a single local government in Western Australia 
that says that this legislation is good in policy and good in detail? Can they do that? No, they cannot. I have not 
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seen such a letter. Let us let those people come before this Parliament to tell us why they think that this 
legislation is wrong in policy. Even if members opposite are going to accept the flawed policy of this bill, let 
those people have a say about the detail. That is why, Mr President, when I conclude my remarks I intend to 
move a motion to refer this to one of the standing committees of this Parliament. Without fail, during the past 12 
years we would have sent a bill such as this to a committee. 

I understand the needs of the government. Because it has uncontrollable expenditure, because it is unable to limit 
that expenditure and because it is trying to implement its unsustainable election commitments, the government 
needs this money to top up its budget. We understand that on this side of the chamber. As flawed and as poor as 
the bill is, we understand that the government needs to force measures through this place that will enable it to top 
up its budget. This bill needs to be enacted by 1 January of this year to get the government out of the financial 
black hole that it is in, partly through its own incompetence.  

There is an option for this Parliament. We could send this bill to a committee for a short, sharp inquiry. That has 
been done before on a bill. It would allow the people whom I have talked about, who know this matter better 
than I do and who understand it better than probably any member in this chamber does, to come before a 
committee of the Parliament to put their views to us. We could do that. We could have that committee report by 
15 December. We could meet again as a Parliament throughout that week of 15 December. We could then have 
this matter wound up and resolved, hopefully, so that we can all leave. For the benefit of members, in case they 
are concerned, we could have it done so that we finish before 18 December when school holidays start. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It would give the Minister for Transport the opportunity to answer questions. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right, but please do not distract me. I did not want to take up too much time, 
because I think this is more about others outside this place, rather than those of us in this chamber, having a say.  

Mr President, I will move a motion in a few seconds. I hope that the house will prove that we are different—that 
there is a purpose to having a Legislative Council, and that we should not go to having a unicameral chamber, 
even though it may sit in two places, that is controlled and dominated by, and acts only at the behest of, the 
executive. We can do it. We can have that short, sharp inquiry. We can have the flaws in the policy and the detail 
put to us by those experts in the metropolitan area of Perth, and, in fact, in some regional areas, who have 
concerns about this bill. We can then get the bill back from that committee and have a quick sitting of the 
Parliament. That would probably be a more efficient, effective and quicker way of dealing with this legislation 
than the process that we are engaged in at the moment.  

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move without notice —  

That the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Amendment Bill 2009 be discharged and referred to 
the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later than 15 December 2009. 

I commend that motion to the house. Let us make a stand. Let us make sure that there is a purpose to having a 
Legislative Council. Let us not just be a rubber stamp for the executive. Let us not be nothing more than the 
Assembly’s poor second cousin that does nothing more than just rubber-stamp the Assembly’s work. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [12.55 pm]: The government will 
not support this motion. I doubt that there could be another word uttered on this matter by any other soul in the 
world that has not been uttered in this chamber in the past four weeks. Every letter that has been written by 
anybody to anybody else about this matter has been read out ad nauseam. We listened to Hon Sally Talbot for, 
what, seven hours—as if she needs more time than seven hours to tell us what is wrong with the bill. Now 
opposition members want some more time and they want to spend half the day debating whether we should send 
this bill to a committee. If that is what they want to do, they should go for their life—we will sit here until it is 
finished.  

There is no need for this bill to be sent to a committee. Everybody knows what the issues are. We have been 
hearing about them for weeks and weeks and weeks and weeks. If the opposition is incapable of presenting the 
views of its constituency, that is its problem. We have sat here and we have listened to the arguments of 
members opposite, we have listened to their representations on behalf of local government and we have taken on 
board their comments. In due course, if we ever get to the end of this second reading debate, the minister will 
respond. Then we will have a vote on the second reading; then we will go through the bill clause by clause, as 
always happens; and, eventually—if we all live long enough—this bill will be concluded. But for the life of me I 
cannot understand what this is all about. Anybody would think that there are thousands of people demonstrating 
on the steps of Parliament House about this bill, telling us that this is the worst thing that has ever happened in 
the history of Western Australia. They are not out there in their droves. They are not sending vast numbers of 
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letters and complaints to members in this chamber—they are not. I just do not understand the so-called strategy 
of the Labor Party.  

The strategy seems to have been put together by the President of the WA Labor Party, Hon Sally Talbot, who 
also happens to be the shadow Minister for Environment. I suspect that the strategy she is adopting with this bill 
will be about as successful as the one she used at the last state election. 

Hon Donna Faragher: And there is Fremantle. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I had forgotten about Fremantle. I guess they are panicking about tomorrow. How 
are they going to go there? How are they going to go in Willagee? Did they leave her in charge of that or did 
they ask her to stand down for this particular by-election? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! The motion is quite a specific motion. I do not think that the word 
“Willagee” is mentioned in the motion. Let all speakers confine themselves to the substance of the motion. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr President, the point I am making is that this particular motion seems to be part of 
the strategy that I assume was invented by the President of the WA Labor Party. I am just saying that, as far as I 
am concerned, I do not understand the strategy.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Why not? The members opposite used to use it all the time. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Both the Leader of the House and Hon Ken Travers insist on having the last say on 
every piece of debate that is in this house. It cannot be. Everybody has the opportunity to have their say in turn 
and to be heard in silence.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr President, the issues have been well and truly canvassed by every member of the 
Labor Party. Every Labor member in this chamber has spoken on this bill. I do not know what else they need to 
know in order to form their opinion on this. I do not know that there is one letter that has ever been written to 
any of them on this bill that they have not read out in this chamber. 

Hon Ken Travers: The City of Joondalup one. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Table it. The member could have done that. We all know what people think about 
this. The time has come to make a decision. If members opposite cannot make a decision, that is entirely up to 
them, but the time has come for this house to make a decision on this bill. It is not as though it has been rushed 
through; it is not as though the debate is being curtailed; it is not as though anybody is stopping members 
opposite putting their point of view; and it is not as though anybody is saying that their arguments will not be 
listened to. We are sitting here patiently listening to them all. If they cannot make a decision without sending the 
bill to a committee, I cannot help them. We will be opposing the motion. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


