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MINDARIE REGIONAL COUNCIL WASTE DISPOSAL PLANT 
Grievance 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [9.15 am]:  I direct my grievance to the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage on the waste management facility within the Neerabup industrial estate and the 
processes undertaken in community consultation.  The Mindarie Regional Council has proposed the construction 
of a facility that will use a resource-recovery model to help manage waste disposal for the seven local 
government authorities that it represents.  There is no doubt that resource-recovery technology is an important 
part of the future of waste management, and I commend the MRC on its commitment to finding alternatives to 
landfill as a waste disposal method.  A safe facility using this technology is an important investment in the future 
for all Western Australians and for our environment.  Landfill is an outdated and, ultimately, a dangerous 
method of disposing of recoverable household waste.  However, although the MRC has engaged in some 
dialogue with the local community on this issue over the past 12 months, the process it has undertaken has been 
significantly flawed.  Local residents comprehensively rejected the first choice of the site for the facility in the 
Wangara industrial estate.  Lack of public consultation was at the heart of local criticism in this case.  For 
example, the MRC did not lift the confidentiality clause in the site-selection report that led to the selection of 
Wangara until after a public meeting was held, attended by up to 200 local residents.  The MRC is now 
recommending that the facility be constructed on a site near Flynn Drive within the Neerabup industrial estate, 
north of Wanneroo.  This site borders on the suburbs of Carramar and Banksia Grove.  

However, the Mindarie Regional Council has not informed local residents of what type of facility it intends to 
build.  Four options are currently on the table: incineration, anaerobic digestion, gasification and composting.  
Clearly, there are significant differences in the facilities to be constructed and in their likely impact on the local 
residents.  The MRC has not seen fit to inform local residents of its preference or the process of any decision on 
the proposed technology for the facility.  Obviously, before any facility can be constructed, Environmental 
Protection Authority approval must be gained.  However, the process that the MRC has laid out in its public 
documents for gaining such approval appears cumbersome and an unnecessary waste of time and resources.  The 
MRC’s web site states - 

 It is proposed that each of the technologies of Composting, Anaerobic Digestion, Gasification and 
Combustion will be referred to the Environmental Protection Authority for assessment. 

The EPA will then set criteria and environmental standards that the resource recovery technologies will 
have to adhere to. 

The environmental approvals process is likely to take at least 12 months, -  

The MRC believes that will provide opportunities for public submissions on four technologies.  To continue - 

 Following site selection studies, community consultation - 

I put that in parentheses - 

and environmental approvals, the MRC will invite seven companies it has short-listed to tender for the 
service to build, own and operate a resources recovery facility. 

 The tenders will specify - 

Thank you very much; at last!  

 the environmental requirements that the companies must adhere to.  The tenders will then be assessed 
by rating each of the companies on their environmental, social, economic and technical merits. 

The Mindarie Regional Council appears to be putting the cart before the horse and, most important, leaving the 
community out of the loop in any independent technical assessment of the technologies approved.  This is a 
ridiculous situation and a waste of valuable resources.  The process satisfies none of the community desire for 
proper consultation.  How can the community support the construction of a resource-recovery plant when the 
operator will not tell them what type of plant it is proposing to build?  Many residents have contacted me in 
recent months and are almost unanimous in their view.  They are not necessarily opposed to the construction of 
the plant, but they will not give their support to it until they know what is to be built.  There simply must be a 
proper valuation of the alternative technologies, including by the community, before a single final proposal is 
presented to the Environmental Protection Authority for approval.  This is a fair position to take and I hold the 
same opinion.  I will not support the construction of any facility within my electorate unless the Mindarie 
Regional Council consults properly with the community. 

The process should be clear: firstly, the Mindarie Regional Council should ascertain the community values in 
relation to the project; for example, protection of the ground water, noise abatement, traffic management, odour 
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and dust, to name but a few.  Secondly, the MRC should request interested tenderers to supply information to the 
community that is benchmarked against community values.  Thirdly, the community can obtain independent 
technical assessment on information provided on the technologies taking into account the community values.  In 
addition, the community can access the assistance through a technical assistance grant made available by this 
Government.  Fourthly, based on the independent assessment, a proposal for a specific technology for a specific 
site can then be forwarded to the EPA.  Fifthly, EPA conditions for approval can then be granted based on a 
single technology and site.  Sixthly, the tender contract can be finalised based on these conditions of approval. 

The process that the Mindarie Regional Council has undertaken to date is an affront to true community 
consultation.  It needs to be more inclusive and fulsome.  I ask for the minister’s advice about the process I have 
outlined as the preferred methodology as well as being the most cost-effective. 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment and Heritage) [9.21 am]:  I thank the member 
for her grievance.  She has raised an issue that is very important to the community.  From what she has said, I 
know it is also important to her local community.  This issue brings together two areas that often come together 
with some conflict and that need to be managed carefully.  They are the whole issue of waste management and 
the location of facilities and how we go about properly engaging the community so it feels informed and 
engaged in the process. 

The member referred to appropriate resource-recovery technologies.  Clearly, the council is to be commended 
for going down that track.  This Parliament established a select committee to inquire into waste management 
some years ago.  The select committee made very strong findings that it was inappropriate to have landfill, 
particularly on the Swan coastal plain.  In its report, it recommended that we look at alternative technologies and 
other ways of dealing with our waste.  Resource-recovery technologies are a very important part of that armoury.  
They have to be examined to ensure they fit in with the hierarchy of waste management and that we go about 
things in the most sustainable way. 

In passing, I commend all the regional councils that, in their different areas, are doing a lot of work to defer 
using waste for landfill.  It is particularly important.  Across the State, very exciting work is going on to follow 
through on these processes and engage the community.  I am pleased with the synergy between the regional 
councils.  I attended the launch of a proposal on Saturday with the East Metropolitan Regional Council.  It laid 
out how it would go through its process of community engagement.   

Returning to the issue before us, it is clear that there are always difficulties with these technologies, explaining 
them to the community and talking to the community about particular sites that any technology will engage.  The 
community has concerns about incineration, gasification, compost and anaerobic digestion, and it needs to be 
properly engaged.  Recognising this, the Government announced a year ago the establishment of technical 
assistance grants.  The grants are available through the Waste Management Board and are funded by the waste 
management and recycling fund so that communities can get together to obtain a single grant to buy independent 
advice to evaluate technology in a waste management proposal.  We believe this is a very important initiative 
that will be available to the community. 

The member has outlined a proposal that she thinks would be a better process.  There is merit in what she said.  
Community values are very important.  The community needs to be fully aware of the ramifications of the noise, 
traffic, dust and odour of any proposal and its location.  A major value to be taken into consideration is the 
impact on ground water; it is something we are trying to avoid.  From the way the member described the process, 
I understand some of the frustration she is feeling.  There is merit in the six-step process she outlined, which 
starts with community values and has tenderers working with the community to examine each proposal to see 
how it lines up with those values.  It provides the opportunity for a technical assistance grant to buy independent 
advice.  That will greatly help the evaluations.  Ultimately, one proposal will be sent to the EPA. 

There are number of mechanisms for proponents to refer proposals to the EPA.  One is through strategic 
assessment.  In engaging the community and making it aware of what is going on, the model proposed by the 
member has particular merit.  I will raise this model with the EPA and the Waste Management Board.  The board 
was established just over one year ago to provide high-level policy advice.  It is a body attached to government 
but with some independence from it so that companies with proposals can get some assistance, particularly with 
the community consultation process.  I will talk to the Waste Management Board and the EPA.   

I pick up on one of the member’s points that it may be a waste of time for the EPA to evaluate four proposals 
knowing that only one will go forward.  There is some merit in the EPA evaluating technologies but difficulties 
would occur if proposals for technologies were altered down the track.  When technologies are deemed to be 
new, it might be better to look at them in one go knowing exactly what is proposed and where it will be located.  
I thank the member for her grievance and the work and thought she has put into it.  I thank her for thinking of the 
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community and effective ways to engage it.  That is critical in this area.  The only way we will all move forward 
in a fully sustainable manner is if we move in a direction that brings the community with us. 
 


