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Division 40:  Environmental Protection, $21 612 000 - 
Ms Guise, Chairman. 

Dr Edwards, Minister for the Environment and Heritage. 

Mr R.F. Payne, Acting Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager, Finance and Administration.   

Mr R. Sippe, Director, Policy and Coordination. 

Mr MASTERS:  I refer to page 656.  It states that the Department of Environmental Protection recognises and 
supports the community’s right to know and to be informed, but notes that giving effect to those rights can be 
resource hungry.  The budget for DEP has been cut by 20 per cent.  Given that, how do I interpret the last 
sentence?  Will the community not be as fully informed about what is happening in the environment, or will 
DEP services be cut in other areas to ensure that community involvement is retained at current levels? 

Dr EDWARDS:  Less money does appear in the budget.  However, each department gets a baseline of funding 
and various sums are added depending on activities.  For example, one could say that we have lost $2.6 million 
for waste control clean-up in the sense that a large sum was allocated last year and, exactly as the department 
requested, $400 000 has been allocated in 2002-03 to do further works.  There is an increase in the following 
year to fund the work identified in the studies done this year.  Although it looks like a big cut, it is not that big 
because projects referred to in other budgets have come to an end and are not referred to in this budget.   

The comment about community involvement is true.  I had a discussion during the morning tea break with the 
member for Stirling - who was the Minister for Primary Industry in the former Government.  He said that 
sometimes ministers go through these documents and delete comments.  I did not delete that comment and I 
expected a question about it.  It recognises the world in which we live and the community’s desire to know more 
and more about what is going on.  We must engage the community more, and the DEP has done good work in 
that area.  It has done a great deal of work in response to issues that have arisen.  That creates some budgetary 
difficulties, because we cannot predict what will happen and where we will need staff engaging with, listening 
to, informing and reassuring the community.  Earlier this year, the DEP and the Water and Rivers Commission 
had to deal with arsenic in ground water in the Stirling area.  That required a huge number of staff over a few 
days testing the bores and explaining the results to people.  Over the following month or so, the problem 
occupied more staff than anticipated because we did not predict the problem.  Staff were required to undertake 
follow-up work and to continue working with local government authorities, community groups and other 
government departments.  The department is committed to getting out into the community and talking to people.  
It wants the community to know what it is doing, and it has a right to know.  There is always some tension 
between how much we can do immediately in the context of an overall budget.  

Mr MASTERS:  I note the comment that certain expenses will not be in next year’s budget because the DEP has 
advised that the projects concerned have been completed.  I refer to page 659, which deals with output 
performance measures.  The DEP’s estimating from one year to the next is not flash.  The budget last year for 
hours spent providing environmental advice to agencies and others was 29 000 hours.  The estimate for 2001-02 
is 15 000, which is a huge decrease.  In 2000-01, the actual was almost 27 000, yet the target for next year is 
16 500.  It is also stated that the DEP anticipates fewer contentious issues to be dealt with in 2002-03.  Those 
same words were used last year.  I find it amazing that there has been a significant reduction in the budget 
allocation in the expectation that fewer contentious issues will arise.  History tells us that we cannot predict 
incidents such as the Bellevue fire and arsenic spills.  There must be a contingency plan to take account of those 
unexpected events.  If there is another fire or arsenic spill, will the Government provide the funding to address 
those issues appropriately? 

[11.20 am] 

Dr EDWARDS:  The reference to hours spent is a new output performance measure.  The department believes 
that it will better reflect what goes on.  The member would do better to compare the estimated output measure 
for 2001-02 with that of this coming year to see what happens over time.  The department has assured me that 
this is a much more accurate measure of the work that is undertaken.  The member asked whether we will have 
contentious issues.  In some of the processes that we are involved in, we have concentrated on engaging the 
community more and for us to be better able to predict what the community will be concerned about.  For 
example, as part of that, we have set up a Waste Management Board to consider the whole issue of waste.  
Members will have heard in the Parliament recently about the solid waste to energy recycling facility - the 
Brightstar Environmental proposal.  Brightstar has agreed to put that on hold for 10 or 11 months while we work 
on a process to better engage the community and to formulate a better set of criteria to measure waste to energy 
proposals.  This is the long answer to say that, if we take the initiative and implement some of these more 
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strategic actions, we will not get as many appeals on any single issue.  It tends to be the volume of work or the 
detail on one issue that floods in and takes up a lot of resources.  Similarly, during the year, we had major issue 
with Alcoa’s Wagerup plant.  I have spent a lot of time on two occasions looking at Alcoa’s licences and dealing 
with appeals.  I have now set up a ministerial council to look at the whole area of environmental health and 
industry sustainability.  We are discussing how to better engage the community and how we can satisfy all the 
needs of the community, including the need to have the best possible environmental management.  By getting 
out into the community and listening and responding to people’s needs early on, we hope the community is 
better informed and has a better understanding of what is going on.  It is difficult with any budget, but with this 
type of budget, when people are so concerned about the environment and things can happen somewhat 
unexpectedly, there will be some tension between doing the task and the funds provided to do it.  A lot of issues 
have not only an immediate impact in the community, which we need to respond to, but also a longer term 
impact, which we can deal with in the management process.  I will use the Waste Control Pty Ltd fire at 
Bellevue as an example.  In each of the budget years the Department of Environmental Protection has received 
from the expenditure review committee and in this budget exactly what it asked for.  The DEP asked for a 
smaller amount in this year and a further amount for when it undertakes the clean-up.  We have the capacity to 
properly plan and be sure we do these things properly.  

Mr WHITELY:  This is a follow-up to the question that was previously asked.  I notice on page 666 a number of 
major initiatives to do with hazardous waste, developing state policy for hazardous waste, implementation of 
industry action plans for construction demolition waste, and an action plan and state policy for used tyres.  An 
item on page 664 flags the contaminated site legislation that is coming to the Parliament.  Does this reflect a 
more interventionist approach by the Government in the issues of waste management and environmental 
protection in the hope that we can prevent instances such as the fire at Bellevue and we will not have to put aside 
contingencies to fund those sorts of issues?  Are we trying to prevent the problems before they occur rather than 
cleaning up the mess afterwards?  

Dr EDWARDS:  That is a difficult question to answer.  We want to be in a better position to spot trends and 
issues that are likely to emerge.  For that reason, we have set up the Waste Management Board.  That board 
builds on work that the previous Government started, particularly with the Waste 2020 strategy, and it brings 
together people who are doing practical things with waste.  In setting up the Waste Management Board, the 
Government combined two committees that the previous Government had set up to look at waste.  This 
Government rolled in a further strategy to give an overarching strategic policy.  I have asked the board to 
concentrate on those areas that are outlined on page 666.  We need a better policy for managing hazardous waste, 
and we are working at that.  I also want to see more follow-up on construction and demolition waste for the 
sensible reason that we do not want that cluttering up landfill when it could be recycled.  Similarly, there has 
been a policy on tyres for many years but it has not been properly implemented.  We have an opportunity to use 
the waste for someone else’s resource.  The member asked whether the Government was more interventionist.  
That is not the right word.  We are endeavouring to build on work that has been done to date by being more 
strategic and ahead of the game in trying to predict the problems before they arise.  We are putting in place 
frameworks so that we can properly evaluate things like waste to energy proposals; and other frameworks so that 
we can better engage the community.  At the moment a committee is working on the Bellevue issue; it is 
engaging the community in a more constructive way than occurred in the past.  We need to set up more of these 
committees to bring the community along with us as we make these decisions.   

Dr WOOLLARD:  I refer to page 655, which shows the estimated expenditure for last year was $25 million and 
this year is $21 million.  How many full-time staff members have been lost from the DEP and the Water and 
Rivers Commission in the last year, and with the amalgamation of the DEP and the Water and Rivers 
Commission are there plans to further reduce the number of FTEs?   

Dr EDWARDS:  The answer is in footnote (a) on page 669, which refers to FTEs over the years that the member 
asked about.  She will see that the FTE figures are 234, 229 and 240.  There is no intention to get rid of staff or 
anything like that.  In any year a number of people come and go.  It has been of concern to me, particularly with 
the DEP that, in a sense, the Government trains people and they become very good at what they do and then 
industry offers them a much better job.  This has been a difficulty in regional areas.  That is one area in which 
the amalgamation of the DEP and Water and Rivers Commission has helped us to address that problem.  It has 
been easier to get groups of people together in the regions, and it has given us the capacity to have greater 
coverage in the regions because the Water and Rivers Commission has more regional offices than the DEP.  I 
will answer the member’s question on the Water and Rivers Commission when we get to that page.  In fact, the 
number of FTEs in the commission is set to increase.  There are no plans to cut the number of FTEs.  

Mr MASTERS:  On page 660 a major initiative for the next year is to initiate one and finalise two environmental 
protection policies.  What are those three EPPs; in particular, what is the new EPP?  
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Dr EDWARDS:  At the moment we are working on a coastal zone EPP, and the Cockburn Sound and Kalgoorlie 
air quality EPPs.  The Cockburn Sound EPP is to be finalised and the Kalgoorlie air quality EPP is to be 
modified.  

Ms SUE WALKER:  I refer to page 662.  A major initiative for 2002-03 is the completion of a formal 
environmental impact assessment of major infrastructure and resource proposals for the Coral Coast Resort at 
Mauds Landing.  Will you explain what that will entail and when that will be finalised? 

Dr EDWARDS:  The Environmental Protection Authority is in the process of preparing its bulletin.  That should 
be available towards the end of June.  When the EPA bulletin is published, there will be a two-week appeal 
period in which people can make an appeal to me on the recommendations in that bulletin.  Those appeals go to 
my appeals convener who provides advice on what is covered in the appeals.  I then take into account what is 
contained in the appeal and what is in the original EPA bulletin and I then make a decision.  In this case, I would 
take that decision to Cabinet.  Generally speaking, it takes some months for the appeals to be pulled together, for 
comment to be sought from the proponent, for the proponent to answer the comments in the appeals and for the 
EPA to comment on all the information that comes in.  Depending on the number of appeals, it can take some 
time for that to be put together and for a package to come to me.  

Ms SUE WALKER:  Is the formal environmental impact assessment undertaken by the State or the 
Commonwealth? 

[11.30 am] 

Dr EDWARDS:  It is a state assessment.  At this stage the commonwealth assessment is separate.  I have 
recently met with the commonwealth minister and I have also called in community and industry groups.  We are 
about to sign the intergovernmental agreement on the federal environmental legislation.  

That will go through Cabinet shortly.  We will shortly introduce into Parliament changes to the Environmental 
Protection Act, which will give the power to have that bilateral agreement.  It is a good question.  We need to do 
that because we do not want two environmental assessments to take place or to have the same work duplicated.  
The federal minister and I have agreed to work together and have a better common approach.  

Mr WHITELY:  The third dot point under major initiatives on page 662 makes reference to the EPA releasing 
risk criteria for development in proximity to high-pressure gas pipelines.  Could the minister explain the 
rationale behind that and what she is looking to achieve? 

Dr EDWARDS:  I will ask Mr Sippe from EPA Services to answer that. 

Mr SIPPE:  The idea of EPA guidances are to guide the proponents of new developments so that they can plan 
their projects to meet the EPA’s environmental protection objectives.  The high-pressure gas pipeline matter is 
primarily for proposed new urban developments close to existing high-pressure gas pipelines.  The idea is that to 
avoid damage to property or people in the case of incidents with those pipelines, a certain separation distance is 
required.  

Mr MASTERS:  Page 663 refers to the output performance measures.  The second line item is incident responses 
managed.  The actual figure for 2000-01 is 2 084.  Although the budget for last year predicted a huge drop, the 
estimated actual for that year was 1 700 responses.  The huge drop did not occur.  In spite of that, the target for 
the forthcoming year is 1 400 - another huge drop.  It gets back to the first question I asked in this division: why 
is the minister so optimistic that the Department of Environmental Protection has been adequately funded?  The 
evidence on page 663 is that there have been far more incidents in the current year than what the budget 
predicted.  My prediction is that next year, there will be far more than the target number of 1 400.  I ask again: is 
the minister providing enough money for the DEP to do its job; and, even if the answer is yes, will she be able to 
provide additional funding if the predictions of incidents managed and the predictions on page 659 are shown to 
be too low?  

Dr EDWARDS:  As I explained previously, the budget provides us with the ability to respond to certain issues if 
necessary.  The line item includes the response to complaints about noise, odour or issues like that as well as the 
actual incidents that are managed.  The CEO will expand on that.  

Mr PAYNE:  Part of the answer is that I have changed the management arrangements.  We are trying to be more 
proactive and to forestall some of the issues we must deal with and to reduce the length of time it takes to deal 
with incidents that do occur.  The occurrence of general incidents feeds back into what we do with industries.  
For example, we are pursuing considerable changes to how we relate with the dry-cleaning industry so that we 
can reduce the likelihood of a perchlorethylene incident or something like that.  The essential answer is more 
proactive management.  I accept there is variability in the data.  However, I have done the best estimating that I 
can based on the revised system I have put in place.  
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Dr WOOLLARD:  The major initiatives for 2002-03 on page 662 refer to the coral coast resort at Mauds 
Landing.  The minister said earlier this morning that the EPA bulletin would be released at the end of June.  I 
believe she said that there would be only two weeks in which people could put in submissions.  I believe that two 
weeks is a very minimal time for such a contentious issue.  Is that deadline set or it is possible to have the 
submission period extended?  

Dr EDWARDS:  The coral coast proponents have already released their document.  That was advertised under 
the EPA processes some time ago, and many submissions were received in response to it.  The EPA’s response 
to that document and its recommendations to me as Minister for the Environment and Heritage will be released 
for public comment.  The two-week appeal period is a statutory period, so it is set.  That provision has been 
around for a long time - since 1987.  People know that it is a two-week time frame.  When the bulletin is 
advertised, it is made very clear that there is a tight time frame.  

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


