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MINISTER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 
Protection of Western Australia’s Natural Environment - Motion 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [4.10 pm]:  I move - 

That this House condemns the Minister for the Environment for her failure to protect Western 
Australia’s natural environment. 

This is a very important motion.  It calls into question the ability of the current Minister for the Environment to 
perform her ministerial duties.  Today the coalition will raise a number of issues that the current minister has 
failed to act on, has failed to address and in some cases has not commented on at all.  I will open our contribution 
on this motion, but many other members of the coalition will speak and put forward the issues that concern their 
electorates and which they believe are not being acted upon by the current Minister for the Environment. 

First, I refer to the decision by the Gallop Labor Government to build a $350 million desalination plant at 
Kwinana.  The Minister for the Environment can only admit to be missing in action on this decision.  When I 
was putting my notes together for this debate I thought that the best way to find out what the minister’s thoughts 
were on the desalination plant in Kwinana, which has major environmental impacts for Western Australia, was 
to go to the ministerial web site and check her press releases for the previous month since the start of the 
parliamentary recess.  I looked for comments by the Minister for the Environment on the decision to desalinate 
seawater at Cockburn Sound.  There are two major environmental impacts of that decision: the disposal of the 
saline effluent into Cockburn Sound and the emissions that are generated from the energy needed to run that 
plant.  I located approximately a dozen media releases that clearly outline the disregard that the Minister for the 
Environment is showing for this important issue in this State.  The media release of 1 July refers to the new one-
hectare rule for landowners wanting to clear land in the agricultural region.  The media release of 5 July refers to 
proposed conservation park boundaries.  The next media release refers to new world-class tourism attractions for 
Western Australia - a nice, soft target for the Minister for the Environment.  The next media release of 7 July 
refers to the minister determining land clearing appeals.  The next one refers to new resource guidelines for 
conservation incentives - another nice, soft target for the Minister for the Environment.  The next media release 
refers to the committee promoting the World Heritage listing for Ningaloo - another soft target for the minister.  
The next one is a little bit more contentious: the minister raises levels of environmental assessment for the Alcoa 
Wagerup expansion.  The next media release again refers to Ningaloo, the tried and true move of this 
Government: if in doubt, mention Ningaloo and the community will fall in behind.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What is your position on Ningaloo? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will be talking about Ningaloo later.  The next media release, dated 6 August, refers to 
Cockburn Sound, which is very important.  This is the first time Cockburn Sound is referred to.  However, when 
Cockburn Sound is mentioned, it is about the State Government increasing funding to the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council.  When I have outlined the environmental consequences of desalinating seawater from 
Cockburn Sound the minister will see why extra resources need to be allocated to the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council.  However, not once in this press release, nor in the brief ministerial statement read out by 
the minister today, is the desalination plant mentioned.  Extra money is provided to the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council, but there is no mention of the desalination plant, which will have such a major impact on 
the marine environment of Cockburn Sound.  There is no mention in these press releases of the proposal for the 
desalination plant.  That is the first point that I raise in asserting that the Minister for the Environment has failed 
to protect Western Australia’s natural environment.  As the minister has been absent on this issue and there have 
been no comments in her media releases, I will today outline to the Parliament the environmental impacts of the 
desalination proposal at Kwinana.  That will be very informative for members on both sides of the House and the 
community at large. 

I turn now to the Environmental Protection Authority report referring to the metropolitan desalination proposal.  
I will quote some figures from this report because this information has not been read out in Parliament.  It has 
been swept under the carpet.  The Gallop Labor Government hoped this issue would go away.  I do give the 
minister some credit.  I am sure she went into the cabinet room and said that this would have very negative 
consequences for Cockburn Sound, but obviously the minister’s concerns did not come out of the cabinet room 
and that is why they remain only in information provided in this report rather than being generally available for 
public knowledge. 

I will refer to a summary of some of the environmental impacts of the desalination proposal.  The capacity of the 
plant will be 45 gigalitres of desalinated water a year.  The power required will be 24.1 megawatts of average 
demand.  The greenhouse gas emissions from this project raise quite an interesting point, because if the plant is 
run on gas-fired power, the emissions will be 85 000 tonnes of greenhouse gas or carbon dioxide emissions each 
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year.  If that power is generated through the state power grid, those emissions go up to 231 000 tonnes of CO2 
emissions each year.  The figures that are not provided in this report but should have become public knowledge 
in the past week relate to what will happen when oil is burned for the generation of power in Western Power’s 
scheme of current ideas.  That is not mentioned in this report.  Something like 85 000 tonnes of CO2 will be 
emitted if everything that Western Power hopes to have done is done in time for the launch of the desalination 
plant, but up to 231 000 tonnes will be emitted if the energy supply is not gas fired, and a figure has not yet been 
made available if Western Power needs to burn oil to meet that electricity demand.  An area of two to three 
hectares of land will be cleared to allow for the building of this plant.  Some 180 megalitres a day of hypersaline 
effluent will be disposed of into Cockburn Sound.  I am quite sure that 95 per cent of the population do not 
understand what that equates to.  I have done the figures, and 180 megalitres a day equates to 65 million tonnes 
of hypersaline effluent being disposed into Cockburn Sound every year that this plant operates - 65 million 
tonnes!  A tonne is a figure that people can understand and that is why I have used it.  That figure also equates to 
65 gigalitres.  A gigalitre is a million tonnes.  These are big figures that the public of Western Australia needs to 
understand, but they have not been put to the public by the Minister for the Environment.  Probably of greater 
concern is that this 65 million tonnes of hypersaline effluent from the desalination plant will be disposed of into 
Cockburn Sound in 10 metres of water, 300 metres offshore from the Kwinana power station.  It will not be 
pumped out to sea; it will be released 300 metres offshore in only 10 metres of water.  I am sure that most people 
who use Cockburn Sound will be clearly able to tell that that is the disposal point for the hypersaline effluent.   

Today I spoke to some of the big industry players in the Kwinana area.  They have done everything they can in 
Kwinana to reduce the disposal of effluent into Cockburn Sound.  I welcome the project with the Kwinana 
recycling plant, which takes six gigalitres of water each year out of what is currently disposed of in Cockburn 
Sound.  The people involved in that project are recycling that water and big businesses in the Kwinana area have 
underwritten that project and agreed to buy the water produced from that recycling plant.  That is a great 
environmental outcome for Cockburn Sound.  However, it is very disappointing that the hard work they have 
done to save six gigalitres of disposal into Cockburn Sound is completely outweighed by the 65 gigalitres of 
hypersaline water that will be disposed of as a result of the Kwinana desalination project.  The disposal of saline 
effluent into Cockburn Sound will impact on very important marine water quality and create biota consequences, 
which I will quote from the Environmental Protection Authority report so that they are placed on the 
parliamentary record.  The first consequence is that an additional 17.3 tonnes a year of nitrogen will be pumped 
into Cockburn Sound.  The report states - 

The source of nitrogen in the discharge will mostly come from the use of biocides, acid detergents and 
polyelectrolytes.  Polyelectrolytes, representing approximately 95% of the nitrogen released, may be 
required in the pre-treatment of seawater to reduce the suspended sediment in water sent to the reverse 
osmosis membranes.   

Water Corporation has committed to develop a management plan to ensure the upgraded desalination 
plant -  

This EPA report was done on the basis of the increase from 30 gigalitres a year to 45 gigalitres a year of the 
production of potable water.  When it refers to the upgraded plant it is referring to the increase to 45 gigalitres.  
The Water Corporation has committed to only develop a management plan.  That management plan has not been 
completed yet.  We await the outcome of that plan.  Probably the most contentious issue of the project is the 
diffusion of the saline effluent into Cockburn Sound.  It will be disposed of by an outlet pipe and a diffuser.  
That means that it will be gradually mixed into the seawater as it goes out through the pipe.  Obviously, that 
mixing will occur over the 300 metres before it is discharged into Cockburn Sound.  

The very important points raised by Professor Jorg Imberger on the Liam Bartlett program, I think, two weeks 
ago are covered in this report under the title “Effects of Stratification in Cockburn Sound”.  To ensure that they 
are on the public record I will outline the four programs from the EPA report - 

The potential for the discharge of highly saline, dense water to exacerbate prolonged periods of vertical 
density stratification near the seabed in Cockburn Sound, especially during Autumn, has been raised as 
a concern by the Department of Conservation and Land Management . . . the Department of 
Environment . . . and other groups in public submissions for the proposal.  

The concern primarily relates to the potential for a reduction of dissolved oxygen levels in the lower 
water column and underlying sediment pore waters to cause changes in biogeochemical and ecological 
processes.  Low dissolved oxygen levels may cause the release of nutrients from sediments in a 
bioavailable form which may lead to excessive algal growth, poorer water quality and may alter the 
composition and abundance of benthic fauna communities in Cockburn Sound.  
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Modelling undertaken by Water Corporation predicts that the discharge water will move from the 
diffuser to the deeper shipping channels in the eastern margins of Cockburn Sound within 2 days.  The 
dense plume is then predicted to plunge into the deep central basin, in the process mixing with 
surrounding water to the extent that its density becomes very close to the density of surrounding water.  

The next paragraph refers to the critical part of this project.  It states - 

Prior to the construction of the . . . desalination plant, Water Corporation will obtain an expert 
assessment of the likelihood of stratification and its effects on dissolved oxygen levels in the deeper 
area of Cockburn Sound.  This information is to be used in the design and placement of the diffusion 
system.  

This is where the issues regarding the desalination plant become more difficult for the Minister for the 
Environment.  On many occasions in the past, the minister has sought advice from Professor Jorg Imberger to 
provide an expert, independent assessment of the project.  The trouble with this project is that Professor 
Imberger has said it should not be done.  He said the hypersaline plume that will flow into Cockburn Sound will 
have a detrimental effect on marine life and the different parts of the biota that inhabit the sound.  In question 
time today I asked the minister whether independent advice had been sought yet and, if so, what was the result.  
My question was not answered.  Plenty of reports have been done on this.  The minister keeps saying that 
independent advice has not yet been sought.  One of the people from whom the Government has previously 
sought independent advice has said it would be a mistake to dispose of the hypersaline effluent into Cockburn 
Sound.  Obviously, the minister will not seek independent advice from Professor Imberger on this project.  It 
remains for the minister to answer the question: when will the independent advice be made available and will it 
be put on the political record by the minister?  As I said, until now there has been no mention in the minister’s 
media releases about anything concerning the desalination plant.  I am not filled with confidence.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  There is no acknowledgment of Professor Imberger’s qualifications.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  As the member for Warren-Blackwood will know, Jorg Imberger has been the Government’s 
go-to man before signing off on these projects.  It obviously did not ask him what he thought of the project 
before signing off on it and announcing it.  That is what has caused the concern about the issue.  We will 
continue to put pressure on the Minister for the Environment to put on the record exactly what is the independent 
advice about the stratification in Cockburn Sound to assure the Parliament and the community of Western 
Australia, particularly the community of Cockburn Sound, which is very nervous about the effects of this 
desalination project.  That has not happened until now.  The Cockburn Sound Management Council has been 
allocated extra money for new projects.  However, there is no understanding or delivery of the necessary 
information so that Parliament can know exactly what the results will be.  
Other concerns are the testing of the treatment chemicals in the discharge water and the temperature of the 
discharge water.  Under the heading “Agency and public comments”, the EPA report states - 

Public submissions for this factor focused on impacts from the discharge of highly saline water and the 
addition of nutrients to Cockburn Sound.  Vertical stratification from the discharge water, the uptake of 
juvenile marine fauna and phytoplankton through the intake pipe and the cumulative impact of 
developments along the eastern foreshore of Cockburn Sound were other issues raised.  

Very important issues have been raised about this project, especially that of stratification.  Answers have not 
been made available to us, and the Western Australian public cannot be satisfied that this project is 
environmentally feasible until that work is done; that is, until an independent report is tabled in this Parliament 
and the minister takes the first steps through her media managers to release that information for the community.  
I refer now to greenhouse gas emissions.  The EPA report states further - 

The total greenhouse gas emissions . . . using gas-fired power is . . . 85,000 tpa CO2-e.   

Greenhouse gas emissions are also a very important issue for the whole community.  It is certainly on the agenda 
of the Kwinana industry body, with which we have met recently, to ensure that it is using best possible practice 
to maintain the air quality in Kwinana and surrounding districts at a level that does not affect the health of 
residents in nearby residential areas.  Once again, this project is causing extra greenhouse gas emissions in the 
area.   

This is a very large project for Western Australia.  It is the Government’s response to the water crisis.  It must be 
concerning for everybody involved that the Government has been relying on the document “A State Water 
Strategy for Western Australia” for its water strategy.  Before today’s debate I looked through the document for 
the large section on desalination, how it would be managed and the effects on the seabed of the disposal of saline 
effluent if seawater desalination were to take place.  However, there is only one mention of desalination in this 
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document and it takes up approximately two lines.  It is No 5 on the list of about a dozen water source options.  
The only mention of desalination in the state water strategy states that seawater desalination could be used for 30 
gigalitres in the short term.  I contend that because the Government left the identification of new water sources 
until such a late time in the electoral cycle, it was left with no other option than desalination.  It was left with the 
decision to go ahead with a desalination plant at Kwinana, which I think is very disappointing given the vast 
amount of information that the National Party has provided to the minister about the very beneficial effects of 
desalination in regional communities.  At the moment 39 regional communities in Western Australia have a 
pumping program to pump saline water from underneath their town infrastructure.  It is affecting residential 
buildings, commercial buildings and the road structures in regional communities, and none more so than in 
Merredin where my electorate office is located.  Just outside the door of my electorate office in Merredin is a 
bore through which water is being pumped from the watertable to try to protect the infrastructure of the town.  It 
is very disappointing for all regional Western Australians.  I am happy to note the letters of support for inland 
desalination in The West Australian letters column after some publicity was given to inland desalination last 
week.  There has been widespread support from all Western Australians for the dual benefit of protecting 
valuable community infrastructure and producing potable water to put back into the system through desalination.  
That would be an excellent result.   

There are some other strategic advantages in inland regional areas.  Plenty of land is available for evaporation 
ponds for the saline discharge, which could be used instead of releasing this effluent into Cockburn Sound.  
Also, much research has been done on extracting the valuable minerals that make up the hypersaline effluent.  
The work that is being done currently indicates that desalinating water to a potable quality, as well as processing 
the mineral component of the brine into the valuable minerals that could then be sold on the open market, could 
almost be made a viable commercial proposition.  This project started in Merredin with its pilot desalination 
project.  The funding for that project has been cut.  Another small desalination project has been established in 
Katanning, which is pumping that water through a desalination process.   

It is very disappointing for the whole of regional Western Australia to see a project of this magnitude located in 
Kwinana.  What could $350 million buy in regional Western Australia?  The information I have been given is 
that a one-gigalitre desalination plant could be built in regional Western Australia for about $4 million to 
$6 million, depending on the location of the evaporation ponds.  The 39 regional communities in Western 
Australia could have a one-gigalitre desalination plant attached to them.  That could supply us with the extra 
water that this State is looking for, as well as all the associated benefits of infrastructure protection.  It also could 
provide some decentralisation.  It could lead to the fact that we would not need to pump Yarragadee bore water 
into Mundaring Weir, out of the C.Y. O’Connor pipeline and then out of the ground in Merredin.  I believe that 
the Labor Government has missed a great opportunity.  I believe that the Minister for the Environment has been 
missing in action on this issue, because she is the special minister for salinity.  The trouble with salinity is that 
the current Government talks about it a lot but delivers very little.   

That leads me to the next key issue on which I believe the Minister for the Environment has been missing in 
action; that is, salinity in the wheatbelt.  For my entire parliamentary career the National Party has put on the 
agenda the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality - a $158 million commonwealth government 
grants program to assist States to remediate water quality and salinity issues.  After finally being signed off after 
three years of argument by me, as well as more argument before I was elected in the by-election in 2001, still 
very little of this money has been spent.  The web site of the national action plan lists the very innovative 
projects taking place all over Australia.  Western Australia is a long way behind the eight ball on this issue, and 
that can be only because the Minister for the Environment was not strong enough in Cabinet to get that 
$158 million of matching funding allocated to the national action plan.  That is exactly why we had to wait so 
long for the action plan to be signed off.   

There have been many lost opportunities in salinity.  It must be recognised by all members that the 
Government’s own figures put the cost of salinity in Western Australia at $600 million a year.  In the term of this 
Gallop Labor Government, the cost of salinity to the Western Australian community will be $2.4 billion.  When 
it comes time to build a desalination plant, what does the Government decide to do?  It decides to desalinate sea 
water.  I hope that we do not reach the stage at which sea water is desalinated in Kwinana, pumped to Mundaring 
Weir and out of the C.Y. O’Connor pipeline, only to be pumped back out of the ground because of the damage it 
does to the infrastructure in regional communities.  What an absolute farcical situation this Government has put 
us in because it has not had the foresight and the political will to solve a critical environmental problem in 
regional Western Australia.  My commitment during my parliamentary career is that salinity is the number one 
issue for my electorate.  I have now been appointed environmental spokesperson for the coalition.  Along with 
my coalition colleagues, I will ensure that salinity is at the top of the environmental agenda, instead of a couple 
of small announcements being made just before the election that do very little to remediate the effects of salinity 
in Western Australia.  I do not think that I will have to convince anybody in Western Australia that the Minister 
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for the Environment, who is also the special minister for salinity, has been completely missing in action on the 
salinity issue in Western Australia.   

I turn now to the protection of the Swan River.  Because of time constraints - other members want to make 
contributions to the debate - I will touch briefly on this issue.  As I have said, coming up to the election, the 
decision was made this year to give an extra $15 million to the Swan River Trust.  That is all the State Labor 
Government could find for the number one icon in Western Australia.  The Swan River is the number one icon 
for Perth metropolitan residents.  What about the Blackwood, Preston, Collie and Moore Rivers?  What about 
these very important rivers that are icons in those communities? 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  What happens to those rivers?  An amount of $15 million has been allocated to the Swan 
River Trust, but there is nothing for the critical rivers that are icons for everybody in this State.  That is an 
absolute damnation of the Minister for the Environment.   

Just before we broke for the recess, the Gallop Government decided to not sign off on the National Water 
Initiative.  Members may ask what the National Water Initiative was about.  It was about a program to ensure 
security of title to water, but it was also about returning environmental flows to our rivers. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Your position is that we should give all our money to the Murray-Darling basin; is that right? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am very happy to debate what happened with the National Water Initiative.  An amount of 
$300 million was put forward by the States, to be matched by $200 million from the Commonwealth 
Government.  Similar to the national action plan, the National Water Initiative was a program under which the 
States in which the Murray-Darling system was affected put forward $300 million.  The Commonwealth said 
that if a State was prepared to put its money towards the very important issue of environmental flows in the 
Murray-Darling system, the Commonwealth would chip in $200 million as well.  Therefore, there was a 
$500 million project for the Murray-Darling Rivers.  What project did the Premier take to the National Water 
Initiative table, and, in particular, what money did he put forward to attract matching commonwealth funding? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  How much money was going to flow to this - 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  No money was put forward by the Western Australian Premier.  Therefore, there is the 
ridiculous assertion now that after the other Labor States put forward their money - they went to their Cabinets 
and said that they needed money for the Murray-Darling -  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members on my right and left! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Those States put up money for the National Water Initiative, which the Commonwealth did 
not even match dollar for dollar.  It matched $300 million from the States with $200 million.  What did the 
Western Australian Labor Premier take to the table?  Nothing.  What did he do during the national action plan 
discussions?  Delay, delay, delay.  Once again there is no comment from the minister.  The minister made it clear 
that it was all about giving money to the Murray-Darling.  The Minister for the Environment could have moved 
through the Cabinet a project to attract commonwealth funding under the National Water Initiative, but that was 
not done.  No project was put forward.  If a project was put forward, I would welcome the minister putting that 
on the table in today’s debate. 

The National Water Initiative remains unsigned by Western Australia.  The other States are getting on with the 
job of protecting their valuable natural assets, particularly the Murray-Darling system, which is vitally important 
to the whole Australian economy.  The environment ministers in those States are doing good work in their 
portfolios.  They have put money on the table for the National Water Initiative.  However, once again, Western 
Australia is absent from the table.  The Premier walked away from that debate like a petulant schoolboy.  After 
talking to people from the department, it is interesting to note that when the Premier got on the plane, they 
thought he was going to Canberra to sign the National Water Initiative.  However, alas, they encountered a shock 
when the National Water Initiative media reports came back that the Premier stormed out of the room.  That is as 
far as Western Australia goes on the National Water Initiative. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He was the one Premier not prepared for the meeting.  It stood out. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right.  That ties in closely with what has happened with salinity and water quality in 
the term of the current Minister for the Environment; that is, whenever it comes time to go to the Cabinet and put 
forward money for these important projects, that money is not forthcoming.  Because the minister is so 
embarrassed about that money not being forthcoming, we never read anything about it in her press releases.  
That is why we never see anything from the minister in the Press.  It is a matter of her keeping her head down 
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because there is no money for environmental flows or for salinity in Western Australia.  That is the record of the 
Minister for the Environment.  

I will finish with the Swan River and talk about the fish kills that are of concern to all Western Australians.  The 
minister has put forward no viable plan for fish kills.  During the National Water Initiative debate, I spoke of the 
need for increased environmental flows into the Swan River to ensure that there is a flushing system through the 
Swan River.  According to my information from the people with a scientific background, increasing 
environmental flows would help to reduce the number of fish kills.  However, once again, there has been no 
action by the minister, and very little comment, apart from the fact that after a fish kill has taken place, we hear 
about it.  However, no real work has been put into the system to ensure that that does not become the case. 

I have spoken about the desalination plant and about the minister being missing in action on salinity.  The Swan 
River, Western Australia’s number one icon, is being ignored by this Labor Government, as are the other rivers 
in Western Australia which are very important to their local environments but which do not even get a mention.   

I know that the member for Avon will speak in this debate on the environmental impacts of the energy crisis that 
the Labor Government in Western Australia has succumbed to.  I know that the member for Kalgoorlie will talk 
about the environmental crisis in waste management.  There is the absolutely ludicrous situation that waste that 
was far too dangerous for the residents of Brookdale to have anywhere near their residential area is now put on a 
truck and shipped to the member for Kalgoorlie’s electorate.  It is fine for Kalgoorlie; there is nothing wrong 
with that waste being treated in Kalgoorlie, but, gee, not in Brookdale!  The only action that the Minister for the 
Environment took over the Brookdale disaster was not to recognise the problem and act on it, but to sack the 
chief executive officer.  If in doubt, get rid of the CEO; he will be the scapegoat for that problem!  As we speak 
today, environmental hazardous waste that was deemed to be unsuitable for Brookdale is going to Total Waste 
Management Pty Ltd in Kalgoorlie, and has exactly the same effect in Kalgoorlie as it had in Brookdale. 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  Which ones are they?  Name them. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Is the minister denying that the Brookdale waste is going to Kalgoorlie? 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  No. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Does the Brookdale waste go to Kalgoorlie? 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  In 2000, under a Liberal Government, the member for Kingsley gave the licence back to the 
Brookdale plant.  It is almost exactly the same licence as - 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Why did Brookdale need to be closed if the waste can go to Total Waste Management in 
Kalgoorlie? 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  Hazardous waste was going to Brookdale when you were in government, outside of its licence 
approvals. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I was not in government. 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  Okay; he denies responsibility.  It was when your party was in government.  Most of that 
hazardous waste now goes east. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It cannot be doubted that waste that was deemed to be unfit for Brookdale is now going to 
Total Waste Management in Kalgoorlie.  I am sure that the member for Kalgoorlie will take the opportunity in 
this debate to put that on the public record. 
The last issue that I will raise is the infill sewerage program.  That program was very important, especially to the 
regional areas of Western Australia, because of the effects of sewage leaching into our rivers through the 
outdated septic systems that exist in regional Western Australia.  It is important to note that this was an 
$800 million, 10-year program launched by the coalition Government in 1994.  It was on track to replace 
111 000 septic systems across the State.  By the 2001 election, the coalition had invested more than $460 million 
in connecting 48 000 properties to the mains waste water system in both Perth and country towns.  However, 
when Labor came to power, what happened?  This obviously went to Cabinet.  The Minister for the Environment 
sat around the cabinet table and I am sure she said that the infill sewerage program was a very important 
program for Western Australia and needed to be continued.  However, what was the outcome of that cabinet 
meeting at which the infill sewerage program was discussed?  It was a halving of funding for a very important 
program to protect the environment in Western Australia.  Once again the minister failed to get through Cabinet 
an important project for the environment in Western Australia.   
The fragile coastal environments in Busselton, Bunbury and Geraldton are now being placed at risk.  That should 
be of concern to the minister in the lead-up to the next state election.  There will probably be some last-minute 
announcements, not in Busselton, because that is not a marginal Labor seat, but in Bunbury and Geraldton.  
Perhaps there will be some fast-tracking of the infill sewerage program for those communities.  However, that 
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will be based not on the protection of the environment, because the minister has showed clearly on many issues 
that she is unable to get those projects through Cabinet, but on the fact that they are marginal Labor seats.  
Perhaps that is the only way that these important issues will get the funding that they need.   

I have spoken in the Parliament previously about the sewerage system in Bruce Rock.  One of the issues that I 
raised during the by-election campaign in 2001 was that the infill sewerage program for Bruce Rock was about 
to come on stream.  However, sadly nothing has happened.  The sewerage in Bruce Rock is currently being 
pumped out to a dam that is about three kilometres from the town.  That dam of untreated effluent is open to 
anyone who is able to climb the small fence that surrounds that treatment pond.  It is very disturbing that bird life 
is utilising that disposal pond.  There still is no infill sewerage in the Bruce Rock area.   

I have raised some of the many issues that Western Australia is facing in the environmental arena.  The minister 
is constantly absent on these important issues for Western Australia.  However, we can always rely on the 
minister to make a Ningaloo press release.  When things get tough, and when the desalination plant debate and 
the concept that 65 million tonnes of hypersaline effluent will be flowing into Cockburn Sound reaches the 
media, I am sure I will be able to look up the minister’s web site and find a few more statements on Ningaloo.  I 
was in the Ningaloo area a couple of weeks ago.  There are still some very important environmental issues that 
have not been addressed.  One of those issues is as simple as this: at Ningaloo Station, people are camping on the 
beach.  That camping is taking place within 40 metres of the high water mark, so those people are actually 
camping on land that is managed by the Department of Conservation and Land Management and not on 
Ningaloo Station land.  I admit that those campers have done some very good work at rehabilitating the dune 
sites.  However, when I said to them that because Ningaloo is such a critical issue for the State that the CALM 
officers must be going through that neck of the woods all the time, they said that they have been going up there 
for the past five years and camping there for six months at a time, and not once have they seen a CALM officer.  
The people who are protecting Ningaloo Station are the pastoral leaseholders, and even though they have no 
control over the 40 metres from the high watermark, they are the ones in charge of managing that area, with no 
assistance from CALM whatsoever.  Therefore, even on the issues on which the minister makes press comments, 
the Government is taking no action.  

We believe the minister is missing in action.  There are many reasons that members should support the motion.  I 
look forward to hearing my coalition colleagues outline issues of concern to them in their dealings with the 
Minister for the Environment, and to members’ support for the motion.   

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.53 pm]:  I support the motion.  It is a shame the motion does not read 
that this House condemns the Minister for the Environment and asks for her removal from office for her failure 
to protect Western Australia’s natural environment.  I draw members’ attention to some of the core pre-election 
promises made by the Labor Party that got it across the line and into government.  I refer to the Labor Party 
policy entitled “environment”.  It states under “Executive Summary” -  

Our natural environment is unique and irreplaceable.  It is an essential part of our lives.  It is a source of 
inspiration.  It provides opportunities for tourism and recreation as well as a range of primary industries 
which, if carefully managed, will continue to deliver benefits to Western Australians.   

It states also that Labor will -  

immediately end logging in nearly 99 per cent of Western Australia’s old-growth forests by placing in 
reserves approximately 340,500 hectares of the 346,000 hectares of remaining old-growth forests;   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And how many national parks?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am coming to that.  It states under “Labor’s Vision for the Environment” -  

Labor believes that there is no necessary conflict between the protection of the environment and 
economic growth.  Indeed, Western Australia’s long-term economic wellbeing depends upon the 
maintenance and repair of our environment. 

I am not sure who wrote this document for the Labor Party, but Labor members certainly have not read this 
document and these promises that they made to the community, because they have not kept them.  It states under 
“Environmental Challenges Facing Western Australia” that Labor will -  

create 30 new national parks, including the 12 new national parks promised under the RFA, and 2 new 
conservation parks;  

This minister could not cope with heritage.  She also cannot cope with the environment.  Last week the minister 
tabled the Reserves (National Parks, Conservation Parks and Nature Reserves) Bill 2004.  The minister said in 
her second reading speech on that Bill -  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 August 2004] 

 p5166b-5191a 
Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Dean; Mr Arthur Marshall; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Bernie Masters; Mr Matt Birney; Dr Judy Edwards; Mr Terry Waldron 

 [8] 

I am very pleased to bring into the House a Bill to create nine new national parks.   

I am sorry, but Labor’s environment policy states that Labor will create 30 new national parks.  The reserves Bill 
is not on the agenda yet.  Only seven weeks remain in this sitting, and the Government could then be thrown out 
of office, yet it has not met one of its core commitments to the community.  Is there any urgency on that Bill?  
Hon Kim Chance, the leader of the Government in the Legislative Council, has written to members stating that 
the Government is hopeful that it will be possible to pass around 60 Bills in the remaining time available to the 
Legislative Council.  The Government is expecting to pass 60 Bills in the upper House.  It is interesting that the 
reserves Bill is not on that list.  That core promise by this Government has just been ignored.  The next issue is 
what is the Government doing down south.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Madam Deputy Speaker, the member for Bunbury just referred to Australia’s Prime 
Minister as the lying Prime Minister.  That is clearly unparliamentary.  Respect for members of Parliament 
applies across all Parliaments, particularly if we are talking about the Prime Minister of Australia.  For the 
member for Bunbury to use that expression in this House is disrespectful to the Prime Minister, is disrespectful 
to this nation and is disrespectful to this and the Commonwealth Parliament.  The member for Bunbury should 
apologise immediately and withdraw.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Government has not kept its promise with regard to old-growth forests and it looks 
as though it will not be keeping that promise, unless some of its backbenchers - there are four in the Chamber at 
the moment - think about the promise that they made to the community and ask the minister in the caucus room 
why it is that although the Labor Party got across the line and into government on old-growth forests, in four 
years it has not done anything to conserve these 30 national parks.  The Government is now saying that it will 
create nine new national parks.  Labor members should bring that up in the caucus room. 

What is the Government doing with the Ludlow tuart forest?  I will educate members a bit.  I do not think the 
Labor Party is listening to the community at all, because if it were listening -  

Mr A.J. Dean:  Have you been there? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have been to Ludlow, and I have seen the tuarts there.  The Ludlow tuart forest is the 
only remaining tall tuart forest in the world.  It is therefore one of the rarest ecosystems left on earth.  A total of 
1 955 hectares are left in the south west of Western Australia, and Cable Sands Pty Ltd has put forward a 
proposal to mine 147 hectares right in the middle of it.  The reason: titanium.  I have spoken to several members 
of the Government about the Ludlow tuart forest.  They tell me that they have been there, that it is a pine 
plantation and there are no tuarts there at all.  I have been down there and I have seen the tuart forest.  If 
members come to my office they will see photos of the forest; I am quite happy to show them.  I could e-mail to 
members some lovely photos that people have taken of the tuart forest.  We could probably get one of those 
photos made up into a poster for the next time the member for Willagee, the Premier or the Treasurer show their 
lovely graphs; then I can hold up photos of the tuart forest that the Government will destroy, simply for money.  
In its policy document, this Government said - 

Labor believes there is no necessary conflict between the protection of the environment and economic 
growth. 

The Government got across the line at the last election on a promise of saving old-growth forests and creating 
national parks.   

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Oh! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What did the member for Peel want to say? 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  I was going to ask you how you saw us overcoming what you obviously regard as a 
conflict between the environment and economic growth. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Does the member for Peel not know what he is writing? 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Go on, tell me what I am writing. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Did the member for Peel not hear what I read out? 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Yes, I did. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This document came from the Labor Party.   
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Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Yes. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It states - 

Labor believes there is no necessary conflict between the protection of the environment and economic 
growth. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  That is right. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That is what Labor believes.   

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  That is right.  You obviously believe that is not right. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Why is Labor still logging old-growth trees and now moving into tuarts in the Ludlow 
tuart forest? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Not only has the Minister for the Environment not protected the forests, but also she 
does not speak up for the Swan River.  The Swan River is the State’s first heritage icon.  What has the minister 
said about the railway that will go along the side of the river - our first heritage icon?  A building will be built on 
the former Raffles site.  The proposal went to the minister’s department, the Environmental Protection Authority, 
and it has become a much higher building because of the construction of aerials and other things on top of it.  
The building will now be not 58 metres, but probably 68 metres or 70 metres.  There is infill at Mount Henry 
Bridge that would not be allowed if it was from a private individual who was trying to destroy the Swan River.  
That would be stopped.  All this Government thinks about is dealing with big business and putting money in its 
coffers; it does not care at all about the environment.  The contents of the Labor Party’s document about 
protecting the environment were a fallacy.  However, there is still time for the Government to keep some of its 
promises.  There are seven weeks left in the parliamentary session.  The Government could do something in 
those seven weeks that are left.  It could at least ensure that the Reserves (National Parks, Conservation Parks 
and Nature Reserves) Bill 2004 goes through this House and the upper House, although the Bill refers to only 
nine national parks.  This Government has seven weeks to put that legislation through Parliament and I hope it 
will make that commitment. 

I assured the coalition that I would not speak for very long, as I know many members want to speak on the 
environment.  As the member for Merredin did not discuss forests, I would like to hear what the coalition has to 
say about the environment.  I hope that some members have changed their tune from the one they adhered to at 
the last election, that they will listen to the community’s concerns about preserving the environment, request the 
Government to stop logging in old growth and high conservation areas and save the tuart forest. 

MR A.D. MARSHALL (Dawesville) [5.04 pm]:  In support of the member for Merredin’s motion, I wish to put 
on record the need for regular controlled burning and the development of walk trails in the Yalgorup National 
Park.  These are just two of the many issues in my electorate that have been neglected by the Gallop 
Government.  The reluctance by the Department of Conservation and Land Management to follow suggestions 
recommended by Dr Syd Shea on controlled burning has resulted in the Yalgorup National Park and surrounding 
areas being a potential fire hazard.  Dry undergrowth, fallen branches and trees have built up since the last 
prescribed burning way back in 1992, so much so that there is enough fuel to create an enormous bushfire when 
the approaching summer arrives. 

Contrary to the opinions of environmental activists who say prescribed burning is dangerous to the environment, 
the latest data reveals that a fourfold increase in ground-level fuels leads to a 13-fold increase in a fire’s heat, 
which can totally devastate the environment.  This devastation can be avoided with controlled burning.  
However, either this Government does not have the money or it does not care about looking after national parks.   

The last decent burn in Yalgorup National Park was, as I said, in 1992.  A 60-hectare buffer burn was achieved 
in 1997 in the Martins Tank Lake area, and a buffer strip burn along Preston Beach Road was conducted in 2000.  
All these burns were done during the term of the Court Government.  Nothing has been done since this Gallop 
Government came to office.  Controlled burning at Yalgorup National Park will minimise the dangers to the 
environment, in addition to minimising the dangers to the community in my electorate.  I ask that such a project 
become a priority of this minister and this Government.  I remind all government members of the sudden growth 
in the urban sprawl that has sprung up south of the Dawesville Channel.  I refer to small suburbs such as Florida, 
Melros, Tims Thicket, Dawesville, White Hill, Herron and Island Point, all of which have a huge population 
edging around the Yalgorup National Park.  Members will recall that the Yalgorup National Park fronts onto the 
Indian Ocean.  I am sure members will now understand my concern for the wellbeing of the constituents in my 
electorate.   
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As far as I am concerned, therefore, there must be a study of the routines for controlled burning, not only in 
Yalgorup National Park but also in all national parks of Western Australia.  It is very easy for an understaffed 
CALM group to overlook the checkpoints on when those parks were last burnt.  I feel sure that trouble will arise 
this summer. 

Finally, I want to bring to the attention of the Minister for the Environment that I have just returned from looking 
at national parks on the Sunshine Coast.  I used my imprest account and, naturally, the Press asked where I went 
and what I was achieving.  I ask members of the Press who are in the press gallery to give me a call so that they 
can report on the good that I have achieved from spending my imprest money.  They should do that rather than 
denigrate well-meaning members of Parliament for initiating ideas that prove successful in their electorates, and 
for improving their knowledge and worldliness rather than staying stuck in a little place like this rabbit warren 
and never finding out what is going on in the world.  I used my imprest account to go to Queensland to check on 
what was happening in national parks there versus ecotourism, which seems to be lacking in my national park, 
the Yalgorup National Park.  I know that the Acting Speaker, the member for Bunbury, drives past that national 
park.  There are 86 kilometres of it, starting at Tims Thicket and coming out at Lake Preston.   The member for 
Bunbury would not know what is inside that national park, as he drives past it and does not stop.  There is 
nothing to encourage people to look at what that nature strip has to offer.  I am convinced that Yalgorup National 
Park must be made more ecotourist friendly.  It is ridiculous to have such a rare beauty of nature on our doorstep 
without any access for people to enjoy it.   

Yalgorup National Park has one or two low-key tracks that are classified as passive recreation, but there are no 
brochures, and in fact nothing of consequence to identify what the park has to offer.  Locals in the area use 
Yalgorup National Park for fishing, with outlets at Tims Thicket, White Hill and Preston.  As well as that a few, 
and only a few, go walking or bird watching and practise art and photography.  More tracks must be installed 
and identified so that people from out of town can discover the park.  It is a natural beauty waiting to be 
discovered, but no money has been spent on it.  I say this because in 1995 the Yalgorup National Park 
management plan identified a few tracks to do just what I am talking about now, nine years later.  A route was 
chosen that would capture the beauty of Lake Clifton and the park, and would go right around the lake.  Anyone 
lucky enough to be there at dusk or dawn, when there is no breeze, would see the incredible reflections on the 
lake.  There is sheer beauty there, and that is why the artists and the photographers go there.  That is why the 
general public should be going there, but they do not know it exists.  If that path were established around Lake 
Clifton, it would at the same time take in the stromatolites, which are world heritage listed.  There are only about 
seven sets of stromatolites in the whole world.  They are the world’s largest and oldest organisms and they are 
there at Lake Clifton.  There is a walkway over them, which, as member for Murray, I was able to obtain for 
their protection in 1994.  However, that walkway ends at the edge of the lake.  I invite members to imagine 
walking on this trail with me.  We would pass the stromatolites, looking in awe at those rocks and realising how 
old they are.  We would carry on then through the tuart forest.  This walk is a lousy eight kilometres, and could 
be established at a minimal cost.  Walking through the tuart forest, travelling west, we suddenly come out over 
the sand dunes onto a beach and there is the Indian Ocean, sparkling in all its glory.  However, it is more than 
that.  A person can feel like Robinson Crusoe, because there is no-one there.  Nature is at our fingertips to enjoy.  
We can sit back on the beach with a couple of friends and then walk the kilometres back.  This track should be 
built, but there should be one marker on it, showing halfway.  Many members here would not be fit enough to 
come home, and that would concern me.  Having studied this in Queensland - I used my imprest account to go 
there - so that I could bring my experience back to Western Australia, one thing I learned is that the tracks must 
be marked correctly and it is important to have a halfway sign, because very often people give up before they see 
the real beauty.  The real beauty of this track will be the Indian Ocean.   

Once again I must say that this Government has not pursued the Yalgorup National Park management plan.  This 
was identified as a need in 1995, and here we are in 2004 still waiting for that need to be met.  I admit that it was 
part of my electorate up until the Liberal Party lost government in 2000, and I did not understand the beauty of 
walking through the bush.  At that time we did establish a horse trail through Yalgorup National Park, and I 
became the patron of the Yalgorup Horse Trail Association.  It was very difficult to get that trail approved by the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management, because the department does not like horses in the national 
parks - the droppings introduce plants and upset the environment - but we did get it.  I was able to travel along 
the horse trail.  We travelled through the park and crossed the water at Island Point to Pinjarra, where, in the 
early twentieth century, the Tuckeys and McLarties brought their cattle across at low tide to the grazing grounds 
where the Yalgorup National Park is now.  It was a magnificent excursion.  We slept overnight under the stars in 
a swag.  As a sportsman who has never had time to get off the tennis court and find out what wais really going 
on in the environment, I discovered something that was really sensational.  That was when I came back and 
started asking why this park is not open to more people to enjoy.  Only a few people go there.  The 
environmentalists who know what is going on take advantage of it, and so they should, but it should be 
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advertised and promoted with more brochures and more walk trails.  The national park should be ecotourism 
friendly.  Then we would have something that would educate the new community of life.  Our youngsters at 
primary school are learning about this right now, but I would venture to say that not one person here knew 
anything about nature when he or she went to primary school, because they did not think about it.  There was 
more time for sport in those days - two and a half days a week, for those who were lucky.  I say to the 
Government that there are many people out there with tremendous interest, who enjoy the birds, the wildlife and 
the trees, or simply getting away from the hectic pace of life.  It is time that this Government immediately spent 
some money on the Yalgorup National Park.  

In closing, I remind members of two issues.  The first is control burning.  We cannot have people using the new 
paths in the Yalgorup National Park if there is no control burning.  There must be a mix.  I would not like to be 
out in the middle of the Yalgorup National Park on the new eight-kilometre walk to the ocean when a fire breaks 
out.  I do not know whether I could run that far.  These are things that we must look at and do immediately.  Is it 
to be control burning before the summer starts, or walk trails?  We need both, and I challenge the minister to 
have a good look at what I have said.  I have the highest respect for her.  I have not mentioned her at all, but, 
rather, I have been criticising the Government, which does not seem to have any idea of how to allocate its funds 
correctly.  I know that the minister, with her persuasiveness with the Premier, should be able to slip about 
$500 000 into the budget and have the walk path completed before I retire from Parliament.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [5.17 pm]:  The motion before us today is that this House condemns 
the Minister for the Environment for her failure to protect Western Australia’s natural environment.  The 
Minister for the Environment has been absent without leave on a whole range of issues.  I will start at the 
beginning.  It seems to me that the minister has been more concerned about what is happening on private land 
than about looking after the public estate in Western Australia.  I take members back to the amended 
Environmental Protection Act and regulations.  The farmers dragged the minister kicking and screaming to 
meetings around Western Australia to get some commonsense into those regulations.  Even at this point those 
regulations are still unworkable.  For example, there is the one hectare rule.  A farmer who wishes to put a fence 
through the middle of a property in regional Western Australia can only fence an area one kilometre by 10 
metres wide, and that is the one hectare.  The minister stops farmers from doing what is commonsense.  I am 
hoping that, as a result of this debate, the minister will take the time to go into the agricultural areas and see the 
good things that farmers are doing to protect their assets and to ensure that there is a good asset for future 
generations.  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Those land clearing regulations do not apply to land zoned urban.  The minister has admitted 
previously that most of the clearing is on urban land, but the Government goes out and belts up people in the 
country.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Merredin has made a very good point.  Anyone driving down the road to 
Mandurah or to the northern suburbs and seeing the amount of sand dunes being razed and wetlands being filled 
would think they were in a third world country.  It seems that, in the city, people are allowed to do whatever they 
like.  Right now, with the Swan coastal plain wetlands study and the requirement for farmers to fence off 
permanent wetlands, the Government does not seem to understand that this is private property.  It belongs to the 
landowners.  Many of them have looked after it, fenced it and so on.  I am told by bureaucrats - the minister can 
check this if she likes - that they will identify only the permanent wetlands at this stage, and somewhere down 
the track they will force the farmers to fence them.  Why?  Those wetlands on the Swan coastal plain and also 
the wetlands from Busselton to Walpole that are inundated during the winter provide summer feed for stock 
around the State.  Everybody knows that.  The farmers make sure that the wetlands are well looked after.  

What is this minister doing about the public estate?  What is happening about feral animals?  What is happening 
about noxious weeds and declared plants?  I understand there are approximately 20 or 30 different declared 
plants.  The Department of Agriculture has established a regional model - the member for Wagin will expand on 
this - for a new tax.  It is called a local government rate, but it is a new tax.  That new tax will raise an extra 
$6 million on a matching basis, based on the unimproved capital value of a farmer’s land.  Farmers will receive a 
rate bill of between $50 and $750 for each of their lots.  They can amalgamate their lots, of course, and receive 
only one rate, but what does that do to that farmer’s asset?  It diminishes the value of that asset.  This is another 
emergency services levy all over again; it is yet another tax.  This is happening on private property to match 
funds from the State Government.  Normally one would say that that sounds reasonable, but why does the 
Government tax those people who have done the right thing?  I have no noxious weeds on my property.  I have 
removed every blackberry and watsonia; if I cannot spray them I pull them out by hand.  Why should people like 
me - and there are a large number around Western Australia - be taxed to help somebody who is not doing the 
right thing?  Why not declare the plants under the Agriculture Protection Board regulations - 
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you protect bushland on your property? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, definitely. 

Government members interjected. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is predictable.  Members opposite are heckling, but here is a member of Parliament who 
actually owns and protects bushland.  How many members do that? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I was one of those farmers who, under the previous regulations, was allowed to clear all of 
my property, but we have planted back beautiful stands of grandis, saligna and muelleriana, which look 
absolutely magnificent. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  Order, members! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My boys planted them five or six years ago and we protect those patches by keeping them 
fenced.  I even go in and use the whipper snipper on some of the weeds.  The point I am trying to make - I would 
like members opposite to listen to this because it is very important - is that this Government and this minister in 
particular are focusing on farmers and what they do on their private property while ignoring what is happening 
on public land.  In the Shire of Manjimup, which covers 7 000 square kilometres, only 15 per cent is alienated 
and only 10 per cent is cleared.  The vast majority of it is public land.  Those public lands contain blackberry, 
bridal creeper, watsonia and a whole range of other plants.  To add insult to injury, wild dogs and wild pigs in 
the Lake Muir and Scott River areas are running rampant.  I met with farmers only a week or so ago and they 
had trapped 59 pigs at Lake Muir.  As the member for Dawesville said, the area around Lake Muir is a unique 
ecosystem and it is being destroyed by feral animals.  We understand that these animals are being released 
deliberately.  Who is responsible for capturing not only the pigs but also the people who release the pigs?  I put it 
to you, Mr Acting Speaker, that it is the Government’s responsibility, not the farmers’.  There are some very 
good officers in the Department of Conservation and Land Management, and I know them well.  The department 
has its friendly neighbour policy, but it is all one way.  If the farmers do not cough up some money, the 
Government does not match it.  We have the ridiculous situation in some cases of the department knowing who 
is releasing these animals and, under the Stock (Identification and Movement) Act, having the capacity to 
prosecute these people.  Rather than revamp that legislation, this minister is focusing on imposing draconian 
regulations on the poor old farmer who is trying to go about his business. 

I will now turn to the salinity issue, which was raised earlier today, and to the issue of the matching funds of 
$158 million.  In answer to a question today the minister gave the impression that the Government had budgeted 
$158 million this year for salinity control.  It is $158 million over five years!  The Government has used the 
money for its own departmental projects to match the commonwealth money.  That $158 million will be 
matched by the Commonwealth.  That was announced three years ago.  With this Government and this minister, 
this State has missed out on three years of matching funds, or the equivalent of approximately $30 million a year 
- $90 million of commonwealth money that would have been matched by state money.  This Government was 
dragged kicking and screaming into doing its share and feigned anger about what was happening in the eastern 
States.  As the member for Merredin said, salinity is gobbling up our land at the rate of $400 million worth a 
year, which is a massive amount.  The minister said the Government is in favour of drains.  She forgot to tell us 
where those drains will drain into.   

The Liberal Party - we have given all our documents to the National Party - conducted a salinity forum in this 
place, attended by people from the CSIRO, the University of Western Australia, the Department of Agriculture, 
the Channel Management Group, the Avon Catchment Council, the Commissioner of Soil and Land 
Conservation and members of the Liberal Party’s rural committee.  I suggest that the minister do something 
similar so that she might learn something about salinity.  I know the minister has been out to Beacon, because I 
have opened more gates than she has at John Dunne’s property at Beacon.  I have seen more salt lakes, opened 
more gates and seen more drains than the minister can poke a stick at, but the truth of the matter is that the 
Government’s arrangement at the moment is limp-wristed. 

I refer the minister to the engineering evaluation initiative.  In the first year, two years ago, $4 million was 
allocated to that initiative.  How much has been spent?  Less than $2 million has been spent on the engineering 
evaluation initiative.  The Avon Catchment Council and other catchment councils have been established, and that 
is a good thing.  As a matter of fact, I believe that they should be given more responsibility down the track.  
What happened to the South West Catchment Council?  The chairman resigned because he said it was an 
unworkable situation.  Has he been replaced yet? 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  It is for the group to replace him. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 August 2004] 

 p5166b-5191a 
Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Dean; Mr Arthur Marshall; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Bernie Masters; Mr Matt Birney; Dr Judy Edwards; Mr Terry Waldron 

 [13] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Come on!  He is appointed by the Government.Dr J.M. Edwards:  No, he is not. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is not what I understand. 
Dr J.M. Edwards:  You are totally wrong.  That appointment has nothing to do with me. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Okay.  That catchment council goes from Rockingham all the way to Albany, right through 
the member for Wagin’s area, and it does not have a chairman.  That is how efficient this minister has been in 
ensuring that our catchment councils are working.  A combination of a whole range of things need to be done.  
This minister has been absent without leave when it comes to having a salinity profile.  Everybody in Western 
Australia knows that there is a vast range of opinion about how salinity should be combated in Western 
Australia.  It is a combination of drainage through evaporation ponds for someone in Yarra Yarra or Perenjori.  
The minister forgot to mention that the guy in the drain was a member of the Yarra Yarra group and has been 
doing a lot of work.  He will probably be our candidate at the next election.  We did go out to Perenjori and 
Morawa and talk to the farmers.  A lot of things have been done.  The policy we have put in place will be a 
workable one, and the important thing is that the feedback we are getting from the players, the stakeholders, has 
been very positive.  This is in contrast with what the Minister for the Environment in Western Australia has 
done.  She seems hell-bent on making life hard for farmers in relation to clearing and how they manage their 
properties, rather than getting on and addressing these major issues. 
To recap, the Government is absent without leave on public land issues in Western Australia.  Feral animals and 
noxious plants are spreading at a rate of knots.  What is the Government doing about it, apart from funding 
Operation Fox Glove, which has been in operation for 10 years or more and on which the Government spends 
about $3.5 million a year?  Very little else is being done apart from the good-neighbour events during which the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management fleeces the farmers for their share.  If farmers are to 
eradicate the pigs, there is only one way they can do it; namely, to go cap in hand for a few thousand dollars here 
and there.  I can show members documentation from the people at Lake Muir that verifies the inestimable 
damage the pigs are causing. 
Under the previous Minister for the Environment in the coalition Government, and in the Regional Forest 
Agreement, which goes back to the time of Prime Ministers Hawke and Keating, it was proposed that an icon be 
built in the Donnelly Valley in the south west to attract people from Margaret River into Manjimup, Nannup and 
Bridgetown.  That project was identified as a sky jetty.  This issue has been around for ages.  Initially, the current 
Government was dragged kicking and screaming into allocating $1 million.  Under the previous Minister for the 
Environment, Hon Cheryl Edwards, a competition was held, during which 70 submissions were received by an 
independent committee.  What has the current Minister for the Environment done?  She has left the issue to the 
Minister for State Development, who brought a very large fancy display cheque for $2 million - there were four 
of them - down to Manjimup.  This large display cheque would have cost a fair amount to create.  It contains an 
illustration of the sky jetty as background.  The project foundered a couple of months ago on the basis that the 
major powerline to Beenup was to be the electricity source for this project.  However, someone in the 
Government did not realise that a substation would cost $1 million.  The relevant shires have had to find 
alternative sites and, as a result, they have found sites closer to Graphite Road that are closer to bitumen roads 
and will involve less distribution costs.  The Commonwealth Government will contribute $900 000 for the 
project and the private sector will contribute about $700 000.  If a Government presented us with a cheque, we 
would expect that money to be in the bank.  If the project did not eventuate, we would expect the local 
government to give back the money.  However, if the money were in the bank, the project would proceed.  That 
is why I raised the matter in question time.  I have been waiting for the Government to deposit that money with 
those shires because the accrued interest rate of 5.46 per cent per annum would amount to a significant amount 
of money.  Given that the project has some relationship to the environment portfolio and that the Government 
has been embarrassed over it, I suggest that the Minister for the Environment get involved and ensure that the 
Shires of Manjimup, Bridgetown, Greenbushes and Nannup have that money in the bank tomorrow.  The 
situation beggars belief.  The Government has produced half a dozen large, extravagant, glossy presentation 
cheques with a background imprinted on them.  That illustrates how much fanfare surrounded their presentation.  
The Minister for Industrial Development feigned indignation over the failure of the project; he did not know that 
the project is proceeding.  The minister and the Government know that this project is very important to those 
shires.  The Government and the minister deserve to be condemned for being dishonest and pretending that they 
were supplying a cheque but were in fact failing to deliver the proceeds.  

The minister has been absent without leave whether it be on the old-growth forest issue, the tuart forest or 
whatever.  Noxious weeds - 

Several members interjected  
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I would be interested to hear how many members opposite have seen the spread of noxious 
weeds on public land throughout Western Australia.  Tens of millions of dollars should be allocated to address 
that issue.  

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [5.33 pm]:  It is with a certain amount of regret that I must support the motion 
moved by the shadow Minister for the Environment, the member for Merredin.  I speak partly as an Independent 
member of Parliament, partly with my hat as the previous shadow Minister for the Environment of three years 
and partly in my capacity as a person who has had a lifelong commitment to environmental issues in Western 
Australia.  

Sadly, the motion is correct in the sense that there has been a failure by this Government, as much as by the 
minister, to protect Western Australia’s natural environment.  It is obvious that the Government has claimed 
some strong environmental credentials on the basis of three primary sets of decisions it has made over the past 
three and a half to four years.  The first decision was to protect all old-growth forests from logging.  The second 
decision was to refuse development approval on Mauds Landing at the edge of the Ningaloo Marine Park.  The 
third decision was to effectively end broad-scale clearing of remnant vegetation on private land in rural Western 
Australia.  Superficially, each of these three environmental issues suggests that the Government is strongly 
supportive of the environment.  However, if we look at the reality behind these three issues we will see a paper-
thin facade that provides little real justification for the Government’s claim to have environmental ticks against 
its name or to have strong green colours.  

The old-growth forest issue has been a significant failure in one major respect; namely, effectively, no extra 
dollars have been allocated for on-the-ground management for the expanded conservation estate within the state 
forest area. 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  That is nonsense; an extra $25 million has been allocated.  

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  There is a $25 million increase in the budget, but on a dollar-per-hectare basis the amount 
is relatively unchanged from pre-2001, prior to the last election, compared with the three years afterwards.  I do 
not deny for a second that the total amount of money allocated by this Government to forest management has 
increased.  However, on a per hectare basis the amount has changed very little; yet the conservation and 
management requirements of those areas are larger because they cover greater areas.  If this Government were 
genuinely committed to conserving and better managing old-growth forests, it would not provide just the same 
amount of money per hectare; it would increase the overall amount per hectare, but it has not done that.  
On the second issue of Ningaloo, I agree that no Mauds Landing resort has been developed and I suspect that 
even a future Government, should it be different from this one, is unlikely to support a major development such 
as the one proposed.  However, we should consider what is happening on the Ningaloo Marine Park, adjoining 
Cape Range and associated areas.  On any one day, up to 5 000 people are camping, often illegally, at the 
settlement at Coral Bay, where the Shire of Carnarvon allows no more 3 000 people at any one time to stay in the 
caravan park, in private accommodation or in hotels.  There is a gross and serious problem of over-utilisation of 
the Coral Bay area.  I have given one example of the number of people camping on places such as road verges 
and other places in Coral Bay.  However, for every additional person staying at Coral Bay over the few weeks of 
the winter period, there is an overuse of the natural resources of Bills Bay and the coastline.  There is excessive 
fishing and too much pressure on the natural resources of that area.  A new boat ramp has not yet been built to 
take pressure away from Bills Bay, even though the Government has been talking about it for more than a year.  
Most importantly, no new management plan for the area has been released.  In fact, it is a sad irony that even 
though a management plan has been desperately needed for some years to replace the one prepared in, I think, 
1991 - it should have been updated at least three years ago - the Government has announced its intention to 
increase the Ningaloo Marine Park area, a move I support.  However, it has not made any promises to provide a 
concomitant increase in funding to manage the new area.  Even though the Government has taken what to many 
people seems like the right decision on the Mauds Landing development, the additional dollars have not been put 
into the government agencies of the Department of Conservation and Land Management and, to a certain degree, 
the Department of Fisheries to ensure that the people pressures within the Ningaloo and Cape Range areas are 
better managed.   

On the third area of clearing controls, which the Government has brought in, I commend the minister.  She has 
gone a reasonable way down the track - not all the way - of trying to meet the reasonable needs of the farming 
community in Western Australia.  Some compromise by the Government was a desirable thing.  Nonetheless, 
there is a significant problem with the clearing controls, and it is identical to the problem relating to the Swan 
coastal plain wetlands draft environmental protection policy.  The problem is that there is no commitment, or 
even desire, by the Government to show any respect for property rights.  Government and conservation 
movement bodies always want to paint this concept of respect for private property rights as something that is 
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supported by people who have redneck, right-wing, libertarian views, but it is no such thing.  It is actually a 
fundamental building block of our democratic society, in which the rule of law does apply, contrary to the desire 
of some people.  Respect for private property rights is simply a requirement that public money must be used in a 
fair and timely manner to compensate for the loss of a private right when it is the Government that takes away 
that private right for a public benefit.  It is a very simple principle.  It is written into a number of Acts of 
Parliament.  It is a concept that is becoming more and more important as the public requirements on private land 
become greater and as Governments want to do the right thing, either genuinely or at election time to try to win 
votes.  Whatever the reason for the increasing desire of government to trample on private property rights, the 
very simple principle needs to be accepted that compensation, paid in a timely, forthright and fair manner, needs 
to be enshrined in the sort of legislation that the Government has introduced in relation to clearing controls, 
which I urge it to bring in prior to accepting the draft EPP on the Swan coastal plain wetlands.   

The three issues that I have just talked about are old-growth forest logging, Ningaloo and the effective ban on the 
broad-scale clearing of remnant vegetation.  These are the three issues that the Government has hung its hat on 
and will continue to hang its hat on in the lead-up to the next election.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I keep getting this annoying, pesky little interjection from my left-hand side, and it is 
about the issue of the solid waste to energy recycling facility.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  You got it wrong.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I did not get it wrong.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes, you did. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  By way of explanation, the SWERF project was a waste-to-energy plant that was 
constructed and undergoing trials in Wollongong, south of Sydney in New South Wales.  It was not allowed to 
operate at full-scale unless it could demonstrate environmental acceptability.  Guess what, member for 
Roleystone?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  There was plenty of evidence.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  There was not.  The member is not the Environmental Protection Authority and he is not 
the Minister for the Environment.  He is simply a member of Parliament who, in my view, had every legitimate 
right to say that this project should not proceed if it has environmentally negative consequences.  However, 
instead, the member stood up and said that he believed, in his uninformed, unintelligent way, that there would be 
negative consequences; therefore, he said to the Government that it should not allow it to continue.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Roleystone! 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  That is putting the cart before the horse, and the member has put himself above the EPA 
and the minister.  I am sorry but, unfortunately, that is fairly typical of this Government.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It was failed technology.  It was not working at the time.  You didn’t bother to inform 
yourself.  The thing shut.  They have done $150 million.  Frankly, you were totally wrong and totally ill 
informed.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  No, I was totally right. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Roleystone! 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  This particular issue can be resolved very easily by my asking the member opposite how 
many people were injured by the plant.  The answer is nil, because in Wollongong it was never allowed to start 
up, and that shows responsible environmental management, which was not what the member was trying to 
achieve here.   

The three issues that I was talking about a moment ago have been the issues that the Government has hung its hat 
on and will continue to hang its hat on in the lead-up to the next election.  However, what about the many other 
important environmental issues in Western Australia that, for the most part, this Government has failed to 
adequately address?  The member for Merredin touched on the Swan River.  It is important that I point out to all 
members that, in each of the first three budgets of the Labor Government, there was reduced funding for the 
Swan River Trust.  I am happy to say that the amount of money allocated to the Swan River Trust in the latest 
budget has increased.  That is fantastic, and I congratulate the minister for that.  However, after three years of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 August 2004] 

 p5166b-5191a 
Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Dean; Mr Arthur Marshall; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Bernie Masters; Mr Matt Birney; Dr Judy Edwards; Mr Terry Waldron 

 [16] 

reduced budget allocations, it is extremely unfortunate that a lot more money has not been put into protecting the 
Swan River, especially when we consider the number of dollars that are needed to solve the problems of nitrogen 
and phosphorous pollution that is going in through groundwater drainage from all the land surrounding the Swan 
and Canning Rivers.  It is very clear that, even though more money is going in, it is still significantly inadequate 
to make any meaningful difference to the nitrogen and phosphorous flows going into the Swan and Canning 
Rivers over the short to medium term.   

The member for Merredin again very accurately and sensibly attacked the Government on its failure to properly 
fund the management of the salinity problem in Western Australia.  For the first three years of this Government’s 
term in office, the number of dollars going into salinity management in Western Australia was essentially static.  
There were some small variations, but members will recall that during question time today, the minister said that 
salinity is Western Australia’s number one environmental issue.  If that is the case, why, for the first three years 
of this Government’s term in office, was the amount of money going into solving that problem essentially static?  
Only in the past few months, after the Commonwealth Grants Commission announced that an extra $231 million 
would be made available to the Western Australian Government every year from now on, was a full financial 
commitment made by this Government to meet the federal Government’s commitment to the National Action 
Plan for Salinity and Water Quality.  That means that there will be $158 million of state money to match the 
federal Government’s $158 million.  There was a three-year delay while salinity continued to get worse and 
worse and this Government sat on its hands and did nothing.   

Another failure of this Government relates to Gorgon.  It is a very good project; there is no argument about that.  
I am in two minds about whether there is a need to spend hundreds of millions of dollars on carbon dioxide 
reinjection into the subsurface strata in the northern part of Barrow Island.  Nonetheless, as long as Gorgon, as a 
complete project, stays on Barrow Island, first, there will be a much higher and, I fear, unacceptable risk to the 
natural environment of the Barrow Island A-class nature reserve.  Secondly, there will be significant 
impediments to the State as a whole gaining its full share of economic benefits if the Gorgon project, at least in 
part, is not physically located on the mainland of Western Australia.  It is a good project but it is in the wrong 
place.  During question time the Premier crowed about the billions of dollars of potential additional sales of 
natural gas from Western Australia over the coming years.  The Conservation Council of Western Australia has 
stated that if Gorgon is forced to put the bulk of its plant on the mainland, it will add $1 billion to the cost, and 
that will equate to a 0.65 per cent increase in the total life-of-project costs; that is less than one per cent.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  And the $1 billion is disputed by others too.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  As being too high, yes.  However, let us be pessimistic and say that it is $1 billion.  At the 
end of the day, will a one per cent increase in costs cause a project such as Gorgon to fall over?  The reality is 
that it will not.  At worst, it may delay the project by a few months or by a year or two.  However, if we believe 
the green movement, we are running out of liquid fossil fuels.  Therefore, the value of gas-based fossil fuels will 
go through the roof.  Gorgon will happen very much sooner than later, regardless of whether we say it should be 
put on the mainland or not.   

Another area in which the State Government has failed is in looking after urban air quality in Western Australia.  
I was on the select committee of the State Parliament in 1998, I think it was, that looked into Perth’s air quality.  
It was clear that there were at least 70 premature deaths a year due to air quality problems in Western Australia, 
mainly as a result of adverse air quality due to wood smoke in winter and motor vehicle and related pollution in 
summer.   

The previous Government put together an air quality management plan.  I accept that that took a bit of time.  I do 
not think it acted with any haste.  However, I must say that the current Government, in the three and a half years 
it has been in power, has done an even worse job of trying to put into effect the air quality management plan and 
its various actions.  To me, that is another black mark against this Government. 

I am running out of time.  I briefly say that the reduction in funding to the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management, on the one hand, and the Department of Environment and the Environmental Protection Authority, 
on the other hand, has been very disappointing.  Generally, over the last four budgets of this State Government, 
funding to those government agencies has gone down.  I admit that there have been some increases within 
different parts of those agencies’ portfolios.  However, those increases have been primarily to allow the 
Department of Environment to cope with new tasks given to it as a result of new government policy decisions; 
for example, new legislation relating to contaminated sites and new legislation to control the clearing of native 
vegetation, mainly in rural Western Australia.  It is money that has begrudgingly been given by the Treasurer 
and by this Government.   

The final issue on which I believe the Government has failed badly is in the area of water, as the member for 
Merredin went to some trouble to explain.  In many respects water is not directly related to this motion, which 
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refers to protecting the natural environment.  However, in my view, the decision to go ahead with a desalination 
plant was made prior to any real consideration of a number of very important issues.  First, what are the 
opportunities presented to Western Australia for water conservation?  Secondly, what are the opportunities 
presented to the State as a whole from water reuse?  We pour out 100 gigalitres or more of water as waste.  
Thirdly, what are the opportunities presented by the purification and management of stormwater?  All those 
questions are unanswered.  Finally, what about the better management of catchments?  The thinning of those 
catchments would increase the amount of water going into the dams. 

Overall, the minister has tried hard, but nowhere near hard enough.  She has had little support from Cabinet, and 
that is obviously to be regretted.  However, the bottom line is that this Government and this minister have not 
protected the natural environment. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [5.54 pm]:  I want to talk a little about one of the most political decisions that 
this Labor Government has made since it came to power.  I ask members to cast their minds back a little to the 
Brookdale waste plant saga.  Members will well recall the number of health complaints that emanated from 
people who lived around the Brookdale waste plant.  It is the case that the people of Brookdale took to the streets 
in protest at the fact that their kids were getting sick.  In fact, a lot of people around the Brookdale area were 
getting sick, and they blamed it fairly and squarely on the Brookdale waste plant.  I must say that they ran a 
pretty good campaign in Brookdale.  They blockaded the plant and got on to the six o’clock news.  They were 
featured in the Sunday Times and other newspaper publications, and they got their point across.  The point of the 
people in Brookdale was that, in their view at least, the hazardous waste being treated in the Brookdale waste 
plant was making them and their children sick. 

The Government had a fairly volatile political issue on its hands.  On the one hand, the Government said that 
there were no health problems at all in Brookdale; in fact, it was only the imagination of those people.  However, 
what decision did the Government make about the Brookdale waste plant?  The decision it made was to close 
that waste plant.  I ask the Government and the minister why they closed the waste plant if in fact they did not 
believe that the people of Brookdale were getting sick.  It was a disgraceful political decision, based purely on 
politics and nothing else whatsoever.   

The people of Brookdale had a win.  They got that waste plant closed.  With great fanfare, the Minister for the 
Environment announced that the Government would close Brookdale.  However, she did not tell us to where she 
would redirect that waste.  It came out only in October 2002 that the waste that had formerly been treated at the 
Brookdale waste plant was being treated at Kalgoorlie-Boulder’s waste plant.  Guess what?  The people of 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder started getting sick as well, and they started complaining to the Department of 
Environmental Protection.  They were featured in the newspaper.  Five hundred of them rallied in the streets of 
Boulder against the Labor Party’s plan to redirect that hazardous waste from Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  I 
say to the Minister for the Environment that if that waste was not good enough for the people of Brookdale, it is 
certainly not good enough for the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  If the minister thinks any differently, she is 
sadly mistaken.  I say again to the minister that she should stop redirecting that waste from Brookdale to 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder and/or move that waste plant.  If it was not good enough for the people of Brookdale, it is 
certainly not good enough for the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder. 

I will say one other thing to the Minister for the Environment.  If the Labor Party and the Minister for the 
Environment do not cease the practice of redirecting that hazardous waste from Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-
Boulder, they will incur the political wrath of the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  We have already seen 500 of 
them march in the streets of Kalgoorlie-Boulder against the Labor Party’s plan to redirect that waste there.  That 
is only the tip of the iceberg.  If the Labor Party thinks that the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder will just roll over, 
allow their tummies to be tickled and allow this waste to be treated in Kalgoorlie-Boulder, without any political 
ramifications, it has another think coming.  It is as simple as that.   

However, the question remains: why did the Labor Party close the Brookdale waste plant?  The answer remains 
the same.  It closed it for no technical reason.  It closed it because it was frightened about getting an electoral 
drubbing in Brookdale.  The absolute stealth with which this operation took place is a slap in the face to the 
people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  That waste was redirected to Kalgoorlie-Boulder without any community 
consultation whatsoever.  It was only when the Labor Party was caught out redirecting that waste from 
Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-Boulder that it decided to set up the community consultative committee.  Presumably, it 
would have set up that committee before it redirected that waste from Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-Boulder to gain 
the community’s views on whether it wanted that waste treated in Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  However, the Labor 
Party implemented that committee only when it had been caught out.  The Labor Party had no intention of doing 
that beforehand.  I say to the minister again that if the waste formerly treated at Brookdale was not good enough 
for the people of Brookdale, it certainly is not good enough for the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  If the minister 
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continues with this practice, she will incur the political wrath of the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder and the wider 
goldfields region, because we are not second-class citizens and we will not be treated as second-class citizens.   

I will provide a bit of humour by quoting what the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is reported in the 
Sunday Times of 12 January 2003 as saying.  The minister said -  

We are determined to do things properly and not repeat the sins of the past where stuff was shoved in an 
area because they thought no one would notice and the people wouldn’t protest . . .  

Well, guess what!  The people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder have noticed, and the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder have 
protested; and the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder will vote accordingly at the next state election if the Labor Party 
does not cease this practice of redirecting hazardous waste from Brookdale to the goldfields.  It is as simple as 
that.   

The Minister for the Environment said by way of interjection on my friend the member for Merredin that this 
waste has always been accepted in Kalgoorlie-Boulder and is no big deal.  I think someone has got into the 
minister’s ear and told her that and she actually believes it, because I doubt, knowing the minister as I do, that 
she would tell a lie to this place.  However, I take this opportunity to correct the Minister for the Environment, 
because one of the wastes that was formerly treated at Brookdale and that was causing all sorts of problems is 
chromium.  Chromium is found in lead.  If people get high levels of lead in their blood, that is the beginning of 
the end for them.  There have been a number of newspaper reports quoting, sadly, a couple of young fellows - I 
think they were aged about nine or 10 - who lived very close to the Brookdale waste plant and have excessively 
high levels of lead in their blood.  For one and a half years prior to October 2002, when the Government started 
to redirect that waste from Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-Boulder, the Total Waste Management plant in Boulder had 
accepted zero cubic litres of chromium.  I am not sure whether the right way of measuring chromium is as cubic 
litres or cubic tonnes, but I will call it cubic litres for the time being.  In October 2002 the intake of chromium 
from the Total Waste Management plant in Boulder increased from zero to 84 700 cubic litres.  The minister 
cannot continue to claim that the waste that is currently being treated in Boulder has always been treated in 
Boulder.  These figures were provided to me by Total Waste Management before it decided it did not like me 
very much.  I am sure the company now regrets giving me these figures.  For one and a half years prior to the 
Labor Party redirecting the waste from Brookdale to Kalgoorlie-Boulder, no chromium had been accepted at the 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder waste plant.  However, in October 2002 the figure jumped to 84 700 cubic litres.  Chromium 
is a particularly nasty substance.  It is certainly not the sort of substance that should be treated only 500 metres 
from a restaurant as is the case in Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  The Total Waste Management plant is 500 metres from a 
restaurant.  It is about 1.7 kilometres from one residential area and 2.5 kilometres from a major residential area.   

In the early days, the plant was expected to treat only local waste.  At that stage of the game, no-one was aware 
of the implications surrounding the hazardous waste that was being treated at Brookdale.  Subsequent to the 
building of that plant, we had the benefit of the knowledge of what that waste was doing to the people of 
Brookdale.  We had report after report after report that the Brookdale waste was making people sick.  However, 
the Labor Party thinks that the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder are second-class citizens, to the point that it has 
decided to just ship that waste up to us.  I can tell the minister that the people of the goldfields will not cop it, 
and they will vote accordingly at the next election.  The only option now is to move that waste plant and/or cease 
treating those nasty streams of waste that either have begun to be treated only since Brookdale closed or have 
greatly increased.  I can prove that that is the case.  Between October and December 2002, which was the start of 
the Labor Party’s little trick on the people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder when it started to redirect that waste to 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder, the total waste consumption at the Total Waste Management plant in Boulder increased by 
69 per cent.  The minister cannot tell me that the closure of the Brookdale waste plant has had zero effect on the 
people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder because, for a start, the plant started to take chromium when it had not done so for 
the previous one and a half years; and, secondly, the total amount of waste treated at the plant increased by 
69 per cent between October and December 2002.  

I will now share with members a quote from Dr Hendry, the former manager of the Brookdale waste plant since 
1991, who is quoted in an article in the Sunday Times of 23 February 2003 as saying -  

Are the other current options any better than Brookdale?  My concern is that there is no other plant in 
WA that is up to standard to treat so-called hazardous waste, to take acids and all sorts of other 
industrial wastes and treat them from go-to-woe . . .  

What does the minister think about that statement by Dr Hendry? 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It was not his business at all.  It was owned by the Government.  That is what the 
Government fails to realise. It was a government-owned waste plant, and the Government closed that waste 
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plant, for no apparent reason other than the political reasons that I discussed earlier.  The Government closed the 
Brookdale waste plant for political reasons, and it is now sending the waste to Kalgoorlie-Boulder because it 
thinks we are second-class citizens.  I have news for the Labor Party.  The people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder are not 
second-class citizens. We do not want the Brookdale waste any more than the people of Brookdale did.  It is as 
simple as that.  I will share with members some of the many medical conditions that developed in the people 
who lived in the Brookdale area.  These medical conditions were reported widely during the Brookdale saga in 
2002 or thereabouts.  The people in that area had developed asthma, sore eyes, blood noses, sinus problems, 
abdominal pains and respiratory ailments.  Only last week the Sunday Times reported that a study of people who 
live in the Brookdale area has shown that they suffer from an extraordinarily high rate of diabetes.  They are 
convinced and I am convinced that their health problems are a direct result of living next door to the Brookdale 
waste plant.  The Labor Party’s answer was to close the Brookdale waste plant.  The Labor Party did not tell the 
people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder what it intended to do with that waste.  We found out only by accident that the 
Labor Party was sending that waste to Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  Guess what?  The people of Kalgoorlie-Boulder are 
now getting sick and their lifestyle and amenity are being seriously affected.  However, the Labor Party could 
not care less, because that plant is in a safe Labor seat, and even though that seat might become more marginal, it 
would be happy to trade off that safe Labor seat if it could win a seat in Brookdale.  That is disgraceful base 
politics and it cannot be described as anything other than that.   

The people of McCubbin Loop, who live very close to the Brookdale waste plant, have also been reported as 
suffering from serious health ailments.  McCubbin Loop has 28 houses.  The Sunday Times conducted a 
doorknock of those 28 houses in McCubbin Loop, and, guess what, the residents in 15 of those 28 houses 
reported that they are suffering from serious health ailments.  More than half the people in that street reported 
very serious health complaints.  Guess what?  The Labor Party could not care less.  In fact, the Labor Party said, 
“You’re all wrong.  None of you is sick and for those of you who just might be sick, it wasn’t the Brookdale 
waste plant that did it.  But guess what?  We’ll close the plant anyway.  We don’t think you are sick.  We 
couldn’t care less.  We’ll close the plant because we’re worried about the political ramifications.” 

I have not seen a more political decision in all the time I have been following politics, Mr Speaker.  The Labor 
Party closed that plant with a smile - a political smile.  It knew that the waste could be treated only in Kalgoorlie-
Boulder once the Brookdale waste plant was closed.  It knew that Boulder at least is a safe Labor seat.  The 
Labor Party does not expect that it will lose that seat.  I tell you, Mr Speaker, the margin out there is not quite as 
safe as some people think it is.  In fact, 500 people, many of whom were probably Labor voters, marched in Burt 
Street, Boulder.  A lot of those people are very angry.  They have something to say and I think they will remain 
angry at the next election. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Yes, please do, as long as it is intelligent. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  What is the difference, apart from the word “Brookdale”, between the class of waste that is 
going there after Brookdale and the class of waste that was going there prior to Brookdale?  Is there any 
difference in the types of waste?  Don’t use the word “Brookdale”, but describe what is actually different about 
those waste streams that are going there. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is the member for Roleystone ready for it?  Does he have his pen out? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is called chromium.  In fact, for the one and a half years or so prior to October 2002, which 
is all I have on my chart, the Total Waste Management plant in Boulder accepted zero cubic litres of chromium. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Was it licensed to accept chromium? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Was it licensed?  The member for Roleystone has changed tack. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  No, I am sorry; was it licensed to accept chromium? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Come October 2002, when the Labor Party decided to send this stuff up to us, it was 
accepting 84 700 cubic litres of chromium. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It was a simple question. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  When I think about the member for Roleystone, I think about the phrase “drinking from the 
fountain of knowledge”.  He is a recidivist gargler! 

Mr Speaker, in all sincerity this remains a very big issue in the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  The Labor Party 
might get a shock about just how safe is the seat in the electorate of my friend the member for Eyre.  I know that 
he was particularly nervous when he saw the hundreds of people marching in the main street of Boulder, 
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obviously in opposition to the Labor Party’s move to send that Brookdale waste to Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  It 
remains a hot issue.  I continue to field phone calls about it every week without fail in my electorate office.  I am 
of the view that the Labor Party will come to regret what was a base political decision to redirect that Brookdale 
waste from Perth to Kalgoorlie-Boulder. 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [6.13 pm]:  I am delighted that the Opposition 
has finally found the environment.  I will outline tonight some of the major achievements that this Government 
has made in the past three and a half years.  My parliamentary secretary, the member for Cockburn, will go 
through some of the things that he has done in his electorate and we will let the Opposition know exactly what 
this Government has been doing. 

Mr Speaker, when we came to government we inherited a real vacuum of action on the environment from the 
previous eight years.  We have filled that vacuum and done a whole lot more.  I will quickly go through the list 
of achievements and then describe some of the initiatives in greater detail. 

We have saved old-growth forests.  We are creating a world-class system of national parks.  We are establishing 
new marine parks.  We have put significant additional new funding - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  How many new national parks have been created? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Members opposite spoke for more than two hours - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You have said you have done it; how many new parks have you created? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I have told members opposite that I will get to that detail in a minute. 

Mr Speaker, we have allocated significant additional funding to implement the forest management plan.  We are 
progressing initiatives with indigenous people in national parks.  We have strengthened the Environmental 
Protection Act.  We are addressing the hazardous waste legacy of the previous Government.  We have passed 
new contaminated sites legislation.  We have made a significant investment to improve air quality.  We have 
allocated $158 million of new funding for tackling salinity.  We have acknowledged greenhouse and climate 
change issues.  We have new rural water initiatives.  We have really looked at the regions and increased staff 
numbers, particularly for the Department of the Environment in the regions.  We have put new money into 
managing fire.  We have put new funding into the Swan River Trust, just to mention some of the things on the 
list. 

Let me go through that in a bit more detail.  Let me compare that with some of the promises or lack of promises 
or action that we have seen from the Opposition.  The community clearly articulated that it wanted old-growth 
forests saved.  We have done that.  We promised that 99 per cent of old-growth forests would be saved.  Very 
quickly after we were elected we moved to save 100 per cent of old-growth forests.  They have all been managed 
since that time as though they were in reserves.  We also gave a commitment to have ecologically sustainable 
forest management.  We had a forest management plan.  Over 5 000 people made a submission on the way 
through.  We had a full consultation process.  We had a forest round table.  We brought all the players together 
around the table for the first time and all the issues were aired.   

We have come up with a new forest management plan.  We had ecologically sustainable forest management.  
We have cut the yield for jarrah down to 131 000 cubic metres of first and second grade timber.  Ours is the first 
State in Australia to introduce fauna habitat zones in its forests as part of managing forestry, which is a truly 
significant achievement that has never been acknowledged by the Opposition.  We are in the process of creating 
30 new national parks.  All the suggestions for the boundaries for those parks have gone out for public 
consultation.  The communities have a lot of input into those.  We have formed local community advisory 
groups to give us advice on the best boundaries, the best way to manage some of the difficult issues down at the 
local level and the best way to manage people who have been picking wild flowers commercially in some of 
those areas that are set to become national parks.  How do we manage fire in those areas?  How do we manage 
bee keeping and other activities like that?  All of that needs local input.  We are moving through the final public 
comment period on the two areas of Hester and Kerr conservation parks that will close in the near future.  
Creating a national park is a complicated process if one wants to talk to the community, get its advice on the 
boundaries, get it involved in management and then get through the process of working out all the coordinates 
and getting the process into the Parliament.  When we discuss our old-growth forest Bill, the first of a number of 
Bills that we will be bringing in to create our national parks, we will receive accolades from the Greens (WA), as 
has happened recently, for putting into the Bill some of the reserves that have been promised since 1987 and that 
the previous Government did not deliver on.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You can hardly be critical of that. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I think we can.  From 1987 to 2004 is a helluva long time.   
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You scuttled the Regional Forest Agreement which was to put in place some reserves that 
you are now putting in place.  You laugh but that is the fact. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The coalition came to power in 1993.  It did nothing about those reserves.  It was left to us 
in 2004 to tackle it.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You still have not done anything either. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  We will be dealing with it tomorrow in the Bill before Parliament. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  There is nothing yet.  What a hollow criticism!  It is like hitting a barrel.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The Opposition had an eight year period in government when it did nothing about those 
reserves.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  We had those reserves ready to roll and you scuttled them.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  What a load of nonsense.  The previous Government did not even introduce a Bill into this 
place.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You know you scuttled them.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  We did not. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What happened to the RFA? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The previous Government signed it.  Within a month Richard Court had backflipped on it.  
That is what happened with the RFA.  We listened to the community.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  All the process happened before that. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The National Party’s policy was supportive of it.  It was also supportive of the Walpole 
wilderness area.  The difficulty is that once the National Party gets in bed with the Liberal Party, those policies 
that are a bit green go out the window and in come other policies.  The Leader of the National Party might tell us 
about his attitude to the salinity policy.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  We have a very good salinity policy.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is not what the member says in his own paper.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I say “we”.  I am the Leader of the National Party.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  So now they have two policies.  They have the National Party salinity policy and - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  There is no coalition policy yet.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  He just said that there is no coalition salinity policy.  I cannot wait for the Leader of the 
Opposition - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  We have a position paper, but no policies have been launched yet.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Ah!  A position paper!  Let us not get that wrong!  So that is why the Leader of the 
National Party is quoted in his own local paper as saying that his coalition colleagues know nothing about 
salinity.   

I will return to some of the things the Government has been doing.  I do not know whether it is called “Liberal”, 
“coalition” or “opposition” policy, but whatever it is on the Opposition’s web site shows that it is committed to 
logging 180 000 cubic metres of jarrah.  Out the window goes the old growth.  Make no mistake, if the 
Opposition came into power those old-growth forests would be logged.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Like the Ludlow forest? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  What is the member’s attitude to Ludlow? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I am asking what your attitude is. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The member knows what my attitude is; I made the decision.  I have made the 
environmental decision, and I am on the public record.  The member should put his own attitude on the record.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The Cabinet has approved it.  Are you not a cabinet member?  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The Cabinet did not approve it; I approved it.  Under the Environmental Protection Act, 
the decision falls to the Minister for the Environment.  
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Some members have made comments tonight about the budget for the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management.  In the budget that has just been considered in this Parliament, CALM received the highest 
allocation it has ever had for capital works.  The Government has significantly increased the funding for CALM.  
It has placed $25 million of new money on the table with these new national parks.  New money is going into 
regional parks, conservation parks and marine parks.  I will talk specifically about marine parks.  No new marine 
park was created during the eight years of the coalition Government.  The present Government has already 
created one new marine park at Jurien - the first marine park since the previous Labor Government created the 
last one - and is set to create four new marine conservation reserves during this term of government.  We have 
circulated advice about the Montebello Islands and Barrow Island marine parks, the Barrow Island marine 
management area and extensions to the Rowley Shoals Marine Park.  On top of that, we have put new money 
into managing marine parks, despite what the member for Vasse has said.  He is wrong.  New money has gone 
into Jurien Bay and the Ningaloo Marine Park.  We are also looking at an extension to the Ningaloo Marine 
Park.  Recently an indicative management plan and a management plan were released for this area.  We are also 
considering the Dampier Archipelago-Cape Preston area, the Geographe Bay-Leeuwin-Naturaliste area and the 
Walpole-Nornalup area.  A lot of excellent work is being done with the community on marine parks, showing 
that the Government is serious about marine conservation.  However, more than that, the Government will 
deliver on it.  

I will now talk about the Swan River Trust.  The Government has put new money into that organisation as well.  
Over the term of this Government an extra $23 million has been directed towards managing and protecting the 
Swan and Canning Rivers.  We are extending the Swan-Canning cleanup program.  We have put new money 
into engaging the 250 community groups that work around the Swan River to make sure that we have programs 
for them to tap into.  We are also developing new legislation to give greater teeth to the Swan River Trust.  We 
have had excellent workshops with the local governments up and down the Swan River, with good input from 
the communities.  The Government is also systematically and methodically rolling out an excellent river 
foreshore program, which was an election commitment on which it is delivering at the moment.  The comment 
was made that the Government is not doing anything about any other rivers.  Earlier this year the Premier and I 
released the Denmark River salinity situation statement.  Prior to that, I had released the Collie River situation 
statement.  These are just two examples of rivers on which work continues.  

I will now make a comment about fire management.  This is an extremely sensitive area in a State like Western 
Australia, where the climate appears to be becoming drier.  For the fire management that CALM undertakes, the 
Government has injected an additional $24.3 million over four years to enable 32 extra people to do prescribed 
burning and to be available to fight fires.  Despite what the member for Warren-Blackwood said, the 
Government takes this issue extremely seriously.  Perhaps we should not talk about this in the context of the 
wording of the motion.  I received some harsh criticism on Saturday regarding what we are doing in this area, 
which is not always viewed kindly by conservationists.  However, we must ensure we have plans in place to 
properly manage fires.  To help this cause, an internal review was undertaken in 2001 of how the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management handles fire management.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Minister, I’m on your side! 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Good.  As a result of that review, we have been more strategic in how prescribed burns are 
carried out and have made sure we target areas that really need it.  A fire symposium was held a year later.  
Scientists were engaged.  We wanted to find out how to do it better, how to protect biodiversity and how not to 
have unintended consequences.  At the moment the Environmental Protection Authority is evaluating how 
CALM carries out its burns.  A discussion paper has been released that includes “20 Burning Questions”, the 
results of which will come to me some time later in the spring.   

The member for Dawesville raised concerns about Yalgorup.  The simple reality is that I understand that fuel 
loads in the Yalgorup National Park are lower than they have been before.  CALM is keeping a close eye on the 
area.  A particularly sensitive issue is that the tuart trees in Yalgorup are under stress, and it is thought that the 
fire regime has contributed to that stress.  Scientific work is taking place.  I will get further information about 
Yalgorup to answer some of the member’s concerns.  He needs to know that we are aware of that sensitive and 
difficult issue; we are looking at it.   

I now comment on how we have engaged indigenous people in environmental management.  I was delighted late 
last year when CALM won the Premier’s Award for Excellence in Public Sector Management with the Mates 
program; namely, the mentored Aboriginal training and employment scheme.  It was my pleasure to visit places 
such as the Mitchell Plateau to see the local indigenous people involved in the management of the national park.  
CALM officers, visitors and I learnt a lot more about indigenous culture.  We will ensure that in the course of 
this work we give greater protection to Aboriginal heritage icons.  More work is to be done, but we are making 
good progress.   
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I turn now to some of the things done in the environmental protection arena.  This Government has made the 
most significant changes to the Environmental Protection Act in its existence.  It was pointed out in 1992 that 
these changes were needed, but they were not acted upon by the previous Government.  We have delivered to the 
public a powerful Environmental Protection Act that can fight all forms of environmental vandalism.  It was not 
easy to get through Parliament.  In fact, parts of that legislation were vigorously opposed by members of the 
Opposition in the other place.  If people were truly committed to the environment, they would not have run some 
of the arguments mounted in the Legislative Council.  The department now has greater power to fight on-site 
pollution.  For example, when we inherited the issue, nothing could be done about pollution within a certain 
perimeter.  We had to wait until the pollution had an impact off-site before certain sections of the Act could be 
applied.  It was a ludicrous situation.  The need to change that restriction was apparent for years, but the previous 
Government did nothing.  This Government altered the Act.   

As members also indicated, the Government has tackled the difficult and sensitive issue of land clearing.  I am 
happy with the outcome.  I am delighted with the work we were able to do with the Western Australian Farmers 
Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, the Conservation Council of Western Australia and all the 
other stakeholders who came to the table for discussions that at times were exceedingly difficult.  We 
persevered, the discussions were successful, and this process produced a set of workable regulations.   

The Government has introduced the new offence of “environmental harm”.  This was identified as a gap in the 
law through a number of court cases in the 1990s.  What did opposition members in government do about this?  
Nothing.  That process is up and running, and the environment now can be better protected.   

I will now make a few comments about the whole issue of hazardous waste.  If people were really worried about 
hazardous waste, more than one member of Parliament and one representative would have turned up to the 
parliamentary briefing held earlier today by a group called the CCC, the core consultative committee, which is 
working for government to find a new hazardous waste precinct.  This group is chaired by a woman, Mary 
Askey, from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and also by Lee Bell, who I am sure 
is known to some members, from the Contaminated Sites Alliance.  They have done an excellent job of working 
together and chairing this committee. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  My morning started at quarter to seven and went through nonstop. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The National Party was represented.  It is to the credit of the member for Merredin that he 
sent his research officer.  We were delighted to welcome her. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It is difficult at this stage to get to those meetings. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It is always difficult whenever we hold a meeting.  That is why it is fine to send 
representatives.  I am very happy with that.  However, one member of Parliament, one representative from the 
National Party and one Labor member who came late were the only people who attended.  That was a valuable 
briefing because it advised us where this committee has got to - it is composed of the CCI and the Contaminated 
Sites Alliance - with siting criteria and technology criteria.  It is a demonstration that we are serious about 
getting a proper and long-term outcome for this problem.  We do not want another Government to go through 
what we went through with Bellevue.  On the morning I was sworn in to become the Minister for the 
Environment there was the worst chemical fire in Australia’s history at Bellevue.  That should not have 
happened.  We are working towards making sure that that does not happen again.  One of the things we are doing 
to make sure that these situations are better controlled is the establishment of the contaminated sites legislation.  
I want to pay tribute to the member for Vasse who was very helpful in getting that legislation through 
Parliament.  We are now working on the regulations and they will soon be out for comment.  We can all be 
proud that we have the most progressive contaminated sites legislation in Australia. 

I will quickly mention some of the other areas on which we are working.  We are moving through and 
implementing Perth’s air quality management plan.  We are doing the gap emission study in Kwinana.  We have 
established the new wood heater buy-back program that has been talked about for years but nothing has 
happened until July of this year. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  That is an area where there is currently a serious problem. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The problem was probably worse in the past, but we are now acting on it. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  People cannot buy anything but green wood as of a few weeks ago.  I have sent you an 
urgent fax, but I have not received a response. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I was not happy with the reply, so the member will get that soon. 
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Nevertheless, people in my electorate are still burning green wood, and you know the 
outcome of that. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  We have taken that letter seriously.  As I said, I was not happy with the reply.  The 
member will receive a reply shortly. 

I now want to say a few words about salinity.  This Government spends $240 million each year on natural 
resource management.  A lot of money from all the agencies goes into natural resource management.  We are 
also continuing with all the good programs to do with salinity that have been going on since basically 1996.  We 
acknowledge the work of the previous Government with the salinity action plan.  We have reviewed that, we 
have done some finetuning and we are moving forward.  We can be proud that the full $158 million has been put 
on the table.  Yes, there have been delays, but we also need to factor in the delays we face in receiving answers 
from the Commonwealth: the delay we faced when we put $80 million on the table and only got back an agreed 
$32 million, and the delay we faced recently when the Premier wrote to the Prime Minister in April.  I believe 
the reply is in the mail, but I am yet to see it, and it certainly was not there yesterday morning.  While I accept 
some of that criticism, members are missing a very fine point.  None of that national action plan can be rolled out 
until the natural resource management groups have completed their regional strategies and investment plans.  All 
of these strategies, except the rangelands, are either currently out for public comment or they have been out for 
public comment and have just closed.  Work is going on in earnest with the investment strategies.  I look forward 
to them arriving and to money hitting the ground.  We are also looking at governance issues for the NRM 
groups.  I am not sure which speaker it was who said they need more status.  That is in train.  We have recently 
conducted a review with Bevan Bessen, who I think is known to some coalition members, looking at what the 
NRM groups need, what we need to improve their governance and what we need to put in place to make sure 
they can manage the literally millions of dollars that they will be administering shortly.  I want to put on record 
that it is difficult for any Government to convince its Treasury to put tens of millions of dollars into a glass jar to 
be spent according to the community’s priorities and projects.  With this national action plan we have turned on 
its head the way in which we engage the community.  

Mr B.K. Masters interjected. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  This steps it up a notch higher.  We are talking about $316 million, which is a huge 
amount of money.  The natural resource management groups are quite worried about how they will be 
accountable and manage these responsibilities, but we have a good dialogue going on in that regard.  I am 
delighted with the work that the NRM groups are doing, but it is worthwhile pointing out some of the projects 
we are doing with regard to the engineering evaluation initiative alone.  We have spent $1.7 million on the Upper 
Coblinine catchment for the planting of perennial pastures, the rehabilitation of saline land and surface water 
management.  Money continues to go into the Wallatin Creek catchment.  Sure, those people have been working 
there for ages, but to do the work they needed to look at large-scale engineering measures, and that money is 
now being provided.  We have put $1.2 million into the Fitzgerald River catchment for perennial pastures, 
remnant vegetation protection and surface water control.  Money is going into the Gillingarra-Koojan catchment 
for commercial farm forestry.  A lot of work is going on and continues to go on; it needs to go on and it is great 
work being done in partnership with the Government.   

My time will run out, but I could also talk about the Bush Forever program and the fact that a metropolitan 
region scheme amendment and a statement of planning policy are implementing this program which was started 
by the previous Government.  The Swan coastal plain environmental protection plan is now out there.  I believe I 
have made improvements on the previous EPP that was released for discussion in 2000.  The Environmental 
Protection Authority is running that process and the EPP is currently out for public comment for 10 weeks.   

Finally, I want to touch on some of the issues that have been raised by other members tonight.  I am delighted 
that the member for Merredin in particular has acknowledged that we face a water crisis.  That is a big leap for 
the Opposition.  The Opposition has been in denial about this problem.  We have a problem, we have a plan, we 
have a strategy and we are working on it.  There is also merit in his suggestion that there could be small-scale 
desalination units, particularly in places like the wheatbelt, providing potable water to communities.  However, 
that is not yet at that scale and currently we cannot get 45 gigalitres of water in a cost-effective manner or a short 
time frame to do that.  However, I believe we will see that happen in the future.  The rural towns liquid assets 
program is helping that - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I understand that that has hit the wall.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  That is not what I heard, but I will double-check. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It happened only a few days ago.  I hope what I heard is wrong.   
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Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes, I hope it is wrong.  I have asked that, as part of that program, the Office of Water 
Policy give consideration to the pricing issues and the true-cost benefit, because other benefits flow from 
lowering a water table in terms of environmental protection and other costs forgone by the people who own that 
infrastructure.   

The member for Alfred Cove raised the Ludlow tuart issue.  I have been on a number of occasions to the Ludlow 
site, where 50 000 pine trees are growing.  The area has been grazed, and, yes, there are some nice tuart trees 
there.  However, although there are around 2 000 trees on the area to be mined, through my appeals decision I 
have made sure that 70 per cent of the old tuarts, those trees 100 or more years old, will be saved.  I have also 
ensured that 50 per cent of the mature trees, those between 80 and 100 years old, will be saved.  Cable Sands 
(WA) Pty Ltd has been really good in modifying its mining plans to take into account those values that were 
expressed through the appeals process.  I will also pull up the member for Alfred Cove on something 
fundamental.  Forty-six per cent of the original tall tuart woodland - that is, the original tuart woodland that was 
here before we started clearing land - is in conservation reserves.  That is an exceedingly high figure compared 
with figures attached to other types of ecosystems; therefore, some of her arguments are not necessarily 
grounded in the truth.  A number of other issues were raised but I believe I have covered them in my response to 
date.  
I will finally make a few comments on Brookdale.  I cannot believe what the member for Kalgoorlie said about 
Brookdale.  He is in total denial that a minister of the coalition Government, the member for Kingsley as 
Minister for the Environment, opened that plant in August 2002.  There is nothing different about the licence of 
2002 than the one it has today.  
Mr J.H.D. Day:  Were we in government in 2002?   
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Sorry, I mean 2000.  The member for Kingsley in her role as the Minister for the 
Environment opened the site in 2000.  Its licence was very similar to that for the Brookdale plant.  The difficulty 
with Brookdale was that it was taking things outside its licence approval that the community did not know about, 
despite the fact that the previous minister knew.  She did not tell the community.  After the Bellevue fire, 
questions were asked about where the hazardous liquid waste was going.  We were told that it was going to the 
Bellevue plant and that it was not licensed to take it.  We then told the community where it was going and that it 
was outside the process.  On the basis of that, and when it was first established, the community was told that it 
was for a limited -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You waited for the crisis before you told the community.  
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No; as a new minister, I was appalled to learn about that and I made it my business to tell 
the community. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You told the community before Bellevue did you?   
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No; Bellevue happened before I became a minister.  The member for Merredin knows 
that; he should not try to twist the words.  This is a serious issue.  The member for Kalgoorlie should get his facts 
right.  The former Minister for the Environment went to the Kalgoorlie site in August 2000 with lots of fanfare, a 
big media release and photo opportunities and opened the plant.  It was licensed for the same things that it is 
licensed to take today.  The company involved was very active in the marketplace.  Cleanaway complained about 
it.  It was approaching companies, presumably, to be active in the marketplace and to be successful and it was 
probably offering a cheaper rate.  Nothing in that licence has changed.  The member for Kalgoorlie was at the 
opening of the site.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The expectation was that it would take waste from regional places.   
Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  No; that is a load of nonsense.  I know that people are saying that but it is not true.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It is not what they tell me.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  They are wrong.  I have examined the decisions, many of which were council decisions.  
When the previous minister issued that licence she did not consult the community.  We have a new process, 
courtesy of changes I have made to the Environmental Protection Act.  There will soon be a 12-week period in 
which licences are advertised and comment is invited as they come up for renewal.  Industry will benefit from 
that also.  If we do that, fewer licence appeals will be made.  That is in all our best interests.  I want also to make 
licence periods longer so that people do not have to apply year in, year out for an annual licence.  We want to 
make sure people know about licences and have consultation before they are issued.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Will they be for all classes of sites and dumps? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Yes.   
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What about class-5 dumps?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It will apply to anything that has an environmental licence - part 5 licence etc.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I am pleased to hear that; it has been a long time coming.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I have examined carefully the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder’s decision making.  The 
company made it very clear at the time that an operation in Kalgoorlie would not be viable unless it could take 
waste from areas other than the region.  I was very surprised at the beginning of this year when I saw the 
volumes of waste it takes and that a large proportion of the waste is regional.  It is a significant regional facility.  
From memory, something like 250 businesses in that local goldfields region are using Total Waste Management 
in Boulder for their waste disposal.  If they suddenly had to take it to Perth, Port Hedland or Adelaide, costs for 
those small businesses would rise.   

Waste is a difficult issue.  That is why we are working through this three-C process.  We are also working 
through it with the community.  The member for Kalgoorlie is wrong about another aspect.  On the day that I 
issued a media release saying that Brookdale was to close, I announced the formation of a new community 
reference group in Kalgoorlie.  We were up-front about where the waste was likely to be stored.  The 
Government examined who else had licences and knew that that would be the case.  To the State’s shame, most 
hazardous waste is currently trucked to the eastern States.  That is why, despite how hard it will be, I am keen for 
the State to develop its own hazardous waste precinct, which is very important.  The Government is working 
through that issue with the community.  People will argue about the sites when they are put on the table and 
discussions will be entered into; however, we must develop a hazardous waste site if we are to be a responsible 
State.   

This Government has a fine environmental record of which I am very proud.  However, the Government is only 
halfway through its agenda.  It wants to do other things.  I want to progress our biodiversity conservation Bill.  A 
discussion paper has been released, and 157 submissions have been received.  Some of those submissions are 
complicated and the Government is working through them.  I want that Bill to pass through this Parliament.   

We are making improvements in the area of water management.  We have employed 25 new full-time 
equivalents in the Department of Environmental Protection.  I recently visited Geraldton where excellent 
inspections of the water have been undertaken.  I visited Carnarvon recently also.  With some good management 
practices in place, growers in that region have been able to use more water.  An excellent job is being done with 
regard to the water in Harvey.  The environment is always a challenge.  Good work is going on and my 
colleagues will outline the other works that the Government has undertaken.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [6.47 pm]:  Before I speak on the motion, I would like to congratulate the 
Minister for the Environment for her performance a few weeks ago on Ted Bull’s radio program on ABC 
Regional Radio WA called Babysitting Baby Boomers.  It was most enlightening.  I approved of most of the 
songs the minister selected, but I need to chat with her about a couple of bad selections she made!   

I support the motion moved by the member for Merredin.  I wish to raise some issues relating to the problems 
with the management of the State’s environment.  That management leaves a lot to be desired and that falls fairly 
and squarely on the Government and the minister.  One of the environmental threats that is increasingly affecting 
the State is the damage caused to the environment by the impact of declared plants and animals.  Much of that 
damage affects not only the environment, but also economic outcomes, which has an effect on the people of 
Western Australia.  I will relate this to the downgrading of the Agriculture Protection Board.  For example, wild 
dogs, pigs, foxes, rabbits etc are causing great damage to flora, forests, bushland and farming areas, which adds 
to wind and water erosion in particular.  There is a great economic cost to the damage caused on the ground.  
The member for Warren-Blackwood talked about pigs, which are becoming a major problem.  Whatever happens 
in the future, the Government must do something about wild pigs.  I often drive on the Albany Highway late at 
night and I have seen pigs on the side of the road more frequently.  That is a dangerous issue for drivers, aside 
from the damage the pigs cause to the environment.   

I will mention skeleton weed and bedstraw, which reared its ugly head in the Darkan region last year, Paterson’s 
curse, Cape tulip, bridal creeper and many others.  These weeds are becoming more prevalent and are causing 
great problems.  For instance, bridal creeper is getting into a lot of waterways, which will cause major problems.  
Skeleton weed and bedstraw are dangerous around Darkan.  If their spread is not nipped in the bud, it will cause 
major problems.   

There are other areas of the APB that I will not go into, including footrot and Johne’s disease etc.  however, they 
have a real effect on farmers.   
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Under this Government the funding and functioning of the APB have been run down to dangerous levels.  It 
cannot deliver what is required to address these issues.  For the past three years the National Party has fought the 
Government over the cuts to the agriculture services, including the APB.  Since the Gallop Government merged 
the APB with the Department of Agriculture, it has been difficult to identify what funds are available for 
agriculture and environmental protection.  There is no doubt that a big funding boost is needed in the fight 
against skeleton weed and other weeds and vermin, which I have outlined.  As part of its pre-election 
commitment, the Labor Party pledged to rebuild the APB as a cohesive unit that would incorporate the 
inspection and operational functions on a region-by-region basis.  There is no doubt that the Government has not 
delivered on that promise.  Slashing the budget of the Agriculture Protection Board has put primary industry and 
the environment at severe risk.  Whereas the APB used to fall under a separate Act of Parliament and be 
governed by a separate board with a separate budget, it has now been absorbed into the department.  I pay credit 
to Jon Glauert, the manager of the Department of Agriculture office in Katanning, and Graham Blacklock for 
their work in the bedstraw area.  They do their best but they are grossly underfunded.  This situation is 
deteriorating and it needs action straightaway.   

I turn now to the proposed registered model for better declared animal and plant control, on which the member 
for Warren-Blackwood commented.  It is a discussion paper at this stage.  The intent of the model may be okay, 
but serious concerns have been raised with me by groups and individuals in my region and across country 
Western Australia.  It proposes to improve animal and plant control methods and to help the environment, 
agricultural businesses etc.  However, the proposal states that the lack of success of the APB has been due to its 
lack of funding.  Many people have taken issue with comments that have been reported in the paper that 
landholders have failed to take responsibility for this control.  That is very unfair to landholders.  Surely those 
reports should read that some landowners have failed to take responsibility for control.  As mentioned by the 
member for Warren-Blackwood, people have real issues with the compulsory funding nature of this proposal.  
This is another tax on one section of the community, which will provide funding to cover the whole problem, 
and I do not think that is fair.  We also need to know more details of the levy, whether there will be a ceiling on 
the levy and what will happen to it as time goes on.  There are some inherent dangers in that.  It is similar to the 
land care industry.  If this proposal goes through, we must ensure that there are local inspectors based on the 
ground so that the real need is met and the local problems are addressed.  Whatever happens in the area of 
animal and plant protection, the minister needs to ensure, through the Government and through Cabinet, that 
action, funding and resources are available to combat those dangers, because it is a real issue.   

I highlight to the minister that there is a great project in my electorate of Wagin that is currently providing huge 
environmental advantages, and has the potential to provide even more.  It is the Narrogin oil mallee plant, which 
signals a whole new era in environmental benefits.  These environmental benefits include the planting of 
thousands of oil mallee trees, which lower the watertable and are a great benefit in the fight against the salinity 
problem - an issue that has been covered during the debate.  It is a great project.  It also provides power to the 
grid, which I am sure everyone realises we definitely need.  It produces eucalyptus oil and carbon products, and 
there are benefits associated with that.  This plant was under severe threat this year.  Its completion was shut 
down.  We could not get it to the stage of proof of concept.  We needed about $600 000 from the State 
Government.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  And you got it.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  No, we did not; that is the problem.  We got the money from the Commonwealth in the 
end, because the State Government sat back and put this project at risk.  There is no argument about that.  I am 
talking about the environment.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  How much did the State Government put in?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, the State Government put in money through Western Power.  It owns Western 
Power when it is to its advantage, and it does not own it when it is not to its advantage.  That is the truth.  The 
reality is that for $600 000, this project was put at risk.  I congratulate the federal Government because it saved 
the project.   

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  It put the money up. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  I know it did.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, and that is why it is going ahead.   

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
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Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I know that the minister realises the value of the plant, but the reality is that it is a great 
environmental project and it was put at risk, and that is the point I want to make.  I think it is important to this 
debate. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  No, it was $600 000 but the $1.4 million is from the federal Government.  I believe some 
state money was contributed at the end from the gas side of it.  I cannot remember what it was; it was a small 
amount.  I was thankful to the minister for that.  That was the only amount. 

There is another great benefit from the plant.  The member for Merredin highlighted the desalination plant.  It 
will require 23 megawatts of electricity to power it.  He mentioned the output of CO2 into the environment from 
that plant; it is a big issue.  That will have to be somehow offset.  Oil mallees are there for that.  It is another 
benefit; they can do that.  We have already spoken to Jim Gill; we are meeting with him next week about this 
because the Water Corporation realises the need.  Whatever happens in the future with the pilot plant, the 
Government must, if it is dinkum about the environment, put in more money if it is required.  It is still only a 
pilot plant.  If it works, the benefits will be huge.  I make that point tonight. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is the point.  We are doing it out there.  It was all put on us by the Government this 
year.  I will keep moving because it is almost seven o’clock. 

It was mentioned earlier that landowners are responsible.  The member for Warren-Blackwood talked about 
managing bushland.  There were many sniggers from government members.  I believe that 99 per cent of farmers 
and landowners in regional Western Australia are practical and good environmentalists.   

There has recently been a problem area in my electorate concerning a road and some trees. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The fathers, grandfathers and great grandfathers of the farmers were not such good 
environmentalists. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  My father was one of those.  Yes, they made some mistakes.  It must be remembered that 
the Governments of the day encouraged the farmers to clear.  The farmers had to clear.  Babysitting baby 
boomers from Beverley know that.  The point is that farmers now know it, and 99 per cent of them are great 
environmentalists.  We do not give them credit for it.  I referred to the problem with the road and the knocking 
down of some trees.  At the site was a person from the green movement.  We listened to her; I respect her views.  
She made some good points.  A local farmer and well known person in the community, Arnold Bilney - who had 
been a shire president as well - put forward what the farmers had been doing.  The woman would not pay any 
attention.  She sniggered and sneered, as members did tonight.  The reality is that 99 per cent of those farming 
people are practical environmentalists.  They are doing a fantastic job.  They must be acknowledged and we 
must get in and help them.   

Before we finish tonight I must raise the issue of infill sewerage.  The program has been put back many years.  
That is a very poor decision environmentally.  In the electorate of the member for Collie at Boyup Brook there 
have been real problems with sewage flowing into the Blackwood River.  The member for Merredin spoke about 
it.  It is happening right now.  When people built their houses they were advised by the local authority to put in 
basic drains because the infill sewerage program was on its way.  Of course, it has not happened.  People do not 
have the right septic systems.  It is a real problem. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you are aware of an environmentally sensitive area in which infill sewerage has been 
delayed, you should put that before the Government. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I have - Boyup Brook for a start.  It is on the banks of the Blackwood River.  I take the 
minister’s point.  I am putting it before him now.  I am putting this issue about Boyup Brook in front of the 
Minister for the Environment now.  I think the Government should jump in right now and fix Boyup Brook.  No 
member here would not want that to happen.  I take it on board that the Government will do that.  That is terrific. 

In conclusion, I mention the Darkan tannery.  We have had problems with the Darkan tannery.  The Department 
of Environment has been very slow to react and enforce the rules properly.  However, it now seems to be taking 
it seriously.  The Darkan tannery needs to be watched very closely because there are environmental problems 
there as well.  David Bills from Bunbury, I believe, is now taking action, which I hope he will continue to do.   

In concluding, I acknowledge the dangers of fires.  To be environmentally responsible, we must make sure that 
we take precautions in our forests and also in some of the bushland along major highways, where a great fire 
danger could cause a major catastrophe.  I will leave it there.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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