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Divisions 39 and 41:  Environmental Protection, $27 737 000; Water and Rivers Commission, $51 487 000 
-  

Hon George Cash, Chairman. 

Hon Tom Stephens, Minister for Local Government and Regional Development representing the Minister for the 
Environment. 

Mr D. Carew-Hopkins, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Department of Environment. 

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager, Finance and Administration, Department of Environment. 

Dr D. McFarlane, Director, Resource Management, Department of Environment. 

Dr W. Cox, Chairman, Environmental Protection Authority. 

Mr R. Sippe, Director, Policy and Coordination, Department of Environment. 

Mr K. Taylor, Director, Department of Environment. 

Dr R. Field, Chief of Staff, Office of the Minister for the Environment. 

Mr S. Dawson, Special Projects Officer, Officer of the Minister for the Environment. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Gentlemen, firstly, thank you for your attendance before the Committee this afternoon.  I 
welcome you on behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee.  Government agencies and departments 
have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of 
Western Australia.  In that regard, the committee values the input and assistance that you offer today.   

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the budget statements, volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, and so on in preface to their questions.  If 
supplementary information is to be provided, it is to be delivered to the committee’s clerk within five working 
days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided 
to the minister’s advisers and officers.  The committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in 
a succinct manner and to limit the extent of personal observations. 

I recognise that Dr Wally Cox is a separate entity, so to speak, for the purpose of this hearing. 

I have been provided with the following names as the lead persons for their individual organisations: Hon Robyn 
McSweeney, Hon Kate Doust and Hon Christine Sharp.  They will be given a run of three or so questions, 
depending on time.  I indicate that a number of questions have been returned by the department and will be 
distributed to members shortly.  The first question goes to Hon Robyn McSweeney. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  The clearing of native vegetation is mentioned in the 
final dot point on page 629.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member surprises me.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Yes.  The minister will know that it is my favourite hobbyhorse at the moment.  
Draft regulations for the clearing of native vegetation have been put out.  I have a few questions on those.  The 
draft regulations outline that a person can clear one hectare over 10 years if he has more than 100 hectares of 
land.  Where did the amount of 100 hectares come from?  I would have thought that it could have been a sliding 
scale.  Also, some continuous properties have different titles.  For example, a person may own 400 hectares here, 
300 hectares there and perhaps 80 hectares in the middle.  Was that considered when the regulations were 
drafted?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The drafting of the regulations and related issues are current policy deliberations of the 
minister.  The officers have provided their advice and recommendations, and, as I understand it, policy decisions 
on those questions have not yet been made by government.  The member may be wise to either leave that matter 
with me as a question on notice or, if she wishes, to wait for the minister’s consideration of these issues.   

[Supplementary Information No 6.] 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Output 3 at the top of page 636 is headed “Pollution Regulation” and refers to the 
development and enhancement of legislation systems, processes and policies etc.  The Health Act is currently 
being amended to prevent smoking chimneys; abatement notices will be issued for smoking chimneys.  There are 
obviously a lot of smoking chimneys in the south west.  The EPA states that pollution means direct or indirect 
harm to the environment of a prescribed kind.  Under the Health Act and the EPA, abatement notices can be 
served for smoking chimneys.  That is a double hitter.  What is intended?  Is it for the EPA to come in heavily on 
that issue, given that it is pollution?   
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Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I will start to answer, and Rob Sippe or Wally Cox may wish to add to it.  The Health 
Act is being amended to allow local government to police and take carriage of complaints from neighbours in 
relation to smoking chimneys, and to leave the EPA to deal with what might be called larger issues.  Rob Sippe 
can perhaps enlarge on that.   

Mr SIPPE:  I think the member may be confusing the Environmental Protection Authority and the 
Environmental Protection Act.  It is a departmental function under part V of the Act.  At this stage I do not think 
that the department has a program of going around and inspecting chimneys and issuing abatement notices per 
se, although any significant transgressions will be noted in the normal course of departmental operations.  We do 
not have a funded program in the south west to work through the smoking chimneys there.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am pleased to hear that.  It seems that with this legislation coming through, the 
Government will be policing many things.  I thought I would point out the stupidity of that.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Does the member have a question?   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Yes, I do.  Full-time employees are mentioned at the bottom of page 641.  How 
many new employees are being employed to police the new clearing controls?  I have used the word “police” 
because I cannot think of any other word for it.  Where will these employees be situated?  I also mention the new 
Contaminated Sites Act, which will also require policing, for want of a better word.  I see that a further nine 
FTEs are being employed.  Where will these nine people be situated?  It does not seem enough to me.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Did the honourable member want more?   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  No, I do not want any more.  I am just pointing out that if all this work is to be 
done, there will never be enough people to do what is outlined in these Acts.   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  In relation to the proposed clearing regulations, we have people in regional centres.  
The activity will be devolved so that it can be dealt with from centres such as Karratha, Geraldton, Bunbury and 
Albany, and from two Perth regions, including Kwinana.  They are the regional centres from which the main 
applications and permits process will be run.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Will the new employees have a special title?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  As part of our regionalisation, we have incorporated all the activities of the department 
in regional centres, so that the licensing of water, industrial discharge and clearing will all be carried out by 
officers in the regions.  Most of the officers will be multiskilled in dealing with water and clearing permits, for 
example  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  They are going to have to be very skilled.  The third dot point from the bottom of 
page 659, under the heading “Protection of Rivers, Estuaries, Wetlands and Groundwater”, outlines that -  

The State’s water resources must be protected and conserved to maintain a healthy environment - 

It also states that both surface and ground water resources are vulnerable, and that appropriate protection 
mechanisms will be put in place.  The new clearing regulations list environmentally sensitive areas and defined 
wetlands.  The two publications that cover my area are the reports called “Mapping and classification of 
wetlands from Augusta to Walpole in the South West of Western Australia” and “A systematic overview of 
environmental values of the wetlands, rivers and estuaries of the Busselton-Walpole region”.   

[5.10 pm] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That is found under another division.   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The member is talking about the division for the Water and Rivers Commission. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Sorry.  I thought it was in the same -    

The CHAIRMAN:  It is.  We are not going to distinguish between - 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Mr Chairman, could you then make it clear to my officers the way in which you are 
proposing to deal with matters?   

The CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  A number of departments and agencies covered within this area have their 
representatives here today, and we were not going to distinguish between the environmental protection group or 
the Chairman of the EPA.  People will respond as members ask their questions; otherwise, we tend to chop and 
change too much.  Is there someone here from the Waters and Rivers Commission who can assist us?   
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Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Yes, I will introduce Kim Taylor, who is working on water matters to do with the 
Auditor General’s report.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  We are talking about matters right across the board because of the limited time.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I think the question has been heard and an answer is coming.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have not asked the question yet.  I am leading up to it. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Ask the question and we will get an answer.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The two reports, which include the Augusta to Walpole region, are on defined 
wetlands.  The Scott River region consists of 20 000 hectares on a defined wetland.  The Environmental 
Protection Act says that a person cannot drain, flood, burn or graze stock on any native vegetation or wetland.  
The Act says that a person cannot graze his stock on defined wetlands, which is backed up by the regulations!  
From my point of view, that is a real danger.  Given that wetlands are seasonal or intermittent, anyone’s farm in 
Western Australia is a wetland, and Mr Carew-Hopkins notes that too.  However, I am particularly worried about 
the Scott River plains - the 20 000 hectares - as I am with other farmland because of this stupidity that says a 
person cannot graze stock on that land.   

The CHAIRMAN:  What is the question?   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Can the minister tell me whether a person can graze stock on that land? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The definition of a defined wetland is a matter that is in the current draft of the 
regulations and is yet to be introduced to Parliament or gazetted.  As has been stated, it is a matter currently with 
the minister.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the current situation?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The current situation relates to environmental protection policy and wetlands.  Don 
McFarlane may want to add to that.  Currently, a person cannot graze stock on EPP wetlands.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Can a person graze anywhere along the Scott River -   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, member!  Just one question at a time.   

Dr McFARLANE:  I will defer to Mr Sippe because it is an -   

Mr SIPPE:  Under the Environmental Protection Act, the clearing regulations and clearing provisions are yet to 
be proclaimed.  However, currently two environmental protection policies having the force of law cover 
wetlands.  The first is the south west wetlands EPP that aims for voluntary registration of wetlands only; no 
coercive controls are involved.  The second relates to only defined lakes on the Swan coastal plain and, 
therefore, does not cover the Scott River plain as the member described.  The second of these, the so-called lakes 
EPP, is currently under review by the EPA and is due to go out for further public consultation this calendar year.  
At the moment, no EPPs cover the Scott River plain in a coercive way, although there is an opportunity for the 
voluntary registration of wetlands and their protection thereafter.   

Hon KATE DOUST:  I refer to page 653 of the Budget Statements and major initiatives for 2004-05.  Can the 
minister outline what funding is provided to the Swan River Trust to undertake foreshore protection works and 
what form those works will take?   

The CHAIRMAN:  Unless someone has a particular interest or answer, this comes under another division.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The advice given to the minister’s office in response to a query that predated this 
hearing was that this area was not going to be the subject of committee consideration.  I am happy to take the 
question on notice.   

[Supplementary Information No 7.] 
Hon KATE DOUST:  I refer to the third dot point on page 630 under environmental policy, which refers to the 
implementation of the Perth air quality management plan.  Can the minister outline what is involved with that 
plan and explain some of those education programs listed?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Government’s response to this issue has seen the importance of managing and 
improving the air quality of the State to protect the health and lifestyle of Western Australians and the 
environment in which they live.  I am intrigued to discover that there is a fair bit of information already in the 
community about some of the strategies being undertaken, including an additional $750 000 in this year’s budget 
to develop a number of new initiatives to address major deficiencies in the State’s capacity to manage air 
pollution and to prevent unacceptable impacts on public health and the environment.  I will quickly refer to three 
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initiatives.  The first is a program to reduce haze from wood heaters, which is a program to which my son drew 
my attention.  He indicated that this was a good initiative as far as he was concerned and that the program 
includes ensuring that new wood heaters are designed to minimise smoke pollution and a rebate scheme for 
people wishing to replace their old smoky wood heaters with new flued gas heaters.  People participating in the 
scheme are eligible for a $600 rebate.  The scheme is being trialled in three suburbs and may be extended 
depending on the uptake.  The Minister for the Environment announced details of the program last week.  The 
second initiative is a greatly improved capacity to respond to normal industrial and major air pollution events.  
We have provided funds for the acquisition of mobile monitoring equipment and extra people with the skills to 
use the equipment.  Thirdly, we have provided for new studies that can properly assess the number of pollutants 
in our air and the expansion of air quality monitoring into regional centres.  Additionally, we have undertaken 
the development of an air quality management plan for the Burrup Peninsula to support the development of the 
State’s industrial sector.  My son is particularly preoccupied with the Government delivering upon its pre-
election commitments and he ticks off the checklist every day as we go through each of our commitments; he has 
given us another tick in this particular area.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  On page 634 under major initiatives for 2004-05, the second dot point states -  

Conclude Cockburn Sound EPP.   
Can the minister provide details on the environmental protection policies for Cockburn Sound and discuss the 
benefits for the region?   

Mr SIPPE:  The Cockburn Sound EPP is reaching the end of its passage of formulation.  It describes 
environmental values, environmental quality objectives and environmental quality criteria to protect the marine 
water of Cockburn Sound.  The EPA has reported to the Government on it and the EPP is being redrafted by 
parliamentary counsel into black-letter law.  Once that has been done, the Minister for Environment will consult, 
as she is obliged to under the Environmental Protection Act, with those parties believed to be affected by the 
EPP.  Once she has taken into account those comments, the policy can then be gazetted and go before both 
Houses of Parliament.   

Hon KATE DOUST:  The last dot point on page 638 under major initiatives for 2004-05 refers to waste 
management programs.  What are some of the waste management programs that are referred to for household 
hazardous waste, waste avoidance and regional waste management? 
[5.20 pm] 
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I would like to take that question on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No 8.] 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I hope that the minister can answer my question and will be indulgent with me 
because I am trying to understand the way the accrual figures work.  I find the system very tricky.  I refer to the 
summary of appropriations at page 631 of the Budget Statements.  The bottom line shows the total consolidated 
fund appropriations.  I am trying to understand what was spent in the last financial year, 2003-04, because I note 
that the estimated actual was $30.382 million, which was considerably greater than the budgeted amount of 
$27.935 million.  In turn, that was considerably greater than the estimated figure in last year’s budget papers, 
which was $23.391 million.  I have three different figures for the total budget for last year.  I am totally 
confused.  Is the minister able to explain why the figures vary so much?  What is the basis of the variation? 
Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  It is complicated due to carryovers and the contaminated sites work.  Mr Ticehurst will 
elaborate. 

Mr TICEHURST:  In relation to the variation between the 2003-04 budget and the 2003-04 estimated actual, the 
line item that refers to revenues from ordinary activities largely explains the variation.  That is due to the 2003-
04 estimated actual $11.61 million not containing a $2.6 million provision for a waste disposal operation at Mt 
Walton, which was in the original budget of $14.888 million.  However, it did not occur in the actuals for the 
year, so that is why there is a variation of $2.6 million. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is in revenue? 
Mr TICEHURST:  Yes, that is correct.  We gain income on one side and expenses are shown on the other side.  
Of course, the net cost would be zero, and there was no activity during the course of the year.  Comparing 2003-
04 with 2004-05, it is important to note that a number of our projects are cash flowed to the extent that they have 
peaks and troughs in expenditure from one year to the next.  The classic example is remediation of the Bellevue 
site, which members would be well aware of.  It is cash flowed at $5.4 million over four years, but for 
approximately $3 million in 2003-04, approximately $2 million in 2004-05, and down to $200 000 in the out 
years, which gives the effect of reducing the expenditure profiles in the out years. 
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am concerned about last year’s budget papers and why the current figures for last 
year are greater than those stated at page 583 of last year’s Budget Statements.  Can that be answered or are the 
figures not available? 

Mr TICEHURST:  I do not have the figures from page 583 of last year.  However, the time at which the budget 
estimates are set varies from the point to which we are now reporting the estimated actuals.  The budgets for last 
year were set in February 2003.  Contained within the 2002-03 figures was a provision for a large waste disposal 
operation worth $2.6 million at Mt Walton, which did not occur.  That was a significant reason for variation.  
There was also some supplementary funding received during the year, which would not have been reflected in 
that budget. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer again to the bottom line of figures at page 631.  Can the reduction this year to 
an estimated $27.737 million, which is less than last year’s $30.382 million, be explained?  What are the details? 
Mr TICEHURST:  Yes.  As I mentioned earlier, the appropriation contained $5.4 million for the remediation of 
Bellevue.  The 2003-04 figure of $30.382 million contains $3 million, and the 2004-05 figure contains 
$2 million, a reduction of $1 million.  The 2005-06 and 2006-07 figures are reduced to $200 000.  In the 2003-04 
to the 2004-05 years there is also a reduction of $2.6 million in the waste disposal operation at Mt Walton, which 
I spoke about earlier. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am probably just honing what you have just said.  The third output refers to 
pollution regulation.  Again, there is a reduction for the coming financial year; the figure of $12.934 million is 
reduced from last year’s figure of $13.912 million.  What does the difference consist of? 
Mr TICEHURST:  That is the $1 million reduction in the Bellevue appropriation that I just explained.  It went 
from $3 million to $2 million.  That is all in output 3, pollution regulation. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am sure you have to hand an answer to my next question.  What is the budget and 
how many full-time equivalent positions are devoted to the new clearing permit system? 
Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The budget for the clearing permit system in 2002-03 was $600 000; for this current 
financial year it is $432 000; and for 2004-05 it is again $432 000.  A total of eight FTEs are allocated to that 
function. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the first dot at page 659, which refers to water allocation.  Is the minister 
able to indicate how much sustainable ground water is yet to be allocated around Perth?  Does the Water and 
Rivers Commission have any information that significantly changes its position on the 2000 national assessment 
that Perth’s ground water usage is approximately 39 per cent of the sustainable yield?  There are hundreds of 
gigalitres yet to be sourced from Perth.  Do we need to go to the Yarragadee aquifer or the desalination option?  
Can the commission identify the ground water sources close to Perth that we can draw on in an environmentally 
acceptable manner? 
[5.30 pm] 

Dr McFARLANE:  There is a lot of water in storage, particularly in confined aquifers.  Both the Leederville and 
Yarragadee aquifers contain a significant amount of water in storage, as does the superficial formation.  What 
limits the amount of water that can be extracted is not how much is stored, but what the impact of removing that 
water will have on environmental values.  At the moment there are a number of wetlands and ground water-
dependent ecosystems, and the Yanchep caves, which all require the ground water levels to be maintained within 
a certain range.  Those are all considerations in deciding how much water can be harvested each year.  In reply to 
the question of where the new sources of water will be, it really does depend on the time available to bring on a 
new water source.  If it is a source that will be needed within two years, and involves 15 per cent of Perth’s 
annual requirements, desalination can be brought on within that time.  If a bit more time is available, other 
sources can be brought in to supply that quantity of water.  The south west Yarragadee, which has been the 
subject of the major investigation by both the Water and Rivers Commission and the Water Corporation, is a 
source that could be brought on within a three-year period.  Other sources of water are being looked at for the 
short to medium term, including trading of water with the irrigators in the Harvey area, and improving the water 
quality in the Wellington reservoir so that it would be able to be used for Perth.  There are a number of 
considerations, not only cost, but also the time required to bring on those other sources, the social impact of 
moving water out of a region to bring it into Perth and the environmental impact of each of those sources.  Any 
project likely to have an environmental impact would have to be assessed by the Environmental Protection 
Authority, so it is not just a matter of the board of the Water and Rivers Commission issuing a licence.  A 
number of other steps would have to be followed as well.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I return to my initial question; that is, will the minister indicate how much 
sustainable ground water is yet to be allocated in the Perth area?  
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Dr McFARLANE:  By the “Perth area”, I presume the member is referring to the Gnangara and Jandakot 
mounds.  At the moment the ground water levels are falling on both those mounds, as a result of a combination 
of abstraction, climate and the land use in those areas.  We believe at the moment that some decline in the water 
levels is acceptable as long as it does not continue for a very long period, because there will be some changes to 
land use that will increase the rate of recharge, particularly the harvesting of the 23 000 hectares of pine trees on 
the Gnangara mound scheduled to occur over the next 20 to 25 years.  Each time pines are taken off, there will 
be a significant increase in recharge in that area.  There may be declines in water levels at the moment, but water 
levels will very likely increase as the pines come off.  The decline in water pressures in the confined aquifers is 
also, we believe, acceptable, because that decline will continue for a number of years until we reach a new 
equilibrium in those aquifers.  All confined aquifer systems, when they are pumped from, will experience a 
depressurising effect.  Pumping could continue at a constant rate, and pressure in those aquifers could continue 
to decrease for one or two decades, as long as that does not cause environmental impacts in areas of high 
environmental value.  That, to us, is acceptable in the short to medium term, but were it to continue for a long 
period, creating unacceptable environmental impacts, it would be an unsustainable reduction.  

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I will follow on from that to answer the question broadly.  I think I can see where the 
member is going.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I just wanted to know if you had any water.  

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  In the Gnangara and Jandakot areas, only limited water is available, and that is in areas 
such as southern Wanneroo, where urbanisation is taking place, market gardens are moving out and water is 
becoming available.  We encourage backyard bores in certain areas to relieve stress on the scheme, but in the 
general sense only limited quantities are available for large-scale activities.  

Hon JON FORD:  My question relates to the major initiatives for 2004-05 on page 665.  The second last dot 
point is about draft by-laws for managing stock and domestic bores.  Is it intended that these by-laws will apply 
equally across the State, and what are the expected outputs targeted from the by-laws?  

Dr McFARLANE:  The by-laws are intended to make it more efficient for us to manage.  At the moment, a large 
number of the licences we are issuing are for very small volumes, generally for less than 1.5 megalitres a year.  
Many of the people who have licences for small volumes for stock and domestic purposes are causing us a fair 
bit of work, but are having a relatively minor impact on the resource.  We will be introducing by-laws to remove 
the licensing requirement for people taking out very small amounts.  This will allow us to concentrate in our 
licensing more on the larger licensed abstractions, which are having most of the effect on the aquifers.  We are 
also including the domestic bores in these provisions.  Licences have never been required for Perth backyard 
bores, so by introducing these by-laws for stock and domestic licences throughout the State, we are making 
conditions equitable between people in Perth, who have small bores for the irrigation of their gardens and lawns, 
and people in rural and regional Western Australia who also have stock and domestic bores.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I placed some questions on notice about salinity.  I asked how much had been spent, but I 
got an answer detailing how much was budgeted to be spent.  I wanted to find out how much was actually spent.  
That affects my questions 2(a) and will also affect 2(d), about the percentage spent.  What effect does it have on 
this year’s budget?  Is any money carried forward into this year’s budget?  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That question will need to be put on notice.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It was put on notice, but I did not get an answer.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Hon Peter Foss did get an answer but it was just not the answer he liked.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I got an answer to a different question.  I asked how much had been spent and the answer 
was about how much had been budgeted to be spent. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  They must have been operating from the ground rules left by the previous Government.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Hon Peter Foss has clarified the information that is required.  

[Supplementary Information No 9.] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I just wish to clarify the question asked by Hon Peter Foss.  The question to which the 
answer was given dealt with the budget year.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I want to know how much has actually been spent on the ground this year.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Does that refer to 2003-04?  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I did not ask how much had been budgeted to be spent, I asked how much had been spent.  
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Up to the present?  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The Auditor General said that the Water and Rivers Commission was grossly 
under-funded.  Does the minister accept this, and how will he overcome it?  

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I ask Mr Taylor to answer this.  He has been working on our response to the report of 
the Auditor General.  

Mr TAYLOR:  The Auditor General reported in September last year, and the department prepared a preliminary 
response to the Auditor General’s report in October last year, that identified the highest priority issues that the 
department needed to address arising from the auditor’s review.  In response to that, the department has been 
provided with an additional $1.136 million this financial year, $2.3 million next financial year, and $3.2 million 
in 2005-06 and subsequent financial years.  With the additional funding, the department has taken on an 
additional 25 licensing officers, who are now employed carrying out licensing work throughout the State.  That 
has enabled the department to address many of the issues that the Auditor General identified with the 
department’s capacity to undertake licensing.  The department is preparing a further response, which should be 
completed towards the end of this month, that will deal with other areas that the Auditor General identified and 
the funding required to adequately address those areas.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  How does that compute with what the Auditor General actually said in monetary 
terms?  

Mr TAYLOR:  We agree that the department requires extra funding.  We prepared a preliminary response, and 
we have been provided with the extra funding sought in that preliminary response.  We will be preparing a 
further final response that will identify further funding that we believe is necessary.  

[5.40 pm] 

Hon JON FORD:  My question relates to the second dot point of major initiatives for 2004-05 on page 635, 
which states - 

Publish EPA Guidance Statements on Guidelines for Land Use Planning and Industrial Buffer Zones. 

I would like an explanation of that.  Does it apply to existing industrial buffer zones? 

The CHAIRMAN:  I understand Mr Sippe has an answer to this. 

Mr SIPPE:  Guidance statements are one of the policy instruments that the Environmental Protection Authority 
uses to aid the environmental impact assessment process.  The member referred to two guidance statements.  The 
first relates to industry buffer distances; that is, the preferred separation distances between industries of certain 
types and sensitive land uses.  That will go out in draft form for public comment probably in the next three 
months or so.  It had an earlier turn of public comment in about 1997.  However, the information has been 
updated since then, so it is going out for a further round of consultation.  The second one is a comprehensive 
guidance statement that looks at a range of factors to do with land use planning.  Again, this is being updated 
from an earlier version, on which there was also public consultation.  We think that this will go out in the next 
three-month period as well for a further round of public consultation, as it addresses a wide range of 
environmental factors to do with land-use planning and development.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the first and second dot points of major achievements for 2003-04 on page 
667, regarding the review of the rural water plan.  What is meant by “re-focused” in the second dot point, and 
how will the review impact on farmers, in particular, bearing in mind the rationalisation of agricultural area 
dams, as stated in the sixth dot point?  Is that a move to shift the cost to local government?  Is there any risk that 
the dams will be lost to the communities as an emergency water supply? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  This program has been around since 1995.  It has provided significant improvements 
in the availability of water supplies for broadacre farming communities.  The program has to date been largely 
focused on addressing serious water deficiencies.  However, recently the department and the Rural Water 
Advisory Committee have agreed that it should be positioned to better facilitate linkages with regional planning 
strategies.  In the past 12 months or so, we have, in conjunction with the committee, undertaken a review of the 
plan and developed a position paper that proposes some new directions for the plan.  We plan to carry out some 
consultations with key stakeholders.  We hope that we will gain feedback and comment on the plan and on the 
directions proposed, to promote greater interest in the role played by the rural water plan.  It would also ensure 
that it continues to provide ongoing improvements in the management and development of rural water supplies 
and reflects the rural communities’ expectations of water and the management of natural resources in rural areas.  
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We hope that that consultation will be completed by about the middle of June this year.  The new direction will 
then be submitted to the Minister for the Environment. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That did not quite answer the question.  The real question is: are costs being shifted 
to local government, and is there any risk that those dams will be lost to the community?  That is really the 
question I asked. 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  At this stage there is no intention to shift costs.  There is a large number of dams in 
rural areas that are in water reserves.  We are undertaking continued consultations with shires and councils to see 
whether they want to take over the operations of those dams for their own purposes, such as for firefighting or 
whatever.  Certainly, it is a program that is run on the basis of agreed outcomes.  There is no intention to force 
the transfer of any water resources or any costs to local government.  Any arrangements will be on an agreed 
basis. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I have a question for Dr Wally Cox, the Chairman of the Environmental Protection 
Authority.  I am asking about a meeting that took place on 4 March 2004 in Port Hedland with the Wedgefield 
association at the office of the Pilbara Development Commission.  At that meeting, did Dr Cox assure those 
present that any further expansion by BHP Billiton Ltd above the port and capacity expansion project would be 
subject to full environmental assessment by the Environmental Protection Authority; and, if not, how does he 
intend to bring under control the dust problems and emissions in the town of Port Hedland? 

Dr COX:  The member is testing my memory.  My recollections are that we talked over a range of issues.  The 
major issue of concern to the association was not in fact expansion by BHP Billiton; it was the proposed 
expanded port area.  That was the issue of greatest concern to the association.  I certainly indicated that any 
proposed expansion plan for that port would be referred to the EPA sooner or later, and at that stage we would 
make a judgment about the level of assessment.  However, it is fair to say that under the current modifications to 
the Act, it would certainly be at the strategic assessment level, or at some appropriate level, when there would be 
considerable public input on an issue that certainly was of concern to those residents who would be impacted by 
that proposal.  I do not recollect talking specifically about the BHP Billiton expansion proposals.  However, at 
such a time as the major expansion proposals that BHP Billiton is currently discussing with the community are 
referred to the EPA, again we would set an appropriate level of assessment.  Given the issues that have 
historically been identified in Port Hedland - they mainly relate to dust - we would anticipate some level of 
community engagement and a public review period.  However, that judgment is still to be made once we see the 
submission. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I will also ask a question about the number of appeals under the Environmental 
Protection Act.  Is Dr Cox able to provide me with comparative figures over time; say, since 2001?  How many 
appeals a year is the authority getting under the Act?  Is the number going up or down, or what is happening?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  We will need to put that on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No 10.] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  This question may need to be taken on notice.  I refer to the outputs listed on page 
631.  Can the minister provide me with a detailed breakdown of output 3, for which there is a total cost of 
$12 934 million?  Of what is this figure comprised, including specific costs for each contaminated site 
remediation and other line items?  Can the minister provide me with that breakdown, please?  

[5.50 pm] 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I will need to take that question on notice, Mr Chairman. 

[Supplementary Information No 11.] 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the last two lines at the bottom of the list of output performance measures 
on page 666. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The devil’s number! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I did not know there was a devil around!  Are we to interpret the figure of $40 110 
in 2004-05 as the cost to taxpayers to process farm water grants worth $13 298?  Will the minister explain the 
increase in costs from the 2002-03 figure? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  At this stage I cannot, as I do not have the information with me, Mr Chairman.  I will 
have to take that question on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No 12.] 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I am curious about the budget for fixing up the Swan and Canning Rivers.  Will the minister 
give me an idea of how much in all it will cost in the next five years to do anything effective to those rivers, how 
much there is in the budget for it, and how far the minister thinks he will be able to get, given what needs to be 
done? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  This is a function of the Swan River Trust and I honestly cannot answer the question.  
Mr Sippe may be able to answer questions relating to the Environmental Protection Authority.  We were not 
asked to bring anyone from the trust, so I cannot answer that question. 

The CHAIRMAN:  We are aware of that. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will take the question on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No 13.] 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I cannot see the farm water grant scheme outlined in the budget.  How much 
funding is set aside in the 2004-05 budget for the farm water grant scheme and will the minister direct me to the 
line in the accounts for that allocation? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Page 666 of the budget papers.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is what I am saying.  I cannot find the allocation for the farm water grant 
scheme.  It is a very important scheme.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  There is a reference at the top of page 666, under output 4, to the farm water grant 
scheme. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Does that clearly cover it? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Does Mr Ticehurst want to offer a comment on this matter, if he has located it? 

Mr TICEHURST:  The cost of that scheme is shown at the top of page 666.  The total cost of the output is shown 
as $4.46 million for 2003-04 and $5.668 million for 2004-05. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That seems an extraordinarily high figure for that scheme.  If the minister stands by 
that figure, I am more than happy. 

Mr TICEHURST:  Understanding that that is an accrual cost, it also includes any funds carried over from one 
year to the next and it gets a share of the agency’s corporate overhead.  The total cost for any particular activity 
gets a share of the corporate support cost of the agency.  The total cost of the program in 2004-05 is estimated to 
be $5.668 million. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Did Mr Taylor want to qualify that in any way or offer some additional information? 

Mr TAYLOR:  I just highlight that there is a significant carryover because previous funds, through grants, had 
been approved that were not taken up by farmers in those years, and they roll forward to 2004-05. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Could I have that outlined in writing, please? 

The CHAIRMAN:  That will be question No 14, which relates to the various amounts of money referred to by 
Mr Ticehurst and Mr Taylor. 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Could I clarify one point?  There is a difference between the cost of the program and 
the amount we are spending on farm water grants.  We do not want to be confused.  The carryover figure for 
grants that I have from this year to 2004-05 is $3.1 million.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is the issue I want clarified. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Mr Carew-Hopkins, do you understand the clarification that is required? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN:  There seems to be some confusion, but it needs to be set out on paper so that we understand 
what is going on. 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Yes. 

[Supplementary Information No 14.] 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Will the minister explain the litter abatement strategy referred to halfway down 
page 634 under major initiatives for 2004-05? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The litter abatement discussion paper? 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The litter abatement strategy; what does it involve? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I can answer that question in part.  It is a function of the department carried out by the 
Keep Australia Beautiful Council.  The council is currently undertaking a consultation process to identify litter 
issues and develop a framework to focus on litter prevention.  It is an ongoing program.  The litter abatement 
strategy and action plan is being drafted and will go out for comment through consultation.  It is aimed at better 
coordination of litter prevention initiatives between local governments, the State Government and non-
government organisations.  It is proposed that we will appoint a litter abatement task force shortly to oversee the 
implementation of that strategy and we hope that the draft strategy will be completed by October 2004. 

Hon JON FORD:  My question is supplementary to my previous question.  Under major initiatives for 2004-05 
on page 635, the second dot point states -  

Publish EPA Guidance Statements on Guidelines . . .  

The minister talked about guidance statements being a tool used in Environmental Protection Authority 
assessments.  I am interested to know whether guidance statements have played or will play a role and whether 
they will take into account the unintended consequences of previous planning decisions.  We talked about the 
existing problems with the co-location of the iron ore facilities in Port Hedland and the town site, and there has 
been recent publicity on the vapours that come from the liquor burner at the Wagerup refinery.  This question 
might be answered with a simple yes or no: will the guidelines apply to those sorts of assessments or 
reassessments? 

Dr COX:  The intent is very much in the way Mr Sippe described earlier.  The guideline documents are very 
much to assist proponents, their consultants and communities that are affected by projects so that they 
understand the expectations and information needs that we have to enable us to make an appropriate decision 
and, in turn, give advice to the minister.  By definition, it is a guide, not a statute, and has no statutory backing at 
all.  Therefore, it cannot fix the sins of the past, nor can it be imposed as part of the planning process.  However, 
we want proponents and consultants to think through the issues as they prepare their site options and to 
effectively adopt best practice.  The information in the draft guideline, which will shortly go to the community, 
has a series of distances that are effectively best practice distances but will need to be supplemented by detailed 
investigations for each significant proposal.  That, in turn, will lead to advice and the decision that we make.  
Then, of course, there is the planning process that runs in parallel with that in which, in fact, statutory powers do 
sit for determining appropriate land uses to ensure a degree of compatibility.  In answer to the specific question 
about whether those guidelines can fix the problems of the past, the answer is no, they cannot; however, they can 
certainly minimise the risk of those sorts of problems reappearing in the future.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have been looking through the budget papers for some reference to the Mauds 
Landing development rejection decision by the EPA, or at least the process followed.  I had presumed it would 
be under environmental impact services in output 2, but there is no reference to that decision there.  Will the 
minister tell me why it is not considered a major achievement for 2003-04?  As a matter of interest, will the EPA 
chairman tell us what the EPA’s decision was on that proposal?   

[6.00 pm] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I think there are two parts to the question.  The first part is perhaps of a political nature. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, the major achievements for 2003-04 are listed.  Why is it not 
considered to be one of them? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  There are so many achievements that we would not want to put them all into the budget 
papers.  In answer to the second question, perhaps I might turn to Dr Cox.  

Dr COX:  Without contradicting the minister, I have the feeling that the decision may have been made in the 
previous financial year, but I would need to be corrected on that. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  You can still tell us. 

Dr COX:  The bulletin put out by the Environmental Protection Authority was most likely put out in the financial 
year 2002-03.  I do not think it was put out in the 2003-04 financial year.  The decision was published in the 
bulletin and is available.  A summary of it is that given the constraints operating at the time and the lack of 
infrastructure to support the proposed carrying capacity, the EPA effectively suggested that it would be 
inappropriate for that development to go ahead.  It also effectively said that if that infrastructure were to be put in 
place, it could be considered.  It therefore gave two points of view depending on the level of infrastructure 
support available.  The full decision is published in that bulletin, which we can make available at an appropriate 
time. 
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The CHAIRMAN:  That draws to a close this session.  I thank the minister, Mr Carew-Hopkins, Mr Field and Dr 
Wally Cox, Chairman of the EPA, and the other senior officers who have attended on the committee this 
afternoon.  I thank them for the information and the answers they have provided.  I am sure they will be most 
helpful to the members. 

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.00 pm 
 


