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ESPERANCE TRUCK WASH 

Grievance 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.58 am]: I thank the Minister for Agriculture and Food for taking my grievance and 

answering my correspondence about a truck wash facility, which is a high-pressure water facility to wash and 

clean stock crates of manure so they can be restocked with fresh stock. This is obviously an issue of not only 

hygiene, but also biosecurity, which I will go into later. This facility is located about 10.9 kilometres north of 

Esperance and is owned and operated by the Shire of Esperance. The facility has been operating since 2003. Two 

things have changed. Firstly, the demand over the time for that facility has increased. It is used about 50 times a 

month and there are significant stock movements through and around Esperance. Data shows that there were 

134 000 stock movements in and around Esperance from 2010 to 2012. I am also advised that about half a 

million sheep are transported in and out of Esperance in any one year. One seller alone sells about 20 000 to 

30 000 sheep per year.  

The other thing that has changed is the demands from the Department of Environment and Conservation relating 

to the increased water volumes and the demands on the evaporation ponds. There is the ongoing potential for the 

evaporation ponds to overflow into bushland. DEC has issued a requirement for this matter to be addressed.  

There are 11 truck washes in Western Australia. Three are managed by the Department of Agriculture and Food 

and are located in Kununurra, Kalgoorlie and Muchea. The other eight truck washes in Western Australia are 

owned and managed by shires. The Esperance truck wash, which is the issue of this grievance, has been closed 

since 31 December. The closest truck wash that can be used for our transporters is at Katanning, some 

450 kilometres away.  

The issues of biosecurity that I touched on earlier are very important. We are dealing with the potential issue of 

weeds and seed, the disease of footrot and, as the minister would know, ovine Johne’s disease, which is a 

significant disease affecting sheep. It is a biosecurity issue. We now have the issue of who is going to fund the 

upgrade. As the minister said in his letter, the initial estimate to carry out the work was around $350 000. That 

was done on the back of an envelope. The shire, to its credit, had this work done to deal with the volumes of 

water used plus to combine its facility with a liquid waste treatment plant, for which it contributed $500 000. 

There is still a shortfall of around $1.4 million to complete this work and upgrade so that this facility can comply 

with standards set by the Department of Environment and Conservation. When I spoke to the working group—I 

have been involved with the working group and the shire—I was very careful to point out that perhaps we had a 

Holden model, not a Rolls Royce one and that we had not gold plated this. We have looked at that again and 

there is still a shortfall of about $1.4 million to bring this facility into the twenty-first century and also deal with 

the ever-increasing demand of washing trucks from a biosecurity and safety point of view.  

Questions have been asked about the shire’s contribution. Yes, it has made a contribution. I am sure that the 

minister would like to comment on that. The questions are: Should the cost of the facility be borne by the 

ratepayers of Esperance; and, is it truly their core business? Is there a move to access other sources of funding 

for this very important facility, which is not only an Esperance shire issue but also a state biosecurity issue? I ask 

the minister to look at sources of funding. The funding for Katanning—it has a new saleyard facility, for which it 

gets a new truck wash—comes from some of the funds from the sale of the old Midland saleyards. The 

government made a commitment to provide saleyards, a facility and a truck wash in Muchea.  

I understand that the Department of Agriculture and Food takes responsibility for only three truck washes in 

Western Australia, but I believe this is a significant issue that needs to be addressed, particularly for a facility 

that has almost 500 truck uses a year, including the movement of 130 000 cattle and 500 000 sheep.  

MR D.T. REDMAN (Blackwood–Stirling — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [10.05 am]: I thank the 

member for Eyre for his grievance, which he quite rightly raised. I have had a number of meetings with the Shire 

of Esperance, one with the CEO as recently as a couple of weeks ago, to talk through some of the challenges it 

has faced. I want to cover a couple of things, not the least of which relates to some of the foundations of the 

argument that the member put. In the first instance, the arguments for the upgrade of the truck wash are sound. It 

is good practice to wash down trucks after they have had animals in them, for a range of biosecurity reasons that 

the member has highlighted, and also to ensure a good onfarm level of biosecurity, so that we do not transfer 

weeds or diseases within the state. It is also smart to wash a truck down from a return-to-producer perspective. If 

animals are clean when they are presented to livestock saleyards, they are more likely to get a better price. There 

are a range of good reasons why it is necessary to wash down trucks. 

It is interesting to look at the requirements in the current regulations. Although I do not downplay the biosecurity 

importance and the importance of good practice in presenting animals to saleyards, the only prescriptive 

requirement from government in regulations relates to the stock that is transported interstate. The movement of 
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stock intrastate is not mandated. No agency or group carries responsibility for that. That said, I still do not 

downplay the necessity to have truck wash facilities for industry to use for reasons of good practice. As the 

member highlighted, there are 11 major truck washes around the state. Most of those are owned by local 

government. The key ones that government plays a role in are those related to interstate transfers of stock, at 

Kalgoorlie and Kununurra. Additional to those 11 are a number of truck washes at private abattoirs, stockyards 

and so on, including those on private properties and others owned by transport companies and so on. I certainly 

expect shires to play their role in supporting truck washes around the state, to support the broader industry and 

acknowledge the role that they play in a number of truck washes around the state.  

The problems with the Esperance facility are unfortunate. The member has highlighted the demand for such a 

facility, and the DEC’s putting some environmental responsibilities on the shire has meant that that facility has 

shut down. We are working very closely with people in the shire. As I will highlight at the end of this grievance, 

we will continue to do so to try to get a solution. I am advised that the addition of a new 10-megalitre lined 

evaporation pond to the facility just for a truck wash at a cost of less than $400 000 would deal with the issue. I 

also recognise that the shire has done some work and its pricing comes in at about $1.2 million, though I have 

seen figures of up to $2.5 million. I have said to the shire that the gap needs to be closed between advice I am 

getting and what the shire is putting up.  

Some of the challenges have been highlighted by the desire of the shire to have an integrated facility to deal with 

its other issues of waste management. That is a class 2 landfill site, which is currently at Wylie Bay. The shire’s 

licence for that site expires in 2016 and it needs to move it. It wants to integrate that with the truck wash facility. 

The shire has expressed a desire to have this integrated facility. People have raised with me the responsibility of 

government to support a truck wash. I support opening a truck wash for all those reasons we have talked about.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Minister, the shire’s made a contribution to that waste facility.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Absolutely. I think the shire put up $480 000. Again, it is important to highlight the 

responsibilities that rest with people around this issue.  

I have also been advised that the shire is developing a business plan that may be used to attract private 

investment and government support through both the regional centres’ development plan, a SuperTowns project 

and other Department of Regional Development and Lands programs. As recently as February, livestock 

producers, transport operators and the shire have taken the initiative to form a working group to find a resolution. 

I am supportive of and encouraged by that and I certainly want to work through to a resolution. I am absolutely 

supportive of getting an outcome. However, it is important to understand the component of the project that 

relates to the truck wash and its requirements, and the component that relates to the shire’s broader desire to have 

an integrated facility. It just makes sense to do that. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Minister, what do you think the government’s contribution could be to this? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Advice to me from the Department of Agriculture and Food is that we can deal with the 

truck wash part for less than $400 000. That advice conflicts with the shire’s costing for an integrated facility; 

the most recent of which I think was for about $1.2 million. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Yes—$1.2 million. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: And the shire has offered to put up $480 000, so there is a deficit of some $700 000. That 

conflicts with the advice that I have received. I have asked the Department of Agriculture and Food to work with 

the shire to resolve that difference. Let us get a really clear understanding of why I am getting this advice, as 

distinct from the advice as a result of the work that the shire has done. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Minister, as I said, it is really important to look at whether we are getting a Rolls Royce job or 

whether a Holden will do. I think that we have been through that process again with the shire and that we have 

come to that figure of $1.2 million or $1.4 million, of which the shire has already contributed $480 000. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What is the member’s understanding of the component of the $1.2 million that relates to 

truck wash?  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: The component is pretty fair. The shire’s contribution of $480 000 covers not only the liquid 

waste treatment plant, but also a component of the truck wash as well. We are talking about 10 000 cubic metres 

of water, of which 2 000 is contributed by a liquid waste treatment plant. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The undertaking that I will give is that the Department of Agriculture and Food will 

continue to work with the shire and that group to get a resolution. It will no doubt go through a funding 

submission supported by a business case to a range of funding sources, and that will have my support. However, 
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it is important that we get a common understanding and I think some of the issues are still to be resolved. But 

member, the resolution of the matter certainly has my support.  

 


