
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 28 November 2013] 

 p6816b-6824a 
Hon Phil Edman; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; President; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Mark Lewis; Deputy President; 

Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Liz Behjat; Hon Paul Brown; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [1] 

WASTE TO ENERGY 
Motion 

HON PHIL EDMAN (South Metropolitan) [10.24 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this Council calls on the state government to implement waste to energy as an alternative to 
landfill. 

I would firstly like to bring to the attention of the house the different technologies I have seen and have 
knowledge about in the area of waste to energy. The first technology I will mention is something I saw on the 
two occasions that I have visited Japan. The last time I visited Japan I was fortunate to travel with the Premier 
and, apart from giving away four koalas, we looked at waste-to-energy plants. The Martin grate system, of which 
there are hundreds of waste energy plants all over the world, burns municipal household rubbish to heat a boiler 
which makes steam. That steam then turns a turbine to make electricity. It is a pretty simple method. What is 
impressive about that waste-to-energy plant is the amount of technology involved in the emissions. The best way 
to describe it to the house is to describe the emissions. The trucks that drop off that municipal household rubbish 
probably emit more dioxins than the plant. It was very impressive.  

The Martin grate waste-to-energy plants, especially the one that is being considered for use in Western Australia 
has the capacity to power up to 80 000 homes, with very few emissions. The most important thing about the 
Martin grate system is that it results in absolutely no landfill. It does not produce 10 per cent or 20 per cent 
landfill—there is no landfill at all from a Martin grate waste-to-energy technology plant.  

Mr President, I have brought some rubbish into the house today and, with your permission, I would like to hand 
it around so that members can do a bit of scratch-and-sniff test.  

The PRESIDENT: Obviously, it is difficult for Hansard to record this and the member cannot seek leave to 
incorporate it, but it will be fine if the member describes the objects to demonstrate what he is talking about, and 
then he can hand them around to members.  

Hon PHIL EDMAN: What I have in my hand is aggregate left from the process of burning out municipal 
household rubbish, which I will hand around so everyone can have a scratch and sniff. Then the aggregate is 
used to make bricks. I have a brick in my hand, and these bricks can be used for household construction and 
paths. It is not landfill, but it can be put on top of the land. This is what comes out of the Martin grate waste-to-
energy plants. They are very sophisticated and are way ahead of what is being done in Australia. The brick can 
also be handed around for members to look at.  

Gasification is another type of waste-to-energy plant I looked at in Sapporo, north of Tokyo. I learned there that 
gasification plants were built in Japan because a policy was introduced in the 1980s that once a car had done so 
many kilometres, it was disposed of. So Westinghouse’s plasma gasification units were used to chop up cars. 
That process was not successful in Japan because a lot of those cars would go to Australia and other parts of the 
world. Gasification plants are now primarily used for municipal household rubbish. They operate at high 
temperatures, but I do not know whether the emissions technology is the same or has zero landfill results like 
Martin grate.  

There are other technologies, including DiCOM. I will not talk too much about that, because I know Hon Liz 
Behjat would like to talk about that technology. From what I know about the DiCOM—I do not believe it has 
been commissioned yet in the North Metropolitan Region—I believe probably in excess of 10 000 tonnes of 
waste will still have to go to landfill. As some members know, the Bedminster system is an aerobic digester in 
the South Metropolitan Regional Council, which we know as the SMRC. I guess when this technology was 
installed, the SMRC must have thought it was the bee’s knees or the best thing since sliced bread because it 
would make compost and do away with the need to put rubbish into landfill and that is good for the environment, 
so off the SMRC went and spent millions of dollars on this technology. I have learnt about this technology only 
since becoming a member of Parliament, even though I have been aware of the SMRC because it is next to 
where my father lives in Jarvis Place, Leeming. Numerous complaints about odours have been made by 
residents, including over the last term of government. I have looked at the compost from the Bedminster aerobic 
digester. People are reluctant to use it. I do not think I would put that compost in my garden because it contains a 
lot of glass particles. The SMRC may need to look at refining it further. Probably about 40 000 tonnes of waste 
from the SMRC still goes into landfill.  

The good news is that the Environmental Protection Authority came out in April 2013 with a report and 
recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority and the Waste Authority titled “Environmental and 
health performance of waste to energy technologies”. I have read it. I do not know whether any other member in 
this house has read it.  
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Hon Mark Lewis interjected. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Well done, Hon Mark Lewis; it is good to see that he is reading material.  

The report makes 21 recommendations that a waste-to-energy plant should adhere to. I am not an expert but from 
reading the report, it is obvious to me that the Martin grate technology ticks all the boxes in line with the state 
government’s 21 recommendations. That is good because it is already evident that under this government it looks 
like—hopefully, this waste-to-energy system is not too far away—we will not make the mistakes we made some 
years ago when the SMRC installed the aerobic digester in the South Metropolitan Region. There have been 
many problems with that facility such as bad compost and strong odours. At least this time we can get it right. 
Once a waste-to-energy plant is built, it will be the first one to be built in Australia, and as a Western Australian 
I will be very proud of that. When we build this technology, we want to get it right; we do not want some dud 
technology that does not tick the boxes of the 21 EPA recommendations. It should meet all the stringent 
environmental requirements and tick all the boxes—that is very important—and it must be affordable.  

Our government has a policy of no landfill by 2020. When I first became a member of this place I remember 
Hon Donna Faragher introducing the Waste Avoidance and Recovery Levy Bill. At the time Hon Sally Talbot 
spoke for more than seven and a half hours on the bill. Thank God we have a parliamentary bar! It was an 
interesting debate and the bill was passed. That legislation was all about putting aside some money and making 
sure local governments and people looked outside the box and stopped putting waste into landfill.  

Point of Order 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I fear that Hon Phil Edman is now embarrassing himself because we now know his 
complete misunderstanding of the bill—it had nothing to do with putting more money into waste mitigation and 
had everything to do with using the levy for consolidated revenue—was due to the fact that he was in the 
parliamentary bar and not in the chamber listening to the debate.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! That is a point of view and not a point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I look forward to Hon Sally Talbot’s contribution to the debate. The last time I checked, 
the gate price per tonne to operate the Bedminster aerobic digester technology in Canning Vale was about $215 a 
tonne. The gate price to operate the Martin grate will be $110 a tonne, which is nearly half the price ratepayers 
are paying at the moment through these regional councils. I am glad local government reform is happening 
because I feel that local government has been reluctant to get involved in waste to energy. I think local 
government would like to keep this old Bedminster technology, which I believe still owes some $50 million, 
when we have an opportunity to use technology that promotes no landfill, can provide electricity for more than 
80 000 homes, can provide bricks for building and, most importantly, would cost ratepayers less than half the 
price they are paying today. That means if our government were to implement waste technology such as the 
Martin grate, it could save money on the rates of Western Australian families. Hopefully, once that technology 
was implemented, local governments will pass on that saving at the gate fee. I will leave it at that. I think there is 
a fantastic opportunity for Western Australia to host a waste-to-energy plant here in WA. This is not something 
new; it has been operating in other parts of the world for a long time. In Western Australia we are far behind the 
eight ball. I do not know why, but it is time we caught up and stopped putting rubbish into landfill and damaging 
the environment, and got on with adopting these sorts of technologies to  make Western Australia a better place 
to live in.  

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [11.37 am]: I stand on behalf of the opposition to make 
some brief remarks on Hon Phil Edman’s motion that this Council calls on the state government to implement 
waste to energy as an alternative to landfill. Obviously, there is lots to say about waste-to-energy plants. Indeed, 
the idea of them has been quite controversial over the years. Groups such as the Conservation Council of 
Western Australia and other environmental groups around the state and the country generally, have been quite 
vocal in their concern about these waste-to-energy plants, particularly the impact they might have on air quality 
and possibly on public health. Waste-to-energy plants have recently been promoted as the solution to our waste 
crisis. I am not exactly sure that is the case. I am not convinced that reducing the volume of waste going to 
landfill to send to waste-to-energy plants will assist in the transition to a more sustainable society. However, 
there is no doubt that we have to evaluate these plants. In doing so we need to carry out a full cost–benefit 
analysis in economic, social and environmental terms. I am well aware that Hon Phil Edman has a strong interest 
in this area. Indeed, I believe there is a proposal for a facility in Kwinana based on a plant in Phoenix  

Hon Phil Edman: Two plants.  
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will briefly touch on the plant in Phoenix. When we are considering these plants 
it is important that we ask a range of questions and I want to put those questions on the record. All of these 
plants should be subject to the following questions. 

We have to be sure and we have to know: is the plant’s operation consistent with the principles of the waste 
hierarchy; that is, reduce, re-use, recycle? We need to know: Do these waste-to-energy plants ensure that they 
employ the excellent principle of extended producer responsibility—an issue I am sure Hon Donna Faragher 
would know plenty about, given her time as Minister for Environment and the inaction of the ministerial council 
on this issue over a number of years. 

Another question we need to ask is: do these waste-to-energy plants lock in a demand for a waste stream? We 
also need to ask: what input streams can the plant accept and, indeed, is this the most sustainable use of this input 
stream? Some input streams are not acceptable from an environmental point of view, which obviously includes 
any material from native forests. Again, this Parliament and this chamber have had plenty of debates on native 
forests over the years, but we have to ensure that these waste-to-energy plants do not use any material from 
native forests. We have to ask: what outputs does the plant produce, both beneficial and harmful, and indeed are 
harmful outputs within safe limits? 

As I said, there is a concern in the community about air quality and there is a legitimate concern about public 
health issues related to these plants. That is not to say that we should not discount these plants totally; we just 
need to make sure that we answer these questions. It is important for anyone, particularly for us as members of 
Parliament, when we are looking at these things to make sure we address community concerns. We also need to 
ask how many tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions any of these plants will produce, not just in operation but also 
during construction. This includes greenhouse gas emissions from the transport and energy used in construction, 
the waste produced in construction and the embodied energy in the materials used. That is only about the 
greenhouse gas emissions from construction. We must then ask: how many tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions 
will be produced in operation? Obviously this includes the transport of waste and the transport of end products, 
including fly-ash.  

We also have to ask: what are the operational greenhouse gas emissions per gigawatt hour of electricity? That is 
very important. We also have to ask: what are the overall greenhouse gas emissions? How many tonnes of 
greenhouse gas emissions will it displace, for example, from landfill? We have to look at the environmental 
benefits of such a plant, and indeed the environmental impacts of this plant. We also have to consider the social 
benefits the plant will provide and the negative social impacts involved. That is not to say that there will not be 
any—of course there will—but we just need to make sure that these issues are addressed when we consider these 
plants. 

It is particularly important for us to at least ask: does the plant have the support and the approval of the local 
community? Hon Phil Edman mentioned his dad and where his dad lives and indeed the community concern that 
has revolved around the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council facility. It has been a concern not just in the 
past few years, but also over the past 10 years at least, and it is a very valid concern. When we consider these 
waste-to-energy plants, we need to think about the support and the approval of the local community. We also 
have to ensure that the proposed site is appropriate. We need to think about whether there is a better facility or a 
better site for the facility. We need to address and be aware of the economic cost of the energy produced by the 
plants. I am running out of time so I will get these questions out in a list. 

We need to know what the capital cost of the plant will be, what the operational workforce of the plant will be 
and what economic benefits the plant will bring. Will the plant require a subsidy for construction or operation; 
and, if so, how much of a subsidy? We need to know these things before we say, “Yes, we will consider them.” 

It is also important for us to consider the alternatives to the operation of these plants. We need to know whether 
this is the best available approach from the environmental, social and economic perspectives. We need to be 
sure, we need to consider and we need to be aware that the technology being used is proven, and we need to look 
at similar plants operating elsewhere and how they have performed. The work that Hon Phil Edman did in his 
travels in looking at these plants elsewhere is very important. If we know how these plants operate elsewhere, we 
can have a little certainty when we are considering them for Western Australia. Most of all we need to make sure 
that the project is not the lesser of all evils. This cannot be about saying, “Look, these plants are marginally 
better for us, for the state and for the environment than this waste going to landfill.” It cannot just be about these 
plants being the lesser of two evils. It has to be about what is best for the environment and what is best for the 
state. 

With those few comments, I will draw my remarks to a close. I welcome the motion. I think it is important for 
Parliament to consider these things, but I also hope that we will all consider those questions that I have placed on 
the record before we move to allowing more of these plants in Western Australia. 
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HON MARK LEWIS (Mining and Pastoral) [11.46 am]: I am surprised to get the call! I want to broaden the 
discussion on this motion to take it from what has been to date a metropolitan discussion to a context that is 
relevant to me and I hope to this debate. I want to talk about waste-to-energy plants in the mining industry. There 
are huge opportunities, obviously, for waste to energy in the mining industry in recycling tyres and other general 
mining consumables. In my contribution today I want to broaden the discussion a little to talk about other 
opportunities. Given that I represent the Mining and Pastoral Region, which includes iron ore mines and other 
mines in the Pilbara, I will speak about the issue of dewatering. The Pilbara is probably one of the largest 
dewaterers in Western Australia, if not in Australia. I will explain for members the background on dewatering. 
When there is an ore body, usually from underground mining or open-cut mining, the mining companies have to 
dewater around that ore body, and I will refer shortly to some of the numbers involved in that. Historically, when 
mines dewater, which is done under licence, the water is pushed down some creeks. These creeks have 
traditionally been ephemeral creeks; that is, they generally run only in summer when we get the big tropical 
rainfall. That turns those natural ephemeral creeks into constant water streams. In some creeks people could 
almost go down the rapids in a kayak. It not only changes the whole pattern but also allows for weeds and feral 
animals to build up, and there is obviously some disposition of minerals and other elements from the water. In 
some places it also unnaturally recharges the area and mixes the different types of water. I will not go into that in 
terms of stygofauna and those types of things but there are some issues there.  

The water up there is generally of a very, very good quality and below 500 parts per million, which is very good 
for agriculture. As I said, this is an area that traditionally does not have agriculture; it has traditionally been a 
mining area. Therefore, there are some issues around diversification of industry.  

The concept that I am working towards presenting here today is that the wastewater goes on crops through the 
various mechanisms that Hon Phil Edman has talked about, such as pyrolysis or biogas or some syn-gas 
arrangement, and is then converted into energy. I will give members some context to the volumes involved. The 
amount of potential dewatering that will happen through the Ophthalmia Range is in the order of 200 gigalitres a 
year. A gigalitre of water would fill 400 Olympic pools. Sydney Harbour, which is 19 kilometres long and 55 
square kilometres, is 500 gigalitres. Therefore, every year the equivalent of two-fifths of Sydney Harbour will go 
through the Ophthalmia Range. I do not think Hon Phil Edman went into it, so for members’ benefit I will 
explain that in this instance pyrolysis is the burning of plants within an atmosphere with reduced oxygen. It is a 
high-temperature process. As I said, the other process is biogas, which is, basically, a cellulotic breakdown and 
digestive process. I think Hon Phil Edman mentioned that. Around the world today the intellectual property in 
enzyme breakdown is becoming quite significant and bringing this sort of technology right to the fore. The more 
cellulotic breakdown we have, the more gas we get from the digestion and the more energy we get. These things 
are now becoming very cost-competitive with normal energy production. When a crop-based or a plant-based 
material is used in the high-temperature burning process, we end up with a whole heap of what is called biochar, 
which can go back into the agricultural operation. The biogas process leaves a slurry that can also go back into 
the agricultural operation and build the organic soil carbon in the system.  

Having discovered this, the government very recently put together a project to assist this. I believe the Minister 
for Agriculture and Food will make an announcement shortly, so I will not steal his thunder, but we will work 
with — 

Hon Kate Doust: I think you just have.  

Hon Ken Travers: We’re just friends in here. No-one else will know.  

Hon MARK LEWIS: No-one is listening.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: No-one takes any notice.  

Hon MARK LEWIS: No-one takes any notice. Woodie Woodie mine, which dewaters significant amounts of 
water—probably in the order of 40 to 60 gigalitres—burns about 40 million to 60 million litres of diesel a year to 
run the bore fields. The idea of this is to use that water in agriculture to grow high-density crops and then to 
convert it to energy through either a biogas or a pyrolysis process. We will have a trial around this.  

Hon Ken Travers: Wouldn’t you be better off farming animals to create protein like they do in other parts of the 
state? Why would you burn it?  

Hon MARK LEWIS: Absolutely; Hon Ken Travers is deadset right. This trial will have a mix of outcomes, one 
of which will be that, but I am focusing on waste-to-energy technology in this debate.  

Hon Ken Travers: I was struggling earlier in your speech. I now follow — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Member, please let the member conclude his 
remarks.  
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Hon MARK LEWIS: That will be another outcome of this project when the minister announces it. This will 
also cause significant reductions in carbon emission as we will no longer need to burn 40 million to 60 million 
litres of diesel to run the bore field.  

In the limited time I have left, I will quickly go through some of the legislative regime that we might need to 
change in this house. Part V of the Environmental Protection Act, division 1, “Pollution and environmental harm 
offences”, contains provisions for dumping waste. In my view, it would be very easy to consider using the EPA 
framework and existing regulatory framework when and if we consider water as a waste in this context. That 
brings in a whole heap of regulatory framework factors with respect to a levy and cooperative use between the 
mining companies. We could put together a water co-op of some nature to coordinate the disposal of this water 
on agricultural and other related projects. That may be something that we need to discuss in the very near future 
if we want to create this secondary industry, which, at the end of the day, has some very strong environmental 
outcomes in waste-to-energy conversion.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.57 am]: I rise to speak today on our position on waste-to-
energy technologies. These include, obviously, combustion, gasification pyrolysis and plasma arc; there are 
many different styles. I thank Hon Phil Edman for his report on his trip to Japan in November 2010 in which he 
articulated some of Japan’s problems. Japan has a very unique problem insomuch as it does not have any space. 
Hon Phil Edman’s report deals with that. When he visited the company Moltoni Energy and its waste facilities, 
he was introduced to the Martin grate system. The report, “Report of Interstate and Overseas Travel Undertaken 
by Members of Parliament funded by the Imprest System”, states — 

With Japan’s relatively small land mass and large population, their need to effectively manage waste, 
both industrial and municipal, has led to their becoming a world leader in waste management 
technologies.  

Rightly so; Japan does not have any space. Waste-to-energy technology should be our last option. As people 
have mentioned, we have a waste hierarchy. Its classification is the good old pyramid. Our first option is 
reduction; the second option is re-use, and then recycling and recovery. Only when we go to the European waste 
framework directive of 2008 do we bring in, in any way, shape or form, energy recovery, because that is always 
considered the last thing we should do; reduction is the way to go.  

I recently attended a conference on waste where a young American woman spoke on what she was doing with 
waste. She leads a world campaign on zero waste. Her whole household produces only one glass jar of waste a 
year because they manage to not get any packaging. In fact, we can do that here in Western Australia. The good 
old mining industry is really good because we can get these linen bags for 20c in all sorts of sizes. A phone app 
called “Bulk: Shopping Locator” tells us a number of stores in Western Australia where we can buy bulk 
material, such as bulk Weetabix — 

Hon Phil Edman: Are you going to share the bag around, because I showed my brick?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, certainly. Would somebody like to take my bag? The mining industry produces 
those bags for 20c and they come in all sorts of different sizes. They can be bought in job lots of 100. A lot of 
people use them when they buy in bulk — 

Hon Ken Travers: If we come to your office later, you can give us a special price? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Absolutely!  

The first issue is to get rid of the waste that we generate. We can do that in many, many ways. It is only in the 
European Union waste framework directive that it starts to talk about waste to energy. We really need to start 
dealing with the minimisation of waste. Then, when we cannot further minimise waste, we need to make sure 
that that waste is put to good use—that is, for compost. I noticed that comments were made about glass fractions 
in the Regional Resource Recovery Centre’s compost. I understand that problem has been completely removed 
in many of the new plants that are now coming onstream, especially with the waste and water flotation systems. 

Hon Ken Travers: That is certainly what they’re trying to achieve with the DiCOM plant in the western 
suburbs. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right, so we can get there. But going back to the good old, bad old days of 
burning waste is not the way to go. 

Another thing that we talk about, which was mentioned by Hon Stephen Dawson, is carbon dioxide emissions. 
Obviously, if we put material into landfill, there is a methane outcome. If we extract that from landfill, we can 
manage it but it is still a major problem. Therefore, wherever possible, we should not put material into landfill. 
We need to note that about one metric tonne or 1.1 short tons of waste going into the waste-to-energy stream 
generates approximately the same amount of CO2. At the end of the day, if our whole plan of waste reduction is 
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about minimising our impact on the planet through methane and all those sorts of things, waste to energy is not a 
resolution to that problem; we need to get waste out of the process. One thing we can do is go to our phones and 
download an app called Bulk. It enables people to find places in Western Australia where they can buy all their 
commodities in bulk with no packaging, bags or anything else. People take a bag and fill it with rice or whatever 
and therefore reduce their waste component. I put my rubbish bin out probably once a month and it is usually 
only about a quarter full.  

My bag is back and it has a brick in it—thank you! 

Hon Phil Edman: It’s just to show the bag can withstand a brick! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It would be far better in my view if instead of having a brick in there, we had some 
material that we could use that did not create a brick in the first place. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Seriously, the key issue is that we must reduce our waste. We do not have the 
problems of some other countries such as Japan, which are forced to go down the path of processing. I have 
looked at the Martin grate process and it is relatively good, but it starts from the wrong premise. We should not 
be using waste for energy. I will cite a small case. A Swedish company decided that there was a lot of waste in 
India and put in a giant waste-to-energy plant just outside Bombay. It got hold of the waste and put it in the plant 
but the waste would not ignite or break down. The waste had been so well picked over — 

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, but the problem was that no combustible waste was left; the combustible waste 
was so valuable to the community that it had been taken out of the waste already. There were no plastic bags or 
bottles. The subsistence community had been through the waste pile to the point that what was left was not 
combustible. Therefore, it was not the process that failed; it was the fact that the community, through its own 
social demand, was already recycling so much waste from the waste piles. I am not saying that we should all 
rush out to waste piles and grab hold of as many plastic bags as we can, but we have to understand that there was 
a community that, by necessity, was recycling. I say that we should start recycling. We should start reducing in 
the first instance, re-using where possible, then recycling and only when that has concluded should we move into 
a waste-to-energy stream.  

Another point about the waste-to-energy stream is that it demands waste. Therefore, if we have waste-to-energy 
plants with long-term contracts and there is a new forward-thinking government in the future, a Labor 
government with a Green coalition, that looks at sustainability, we will be in the position that we cannot start 
reducing our waste because of those contracts let to the corporations. Waste to energy is the last thing that we 
should consider. 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [12.05 pm]: I am pleased to rise to support my good friend and 
colleague Hon Phil Edman in bringing this important matter to the house today. We have had two very 
interesting topics in non-government and private members’ business today that were very different. We live in 
interesting times when I find myself rising in this place to support the comments of Hon Robin Chapple! It is 
something that I am not quite sure I often do. However, today, I agree with a lot of what Hon Robin Chapple 
said; namely, that the reduction of waste needs to be the prime concern in looking at the matter of recycling and 
re-using waste.  

As Hon Phil Edman foreshadowed in his contribution, I want to talk about a facility in the North Metropolitan 
Region. I know that Hon Ken Travers is also quite familiar with the DiCOM waste processing facility located in 
Shenton Park in the fabulous North Metropolitan Region.  

Hon Ken Travers: All the local councillors missed the Liberal Party members because of their lack of 
attendance at their dinner this year. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Unfortunately, when members are in government, there are so many demands on their time 
that it is very difficult to attend all sorts of things. I am a very good supporter of them and they know that. I do 
not need to spend time at dinner with them for me to support them in those ways, thank you, Hon Ken Travers. 

I have visited the DiCOM waste processing facility on a number of occasions. It is in its testing phase at the 
moment. Hon Phil Edman talked in his contribution about the south metro processing facility that produces 
compost. The DiCOM process goes through a process of water extraction, which ensures that the compost 
produced does not have the glass particles that the member referred to. When the DiCOM facility is up and 
functioning completely, which is expected to be in the middle of next year, it will produce a compost that will be 
sold to agricultural markets. A commercial company, Richgro Garden Products—a WA-based company, which 
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is fabulous as well—will market the compost produced. I have seen the compost and it is something that I would 
put on my garden; I have no fear about that.  

The DiCOM process is a system put together by AnaeCo. The waste comes to the processing plant and goes 
through a series of processes, including an anaerobic process, to end up with compost. Seventy-five per cent of 
the waste processed at the plant will be diverted from landfill, with the rest to be recycled or to go to landfill. 
Maybe into the future we can look at the leftovers that are not used to produce energy or that do not end up in 
compost perhaps going off to the facility that makes the bricks. It would be a very good outcome if we could end 
up with zero landfill. The energy produced by DiCOM is used to run the plant, and any excess power goes into 
the system. We know that once energy is produced, that is it; it is used and we do not get it back. Probably a 
better outcome would be to recycle the waste into a product that can be used.  

As with the debate on the previous motion, I know that other members want to contribute. This is a very worthy 
motion that Hon Phil Edman has brought to us today. I recommend that members visit the North Metropolitan 
Region to look at the DiCOM processing plant. I have a very good relationship with the Western Metropolitan 
Regional Council and am very happy to organise a visit to DiCOM for any member. It is certainly 
recommended. It is a great process, and we look forward to it being fully up and running in 2014.  

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [12.11 pm]: I had the honour of standing in this house about four or five 
weeks ago to present a petition on behalf of residents of York and Toodyay on their concerns about metropolitan 
landfill being relocated into the hills area and the peri-urban fringe of Perth. I commend Hon Phil Edman for his 
motion; we certainly need to look further at what we as a city, a state and a government are doing in waste 
management. The Waste Authority conducted a survey into landfill and recycling. The 2011–12 report of that 
survey showed that nearly six and a half million tonnes of waste is generated in Western Australia, of which only 
39 per cent is recycled or diverted. That puts WA well below the national average of 51 per cent. What I and the 
communities of York and Toodyay and the other communities that are now being proposed as sites for waste 
from Perth are asking—I will certainly be asking the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 
this question—is why we have such a poor take-up of recycling in WA. That is one point that any inquiry into 
landfill in those areas should look at. But there should also be a wider strategic waste management review. That 
comes to what Hon Phil Edman’s motion is about.  

We have an opportunity to set up not only Perth but also, and more importantly, the whole state for the next 30 
or 40 years to cater for what is going to be a massive increase in landfill. There is already pressure in Karratha, 
Port Hedland, Geraldton and other major regional centres about what they are planning to do with their landfill 
waste. Just recently, the Minister for Environment approved a waste-to-energy facility in Port Hedland. That 
facility, when finalised, could potentially power 21 000 homes in that area through the burning of 255 000 
tonnes of landfill per year. In the Perth metropolitan area, 4 700 000 tonnes of waste was produced in 2011–12, 
which could have produced enough energy for nearly half a million homes. That is the reality that Western 
Australia faces.  

The aim to have zero landfill in the Perth metropolitan area and coastal plain by 2020 is to be commended. The 
problem with that is that the landfill has to go somewhere else. Where is that somewhere else? It is regional WA. 
Landfill waste is increasingly being taken out of Perth to areas of regional WA that are not far from Perth, 
because those are the areas to which it is more commercially viable to transport waste. Short trips are made to 
regions that have vacant areas and big holes, where it is commercially viable to dump that waste. Obviously, 
those proposed sites have to go through a range of environmental assessments. They have to be lined with high-
density polyethylene. They have to meet some very stringent standards. I concede that the science behind a lot of 
the landfill sites is sound. But what the residents in those areas are suggesting is that the state perhaps needs to 
take into consideration the fact that moving landfill from the Perth metropolitan area to areas of regional WA 
that are not that far from the metropolitan area will itself create problems, as those sites will also come under a 
lot of pressure in the not-too-distant future. Those areas are already under developmental pressures. I consider it 
unwise for the state’s solution of removing landfill from the Perth coastal plain by 2020 to be to put it 
somewhere else.  

I understand that Hon Phil Edman has done quite a bit of research into a waste-to-energy facility, but I also 
commend Hon Robin Chapple for the points that he made during this debate. I agree with Hon Liz Behjat that it 
is not often that I will agree with Hon Robin Chapple, but his proposal — 

Hon Ken Travers: Except for when you want his preferences.  

Hon PAUL BROWN: I do not need his preferences, mate. We do it all on primary votes!  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 28 November 2013] 

 p6816b-6824a 
Hon Phil Edman; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; President; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Mark Lewis; Deputy President; 

Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Liz Behjat; Hon Paul Brown; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [8] 

I commend the points made by Hon Robin Chapple. We also have to look at reducing the amount of waste and 
landfill that is produced and at what we, as a society, value. At the moment, WA is far from leading the charge in 
recycling and waste reduction; that is for sure.  

I have spent a bit of time highlighting that residents of the peri-urban fringe of the metropolitan area are very 
concerned about landfill. In closing, I urge the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs to 
seriously consider holding an inquiry into a review of the waste management strategy for Western Australia, and 
that it take into consideration the concerns of people who are being directly affected by the plan to move landfill 
from the metropolitan area to regional WA. I know that other members would like to speak, so I will sit and let 
others have a chat.  

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.19 pm]: In the short time 
left to speak on this motion, I wanted to say a few words—I do not have anything to contribute to the show-and-
tell that has occurred on both sides of the house. I do not need to speak on behalf of Hon Phil Edman, but I think 
we need to be clear on this. I know from my discussions with the member that he certainly does not see waste-to-
energy technology as the first port of call for dealing with waste. I think all sides of the house agree that when it 
comes to waste-to-energy technology, it is at the end of the line for waste management; Hon Phil Edman is 
nodding in agreement. A couple of speakers have mentioned that a report on the environmental and health 
performance of waste-to-energy technologies was released by the Environmental Protection Authority and the 
Waste Authority earlier this year. That report states—I agree with it—that, yes, it is likely to play a role in waste 
management, but it should only be done when there is no viable recycling or re-use alternative for waste. We 
have talked about the hierarchy followed—Hon Robin Chapple referred to it—which is avoidance, re-use, 
reprocessing, recycling, energy recovery and disposal. I think that perhaps more generally we as a government 
have done, and I believe continue to do, a number of positive things, particularly in the area of reducing waste to 
landfill. Far be it from me to once again raise the issue of the levy, but Hon Phil Edman did too; I feel it is 
actually not right that Hon Sally Talbot is out on urgent parliamentary business while I raise these matters 
because we have had a few debates in this place on that before. In 2009, there was a significant—I do not deny 
that—300 per cent increase to that levy for putrescible and inert waste that has helped to improve the 
competitiveness of waste recovery options compared with landfill. Some other activities and initiatives have 
been undertaken, such as the regional funding program, to which around $9 million has been committed by the 
government.  

There have also been some significant highlights from that funding that has gone to a number of local 
governments—I think well over 100 across the state. The minister has provided me with information on a couple 
of those highlights: Bunbury–Wellington has co-funded an organics recovery facility; in the Avon region, a local 
government kerbside recycling program was co-funded; and in Wagin, transfer stations to replace smaller rural 
landfills were co-funded. I think we would all agree that they are very good initiatives. There is also the 
household hazardous waste program, to which about $10 million has been committed since 2008 or 2009. That 
program enables the collection of household hazardous waste, and I think more than 1.4 million kilograms of 
paints, pesticides, pool chemicals, batteries and other hazardous waste have been collected since that program 
started.  

We also have the Western Australian Transitional E-waste Program. When I was environment minister there was 
an agreement—Hon Stephen Dawson referred to this—around a number of product stewardship arrangements 
that had been agreed to at the national level. A national scheme was to be set up that related to television and 
computer recycling. There was a lead-in time in relation to that, and we in Western Australia felt it was 
important to provide funding for e-waste collection in that transitional period. That has also proved very 
successful. A number of other projects and initiatives specific to not only Western Australia, but also at a 
national level have been and continue to be supported.  

Getting back to the motion, the report of the EPA and the Waste Authority concludes that waste-to-energy 
technology has the potential to offer an alternative to landfill for the disposal of non-recyclable waste. I 
understand and appreciate, as Hon Stephen Dawson said, that there is community concern in some quarters about 
potential negative health impacts. But I take heart from the work done by the EPA and the Waste Authority. 
Quite obviously and quite appropriately—I agree with all members in this regard—any proposal for a waste-to-
energy plant will need to be thoroughly investigated. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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