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Division 43:  Water and Rivers Commission, $49 755 000 - 
Hon Kate Doust, Deputy Chairman.   

Hon Ken Travers, parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.   

Mr R. Payne, Acting Director General, Department of Environmental Protection; Water and Rivers Commission.   

Mr K. Taylor, Director of Environment Impact Assessment, Department of Environmental Protection.   

Mr D. Miller, Acting Manager, Swan River Trust.   

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager, Finance and Administration, Water and Rivers Commission.   

Mr P. Quinn, Chief of Staff, Office of Minister for the Environment and Heritage.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I inform the Committee that answers to questions on notice submitted by Hon Bill Stretch, 
Hon Dee Margetts, Hon Christine Sharp and Hon Robin Chapple will now be tabled.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I refer the Committee to the fourth dot point on page 701 of the Budget Statements.  
What additional resources will the Government provide to assist the community’s understanding of water 
resource issues?   

Mr PAYNE:  The issue is not so much about additional resources, but about the way in which we are rearranging 
the management of existing resources.  Historically, we have supported many catchment groups with money and 
in-kind resources.  In recent years - we will continue to do so this year - we have tried to work our regional 
resources in with the community groups in a more constructive way.  For example, in the past 12 months, five 
management authorities have been decommissioned, and their concerns and involvement have been 
amalgamated into the catchment groups that have been growing alongside the authorities.  Our regional 
resources are now focused into a family of catchment groups.  Instead of employing more people, we are trying 
to respond more efficiently.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  With regards to inland waterways, does the department’s control extend into the lakes 
and mine rehabilitation water areas?  In other words, where does the department’s jurisdiction begin and end?  
For example, I refer to the Collie area, where they are trying to develop water skiing, and to the Greenbushes 
area, which has high levels of chemicals.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I know from the other hat I wear that the Minister for State Development recently made 
an announcement about a centre of excellence in Collie that will deal with that issue.   

Mr PAYNE:  From both a Department of Environmental Protection and a Water and Rivers Commission point 
of view, we are interested in the water resources to which the member referred.  Collie is a case in point because 
we are trying to rehabilitate the whole system in the Collie basin.  Over the years we have found that mining has 
had a significant impact on its ground water systems and on the ground water recharge into the Collie River.  A 
joint venture between the Department of Environmental Protection, the Water and Rivers Commission, the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources, the local community, the local power generation companies 
and the mining industry is looking to restabilise the ground water system.  Notionally, it will take decades to put 
everything back into balance.  We are achieving much success, and the approach we are using is generally 
agreed upon by those in the community.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  This leads to the disposal of saline effluent, such as the pumping out that has taken place 
in Merredin.  What is the attitude of the Water and Rivers Commission to supersaline discharges as an effluent?  
Some years ago there was a move to make salt a noxious effluent.  People were not allowed to discharge it into 
rivers.  Has that changed and are there strategies in place that may go so far as to declare certain river systems as 
drainage effluent channels, as they were originally? 

[2.10 pm] 

Mr PAYNE:  The guiding rule that the Water and Rivers Commission applies is to allow some saline discharges 
if it can be shown over a long period that there will be a net benefit compared with either doing nothing or 
allowing it to become more saline.  We have tried to adopt the policy of making net long-term improvements.  
Regarding the responsibilities of the Department of Environmental Protection and the Environmental Protection 
Authority, there is also the issue of saline discharges from a significant project.  Such discharges require 
environmental approval so that they do not damage the environment. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  The pipes in the riverbeds in Pemberton caused a large amount of furore.  Riverbed 
pipelines made a lot of sense when discharging salines because water finds its way downhill into riverbeds.  Will 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 June 2002] 

 p676c-687a 
Chairman; Hon Bill Stretch; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Louise Pratt; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon 

Norman Moore; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Ray Halligan; Deputy 
Chairman 

 [2] 

the department allow riverbed pipelines to be used as a natural levelling way of discharging salt to the sea, where 
it originally comes from? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We are putting money into finding engineering solutions.  The way the pipeline was 
constructed in Pemberton created particular problems because of the heritage issue.  There was no consultation 
and there were problems with the fishing community.  I would not encourage a repeat of the Pemberton 
circumstances. 

Mr PAYNE:  As a general rule, we do not want to turn all the river systems in Western Australia into saline 
drainage systems.  We are trying to find better systems to deal with the saline problem by controlling the 
recharge at the source rather than drain it off.  We understand the circumstances in which some drainage systems 
and solutions are viable.  However, we will pursue the idea of having a salt-controlled facility rather than just 
putting it into a river.  Although some rivers are saline, we are recovering some rivers from salinity.  One 
example is the Collie River.  Since the late 1970s, the State has invested, in net present value terms, $80 million 
in recovering the Collie River.  We want to persist with that and not use it as a saltwater drain.  The piping 
systems cost a lot of money because of their length.  They cost about $1 000 a metre at a diameter of one metre.  
We are in favour of trying to do it within the catchment and finding an equitable solution for where we locate a 
salt-controlling facility and how the consequences of that and the sharing of the cost is derived.  It is something 
that may come out of the new national resource management council. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I refer to the last dot point at page 655, which refers to the progress of the amalgamation 
of the Department of Environmental Protection and the Water and Rivers Commission.  What point of progress 
has been reached on the amalgamation?  It states that it is contingent on the resolution of complex legal issues.  
What is the nature of those issues?  What are the expected outcomes of the amalgamation? 

Mr PAYNE:  We have made considerable progress.  The organisation is operating in what I call the final 
divisional structure and has done so for six months.  The more difficult area concerns the legal issues.  The 
Water and Rivers Commission is a cluster of seven statutory authorities.  The Environmental Protection 
Authority is a statutory authority as is the Keep Australia Beautiful Council, which the department somehow 
inherited.  We are reaching the point of recommending all the analyses to the minister of how to put all that 
together.  We see the operating structure being reduced to four boards associated with the department to pick up 
all the functions with a minimal number of entities.  For example, the Water and Rivers Commission board has 
oversight of the water resource management committees and relationships with catchment groups.  They will 
have to be found a home with minimal cost.  We are in a position for the minister to bring forward a solution.  It 
has been a very complex arrangement.  We have successfully decommissioned five statutory authorities.  We 
have made progress with the difficult legal issues. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I asked about the expected outcomes of the amalgamation.  I understand why it is a 
worthwhile initiative but I require further clarification. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will ask Mr Payne to respond.  In simple terms, better management of the resources and 
environment in Western Australia will be the outcomes. 

Mr PAYNE:  The water resources custodian and the environmental custodian will be joined.  There is 
considerable overlap because there are environmental considerations when allocating water.  There is a great 
deal of synergy in the philosophy of how one manages licensing, enforcement and inspection.  We will get much 
better efficiency in how we relate with the planning commission and planning in general as well as resource 
management in the area of minerals and petroleum.  We will have only three major departments that focus on 
managing development and the environmental impacts in the State. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Page 656 refers to community involvement as a significant issue and trend.  It is stated 
that the community’s desire to participate in environmental issues is increasing.  It is also stated that it will be 
necessary to reorder priorities and resource allocations when further demands are felt.  How is the Government 
responding to this? 

Mr PAYNE:  We are responding in a number of ways.  We are rejigging the way in which we allocate resources 
to prevention rather than crisis management after the event.  We are also trying to relate more effectively to the 
community in obtaining negotiated solutions.  We recognise that everyone wants to have a say and wants to be 
heard.  One new board associated with the department - the waste management board - oversees a lot of the 
waste management debate and has resources that relate specifically to education and negotiating solutions.  It is 
currently an advisory board to the minister but it can provide assistance in that regard.  We are finetuning the 
organisation and we are creating a more focused waste management board.  Resources will be spent on 
community education to facilitate much of the waste management debate. 
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Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I refer to the major achievements listed at page 664.  A response was required to some 
major pollution incidents including the Whaleback Lake oil spill and the Malaga fuel tanker spill.  What was the 
outcome of those clean-up operations on the environment?   

[2.20 pm] 

Mr PAYNE:  I am sorry, I have gone blank on the detail.  I believe they have been successfully cleaned up but I 
cannot give exact details of how they were cleaned up and our final position on them.  I am not sure whether any 
of my assistants can help me.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We will provide further supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No 91] 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  My questions largely relate to the output and appropriation summary on page 657, 
particularly to the waste management and pollution regulation areas.  They also relate to the clean-up of a 
number of contaminated sites in this State, which I know had appropriations from the consolidated fund.  I am 
aware that a number of these site clean-ups have exceeded their original budgets.  What was the final cost of the 
Minim Cove and Omex Petroleum Pty Ltd clean-ups, how much did these projects exceed the budget and from 
where has the additional cost of these remediation projects been funded? 

Mr TICEHURST:  A sum of $5.9 million was allocated and expended on the Omex clean-up. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Is it correct that it blew out considerably to double that figure? 

Mr TICEHURST:  That is not my understanding. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If the member gives me the source of his details, I would be more than happy to 
investigate it for him. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  What is the estimated final cost of the Waste Control Pty Ltd remediation, by how much did 
it exceed the original estimate and from what source will it be funded? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will ask Mr Payne to comment on that matter; however, the funding is from the 
consolidated fund in Treasury.  Questions relating to where Treasury finds the money for these allocations are 
questions more for Treasury.  Agencies obviously put in their bids and, if successful, are funded through 
Treasury.  Obviously, there are times of re-allocation when new money comes in. 

Mr PAYNE:  The initial estimate of $2.7 million for the Waste Control clean-up was never bulletproof; it was 
for a preliminary clean-up.  We have recently obtained approval for another $5 million, but it is only $500 000 in 
this coming budget year because it is for further investigation following on from the initial investigation.  The 
final clean-up of that site will be determined in consultation with the community.  We have put aside 
$3.6 million for the following year, but I cannot be certain that we will top out those moneys; we might go over. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Will the classes 4 and 5 contaminated materials from Waste Control that were incorrectly 
sent to the Cardup landfill have to be removed to a new location?  Will the remediation of the affected area of 
Cardup be carried out; has this cost been included in the estimated final cost of the Waste Control clean-up; and, 
if not, what is the estimated additional cost of that work? 

Mr PAYNE:  I do not have all the answers to those questions but I believe it has all been properly cleaned up and 
has been costed in.  The major area of uncertainty about our costings of clean ups, or whatever, is in the research 
that we often have to conduct, such as at Waste Control.  The initial research there found a plume of waste on 
top of the ground water, so we are asking Treasury for another $400 000 for further investigation of the most 
efficient way to clean up that plume.  However, I do not have the exact details to answer the question.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  A great deal of waste material was sent to the Cardup landfill, which ultimately turned out to 
be a higher class of waste than should have gone to that tip.  That material must now be removed and I ask 
whether that removal has been calculated into this budget.  

Mr PAYNE:  I believe it has been calculated in, but I am not 100 per cent sure about that. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Given the importance that the electorate places on the environmental management of 
salinity, why has the environmental budget been reduced by some $4.6 million, as shown on the bottom line of 
the first set of figures on page 655?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  In broad terms, the figures relate to the variation in clean-ups from year to year.  I will 
ask Mr Ticehurst to provide a more detailed response. 
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Mr TICEHURST:  The variation is largely due to the fact that projects have varying cash flows from one year to 
the next.  As a specific example, this year, on one hand, there is a reduction of $2.6 million in the allocation for 
the clean-up of the Waste Control site, which was completed in 2001-02 and was in the 2001-02 appropriation; 
that, therefore, comes out of the budget this year.  There were other projects, such as Vela-Luka Park, which cost 
$450 000.  On the other hand the budget will be offset by new money for the treatment of the contaminated site 
at Bellevue.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Page 656 indicates that $400 000 has been allocated to clean up the Waste Control site 
at Bellevue.  Why is that clean-up process expected to take so long and, in fact, to carry on until 2005-06?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  In broad terms, the initial clean-up at Bellevue has occurred; we are now looking at long-
term issues.  There is no doubt that there is a need to go through a public consultation process to ensure that the 
local community is satisfied that what we are doing is what it wants and that it feels secure about the path that 
we are going down.  Following that, when the Government has decided what it wants to do, it must go through a 
tendering process.  That is why there is an expectation for it to go out to 2005-06.  I am sure I will be corrected if 
I am wrong on this, but the contaminated material on that site has now been dealt with by the allocation of the 
$2.7 million mentioned earlier.  We are now dealing with long-term remediation issues.   

Mr PAYNE:  One difficulty is which remediation process we should use to remove the pollution that is on and in 
the ground water and to put the water back, as some of the pollution will be mixed with water and some will not.  
We could try to remediate it in situ, and that is part of the exercise costing $400 000 in addition to the cost of any 
impact of that process on the neighbours of the site.  There is therefore interaction with the neighbours and with 
finding the best technology to deal with this stuff.  If we can deal with it in situ - for example, by getting bacteria 
to mineralise some constituents of the pollution - that might save a lot of money.  However, if we cannot deal 
with it in situ, we will probably have to go back to Treasury for more money.  The difficult decision at the 
moment is about the best way to proceed. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Undoubtedly, pollution will be a major issue in the longer term, yet this budget has 
been reduced, as shown on page 657.  The actual spending is listed in 2000-01 as $7.38 million.  However, the 
budget is $6.179 million in 2001-02 and $5.586 million in 2002-03.  We are seeing a real decline in budget 
funding.  The value of our dollar will probably go down in real terms as well.  This can have a devastating 
impact.  It is a worry that less money seems to be available.  Pollution will probably be found on a number of 
other sites, so it seems amazing that the budget is being reduced.   

[2.30 pm] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I ask Mr Payne to answer that question.  

Mr PAYNE:  It goes back to an earlier comment that the total amount varies a lot because of the money coming 
in and out and a clean-up of the cash flow profiles.  The money allocated for the core business is pretty steady.  
How that is distributed across the outputs on that page depends on whether effort is put into prevention or into 
crisis management and correction.  We are trying to move around the money in the different outputs so that we 
can better focus on prevention, rather than on fixing a problem after the event.  The core contribution is roughly 
holding steady.  We get money out of Treasury as we need it for any cleaning up.  That is why the budget looks 
like it is moving around a lot.  We are jiggling between the various outputs to try to make better use of our 
resources in order to prevent events rather than having to fix problems after they have occurred. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Is the parliamentary secretary confident that if a shortfall occurs, which we hope will 
not happen, money will be available to do what is necessary? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The history of this issue is that one cannot predict what one does not know will occur.  
The most recent example was that the 2001-02 budget, which was not put in place until well into the financial 
year, did not include funding for the clean-up of the former premises of Waste Control Pty Ltd in Bellevue.  
However, a requirement for money was identified, money was made available to the agency and is now 
incorporated in this budget.  I hope that we will not find other examples such as that.  However, any that do 
occur will need to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis.  I do not think that a Government can budget in advance 
for something that might possibly happen.  It is our intention to try to avoid those sorts of events happening in 
the future.  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I refer to the major policy decisions on page 701 of the Budget Statements.  Has the 
framework to guide investment decisions in salinity management been developed?  I refer in particular to the 
Collie planting project that is being done in conjunction with the Forest Products Commission, the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management and AgWest, as mentioned on page 6 of last year’s annual report.  I 
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would like an update on the number of hectares that have been planted and whether that project will continue.  
How does that fit into the general framework to guide investment decisions? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Mr Payne can answer the question about the framework, but we will need to provide the 
specific details by way of supplementary information.  

Mr PAYNE:  The switch to the planting of trees or agroforestry in the Collie catchment was a response to the 
fact that the subsidising of lucerne did not seem to be going well, so we changed tack.  I am not aware of the 
exact number of hectares planted.  The investment framework for salinity has been launched by the minister and 
is being used.  We are currently trialling it in one of the Avon catchments to give everybody a better idea of how 
to use it. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  So the sawlog project has not yet started in the Collie catchment? 

Mr PAYNE:  Work has been done on that project, but I am not sure how many hectares are involved.  

[Supplementary Information No 92]  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  The key effectiveness indicator on page 706 of the Budget Statements indicates that an 
estimated 3.8 per cent of ground water management areas exceeded management objectives for use.  Does the 
parliamentary secretary consider that to be excessive?  What areas exceeded those objectives?  What are the real 
and anticipated impacts on the environment in the areas in which the objectives were exceeded?  What action 
can be taken to further reduce the target figure below the projected 3.8 per cent? 

Mr PAYNE:  The percentage is a target that is adopted each year.  We are trying to hold to that target.  Four 
levels of management effort are involved in the management of water allocation, which we try to match to how 
close areas are to the sustainable limit.  Category 1 has an upper and lower boundary and a low level of accuracy 
on the sustainable limit, but that is okay because the use is generally far below the sustainable limit.  As the 
categories progress, the use gets closer to the limit and more effort is put into redefining the limit.  It is basically 
a moveable feast; water use is accelerating and we are adjusting the accuracy of the sustainable yield all the time.  
We are trying to keep all those things within a few per cent.  Only a few of the sub areas are in the red, so to 
speak.  If they go into the red, we immediately adjust them.  We have done that. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  That is the indicator for economic development.  Are targets set for other uses or is 
economic development given a high level of excess?  Is the Water and Rivers Commission more flexible in its 
approach to those sorts of things?  The outcome I am referring to is headed “Sustainable Use of Water Resources 
for Economic Development”.  With the sustainable use of water resources for matters other than economic 
development, such as recreational boating, are similar percentage amounts set that you would not like to be 
exceeded?  

Mr PAYNE:  The percentage varies from region to region.  It comes out in the allocation planning process, 
which is done in full consultation with local communities.  Allocation plans are produced for water resources, 
which basically involve a pie chart of what water should be put aside for industry, agriculture and recreation.  In 
some circumstances, the water has a double use, such as for recreation and something else.  It varies from region 
to region.  It depends on what is in the interest of a region and on the local allocation plan.  The percentages 
vary. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  If an area has plenty of water, the commission would not be too worried about the 
3.8 per cent.  Mr Payne said that the percentage varies from area to area.  Is 3.8 per cent the state average, or a 
limit? 

Mr PAYNE:  We are talking about a different percentage.  One region might have 20 per cent of its water 
resource put aside for public water supply purposes and another region might set aside five per cent for that 
purpose.  Eighty per cent of water resources might be put aside for irrigation in one region and none in another 
region.  There is great variability between regions in that percentage mix.  We try to keep the distribution of 
those resources within a certain band of accuracy.  That is where the smaller percentages come into play.  

[2.40 pm] 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  So that is the safety buffer?  

Mr PAYNE:  Yes, and at the same time we are trying to manage in these different categories of management 
effort, so that we are using our resource most effectively.  An area that is well on the safe side is not managed 
with such high intensity, but as an area approaches its sustainable yield we lift the intensity.  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  That would be river yields through irrigation areas, and horticulture.  
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Mr PAYNE:  If, for any the reason, the use of water is approaching the sustainable yield, we pour in the 
management effort to make sure we do not go over the line.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The fifth dot point under major achievements on page 664 mentions the Alcoa Wagerup 
issue, stating that the reduction of odour sources will have been addressed by mid-winter 2002.  Is this target 
likely to be achieved?  What is the definition of “odour”.  

Mr PAYNE:  There have been significant reductions for major parts of the Wagerup plant.  The current works 
that Alcoa is putting in place to meet our licence conditions will create a further 70 per cent reduction.  The 
company assures us that it will make the deadline.  We are watching to see how this goes, but the company looks 
like it will make it.  That would meet the requirement about winter this year.  

Odour is used a couple of ways, and in this case it has to do with the “odour unit”.  A panel of people is asked to 
sniff various samples of air with various dilutions, and at the threshold of detection an odour unit is arrived at.  
That is the traditional way it is done.  In other circumstances it is sometimes done by using masking agents or 
odour agents, and attempting to correlate them.  It is a fairly complex matter.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  What is the point?  

Mr PAYNE:  Using a group of people is the best test, because if people can smell it, it is a problem.  A 
representative sample of people is used to establish if the odour is under control.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The third dot point under major initiatives for 2002-03 on page 664 reads - 

Implementation of regulations aimed at improving the efficiency of environmental regulation (eg. 
unauthorised discharge, landfill registration and environmental performance agreements).  

Why does it appear that the current regulations need improving?  What is wrong with them?  

Mr PAYNE:  In some circumstances the regulations have been derived scientifically, and are difficult to 
implement and police.  Managing them can be resource-intensive.  Putting them into licences and actually 
implementing them is difficult.  We are attempting to streamline that process, so that we have not, with good 
intention, produced a regulation that costs a lot of money, effort and time to police and implement.  There is 
considerable scope to clean up the process of making regulations.  I know it sounds difficult, but I will provide 
an example.  We can tighten up a discharge requirement on a particular facility, at the discharge from the 
chimney, but when we come to court to prosecute somebody, the impact at the boundary of the facility on the 
national pollution measure may be the important issue.  There can be a tremendous amount of dilution between 
the two points.  We need to make sure that what is put into the licence is defensible and enforceable in law.  
Sometimes we have relied too heavily on the discharge from a stack, and we have lost the game on the boundary 
when the case came to court.  We want to line up the two issues.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will reinforce that last point.  From time to time there will be issues when previous 
legal cases will create some level of uncertainty, and the Government is keen to make sure that the regulations 
ensure that there is adequate protection for the environment.  The Government treats this very seriously, and 
wants to make sure that all the regulations are done in a way that does not create unnecessary burden on 
companies or others, but ensures that the environment is protected.  That means constant monitoring, and 
acknowledging new research and technologies.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  This question follows the same area I was looking at before, which is the pollution and waste 
management areas of the appropriation.  Has the Department of Environmental Protection been made aware of a 
major trichlorethylene ground-water plume under Subiaco, and can the department provide details of this plume 
and inform the Committee about the part of the budget from which the clean-up and public health measures will 
be funded?  Has the Subiaco Redevelopment Authority been asked to pay for this as well?  

Mr PAYNE:  We are talking with the Subiaco Redevelopment Authority about the next stage of investigation 
into remedying the plume.  That will lead to an estimate of what it will take to remedy it.  I have forgotten the 
name of the company it came from, but I am conscious that there is a plume under the Subiaco redevelopment 
area.  The department is just about to engage in public consultation to tell people what is there.  Holes will be 
drilled to determine the exact nature of the problem.  It has been a long-standing plume, which has been looked 
at many times before, but now the department is addressing methods to finally fix it.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The budget has been slashed from $26.181 million to $21.612 million, with a $4.596 million 
reduction in waste management, and $375 000 in pollution control, or $1.576 million from the actual amount 
spent on pollution regulations.  It also shows that $2.916 million of the budgeted amount for waste management 
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was not used in 2001-02.  How can this reduced budget, and the failure to use the budgeted amount for waste 
management, be justified?  Despite the high percentage points for output performance, these areas are clearly in 
disarray.  Failures in regulation have required things like waste control to occur.  I imagine we are about to see 
further problems at Brookdale, Cardup and other places.  How can reducing the budget in these areas be justified 
at this time?  Is this not false economy, or more accurately, budgetary negligence on the part of the Department 
of Environmental Protection and the Government?  

[2.50 pm] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member has made a number of allegations.  We have covered some of the areas, but 
because of the nature of the question I will take it on notice so that we can provide the member with a full 
answer. 

[Supplementary Information No 93] 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I refer to the output performance measures on page 663 for output 3, pollution regulation, 
which are 90 per cent for program criteria met, 94 per cent for process criteria met, 90 per cent for rectification 
of non-compliances, and 92 per cent for program criteria met.  The reality is that the Waste Control facility was 
in total disarray.  It had amounts of toxic material, some of which should never have been allowed on the 
premises, and double the amount of waste material that was supposed to be there.  That facility had been drawn 
to the attention of the DEP previously by questions I had asked in the Parliament.  How can the department give 
itself such a high rating considering its incredible failure in that instance. If the parliamentary secretary likes I 
can document a few more?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member has mentioned one facility.  The problems at the facility that the member is 
commenting about occurred a considerable time ago and were one of the more interesting issues that the new 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage had to deal with after about a week in office.  The output 
performance measures are subject to audit by the Auditor General as part of the processes of government.  It is 
not about the agency just picking random figures that it thinks are acceptable.  The figures are arrived at through 
a proper independent process.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I asked also about the cost of clean-ups.  What was the final cost of the clean-ups at the 
Minim Cove and Omex sites, and what is the estimated cost of the clean-up at the Waste Control site? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That will be provided as supplementary information.   

[Supplementary Information No 94] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Page 701 refers to the lack of rain and the effect that is having on Perth’s water 
supplies.  What is the role of the Water and Rivers Commission in determining the quantity of ground water that 
can be used by the Water Corporation?  Does the extraction of ground water from the Yarragadee and 
Leederville aquifers impact on the level of water in the superficial aquifer in the metropolitan area; and, if so, 
how?   

Mr PAYNE:  The Water and Rivers Commission, as custodian of the water resources of this State, is responsible 
for deciding how much water the Water Corporation should take out of those systems.  We licence the Water 
Corporation to take certain amounts of water.  We also monitor the effect of that taking of water on the 
environment in the area in which that water is taken, along with all the other factors that affect the water supply, 
such as other users, and adjust the Water Corporation’s licence from time to time based on what we think is 
appropriate.  In recent times we have been saying that some short-term, temporary use can be made of the 
Yarragadee aquifer in certain locations to a greater extent than was originally planned, and the recharge will be 
controlled to bring that back into balance.  We take that sort of thing into account as well and put that into our 
discussions with the Water Corporation.  The interlinking of the aquifers - that is, with Yarragadee as the bottom 
one, and then with Leederville and the superficial - varies from location to location, and that makes the 
modelling and control of that quite complex.  In some places the aquifers are well linked, and we believe in some 
instances there is a window right through to the Yarragadee, which we can see expressed at the surface.  In the 
past six months we have had a great deal of success in calibrating a model that we have built jointly with the 
Water Corporation to guide us in predicting the impacts of various bore fields and where water is taken from.  
We believe we have a reasonable handle on where we are taking water from at the moment.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The living proof of that is that 41 bores on the Gnangara mound that are run by the 
Water Corporation have been switched off at the direction of the Water and Rivers Commission.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What is the replenishment rate per annum in gigalitres for the Yarragadee and 
Leederville aquifers?   
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Mr PAYNE:  The replenishment rate depends on the rainfall in the recharge areas.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Which are where? 

Mr PAYNE:  It varies, but generally they are further inland and further north.  That is what I meant when I said 
that in recent modelling we have defined where we think the major recharge area is for a significant piece of the 
Yarragadee.  It is basically derived from rainfall in the recharge areas; and over that we look at the way rainfall 
is trending and the way rainfall has changed in past years.  For example, we believe that the Gnangara mound 
bottomed out, so to speak, in about 1914; it increased in size, because the recharge was in excess, in about 1968 
or 1970; and it has come down steadily since that time.  That is all a reflection of rainfall inputs in the recharge 
areas.  We believe the Gnangara mound is still above the 1914 bottomed-out level, and that is one of the reasons 
is satisfactory.  

[3.00 pm] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I asked a question of the minister responsible for water resources and he mentioned a 
recharge rate of 600 gigalitres per annum.  Where would that sort of figure for the replenishment rate come 
from?   

Mr PAYNE:  We have certainly talked of 600 gigalitres.  We have even talked about perhaps doing more than 
that.  I am not sure exactly how much of an area has been talked about when that figure of 600 was talked about. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  In the metropolitan area.   

Mr PAYNE:  There is potential to harvest more, but the issue is that the current configuration of the bore fields 
of the Water Corporation has too high a spacing density in the superficial aquifer, and the bores hit that part of 
the system too hard.  That is the reason we have the 41 turn off.  Over time we effectively reshape the bore fields 
of the Water Corporation and push more into the deeper systems, because the expression at the surface is 
reduced as we go deeper and there is a wider field of influence.  We are adjusting all of that.  There is a factor 
called virtual storage or virtual yield.  If we draw down a ground water system of, say, a superficial aquifer, 
some storage space will be created if the rain comes.  That will fill up the depression cone so that we can get 
more yield out of the system because more water can be squeezed in.  We are critically dependent on the rainfall 
in the recharge area and on predicting with a factor of safety the rainfall from year to year.  Our fundamental 
difficulty at the moment is how to be cautious, but not excessively conservative, while ensuring that in predicting 
what we allow the Water Corporation to take, we do not push any particular area of the metropolitan water 
supply system too far into the red, or even into the red at all.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  One of the major initiatives listed on page 662 is the strategic assessment of power 
generation plans for Western Australia.  What major issues will be looked at in that assessment?  Will that 
include greenhouse gases and how will they be dealt with?   

Mr TAYLOR:  The major issues will be air emissions, greenhouse gases and noise.  It will look also at whether 
there are any biophysical impacts such as impacts on vegetation or wetlands.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to the major initiatives for 2002-03 on page 704.  They relate to the 
allocation, planning and management of water; implementing water allocation, planning and management with 
local communities, or the local area committees; and the ground water allocation.  It seems that the allocation is 
usually decided before the local area committee is established.  One of the difficulties has always been the first 
in, first served basis of allocating the water.  There are a lot of disgruntled people at the end of the chain.  I 
understand that the Water and Rivers Commission is looking at ways of improving the allocation rights.  It is 
taking a long time for the Water and Rivers Commission to come up with a suitable model that takes into 
account the environmental needs and public use of the water.  A lot of people are left feeling very frustrated, and, 
as members of Parliament, we cop the flak.  It is quite a complex question, because there are a lot of factors 
behind the issue.  Where is that model at this stage?  

Mr PAYNE:  We are trying to address the switch from the first in, first served model to one based on merit.  
After a lot of consultation, we expect to put in place in June the first trial area to use the merit selection process.  
It will go to the water resources allocation committee in late June.  Gingin is the most particular example.  About 
18 months ago, allocations in Gingin went from being 30 per cent to having requests for 110 per cent.  That was 
partly related to a lot of people aspiring to grow olives.  We had to put the clampers on and say that we could not 
allocate water because we did not want to break the system’s back.  However, we worked as fast as we could 
with the Department of Agriculture to produce rainfall maps identifying how much water was needed for a 
particular farm proposal so that people did not get excess water.  We designed maps with rainfall belts to ensure 
the allocations were not out of control, and we undertook a consultation process on how to allocate them fairly.  
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We got caught up in the switch from first in, first served to the merit selection model.  However, we used the 
existing advisory committees.  We do not yet have many water resource management committees, which are the 
next level.  At the moment, we are using some of the old advisory committees, but we are trying to respond to 
the time pressure that we recognise everybody has, while at the same time we are trying not to go beyond the 
sustainable yield of the system.  If we did that, we would then have to take back water from people who may 
have built a business based on that water.  All sorts of ramifications are involved in that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  As we get closer to the sustainable yield, there is a need for greater knowledge.  If an 
area grows slowly, the ongoing monitoring of the bores can be used as a mechanism to gain that knowledge.  
However, gaining that knowledge in a short time is not easy.  It is a product of the rapid growth of some areas.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Is it the responsibility of the landowner who applies for a water allocation to 
provide funding for some of the drilling to ascertain the amount of water at different depths?   

Mr PAYNE:  As a general rule, we try to do that without requiring extra research.  However, sometimes we do 
require extra research.  We tell people that we need to understand this factor or whatever and that may lead to 
their having to do some drilling.  We do not automatically say that everybody must drill.  For example, we try to 
scope the available water resource.  As long as it is in the lower category of management intensity, we generally 
okay it and say that there are plenty of safety margins.  With the ones closer to the sustainable limit, the more 
intense issues are addressed such as drilling and proving.  That is a significant practice that is taking place in 
Western Australia.  We are now seeing a shift from a comfortable situation given the available water to reaching 
a number of sub-areas in which it is not comfortable anymore.  People are finding it hard to make the transition 
from no limit to a limit, and they assume that the Water and Rivers Commission is being difficult.  The Water 
and Rivers Commission is not being difficult; mother nature has set a limit.  Historically, people have not been 
bumping on it.  Now they are, and we must explain to them that there is a limit and that we have to be very 
careful. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have some questions on behalf of Hon Dee Margetts.  I refer to the explosion involving a 
truck and motor vehicle on the Brand Highway near Cataby on 1 May 2002.  Where was the truck taken for 
disposal and was it buried or otherwise disposed of in the vicinity; and, if so, where and how?  What are the risks 
of contamination to the soil and ground water from the disposal or burial of the truck and other potentially 
contaminated material?  Who was consulted and how was that decision made?  Were any other vehicles or 
equipment, including vehicles brought in to assist at the accident site, considered to be contaminated as a result 
of the incident and how were they handled?  Is there any process for consultation or reimbursement for any 
vehicles or equipment that may have been contaminated in this incident?   

[3.10 pm] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We will provide the answer by way of supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No 95] 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have another question from Hon Dee Margetts.  In regard to the disposal of waste within the 
Shire of Kojonup, can the parliamentary secretary advise whether drums of chemicals have been buried over 
time at the Shire of Kojonup waste disposal site and, if so, what is the nature of the chemicals that have been 
buried and by what process has the shire identified to the State what has been disposed of in this way?  Have any 
tests of the soil and ground water been undertaken at this site and, if so, what are the results of those tests?  What 
is the correct process for rural shires to deal with potentially hazardous chemicals that require safe disposal? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  These are almost questions on notice.  However, we will provide the answer by way of 
supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No 96] 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  My question relates to page 664 in the Budget Statements and output four, waste 
management.  However, I also want to refer to an issue on page 666 about the implementation of the 
Environmental Protection (Controlled Waste) Regulations 2001.  If those regulations had been implemented 
earlier, would they have covered the event at the Bellevue site and did they require industry to comply when 
getting rid of hazardous waste?  Is there a clean-up issue involved with the Eli Eco Logic Australia Pty Ltd site 
on the Kwinana industrial strip, and is there a budget item to cover that matter?  

Mr PAYNE:  I can answer that question in part.  The Eli Eco Logic site has been taken over by Tox Free 
Solutions Ltd and that company is licensed and operating according to the licence; it is under control.  However, 
I would have to take advice on the regulation.  It may not have been that that particular regulation would have 
made a difference at Waste Control Pty Ltd.  
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Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  If it is not that regulation, which I note has particular support from the drycleaning 
industry, there is clearly a concern that a lack of implementation of regulations meant that hazardous waste was 
sitting at sites.  Has that major achievement on page 666 meant that industries are now compelled to get rid of 
their waste?  Industries like Eli Eco Logic have closed because of a lack of implementation of regulations.   

Mr PAYNE:  We are making considerable progress in relation to the management of many industries.  We are 
getting a particularly good response out of the drycleaning industry and we have overcome many of the problems 
in that industry.  The problem with the Waste Control site was more about how the site was managed as a control 
facility rather than the process used when taking waste to the site.  We have had good performance out of the 
drycleaning industry with some drycleaners now recycling up to 70 per cent of their perchlorethylene instead of 
putting it out as a waste.  A lot of the drycleaning industry’s waste contains human oil and skin, and a large 
percentage goes to Tox Free. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Is that due to the implementation of that regulation?  

Mr PAYNE:  Yes, the regulation is part of it, but I am not sure that there are not other regulations involved.  
There is also the licensing regulation that was or was not applied adequately at Waste Control.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I refer to page 709 of the Budget Statements and output three, major 
achievements for 2001-02.  Changes were made to enhance the farm water and pastoral water grants scheme in 
accordance with the recommendations arising out of the farm water plan review in 2000-01.  Will the 
parliamentary secretary outline some of those changes and why there was a need to make them? 

Mr PAYNE:  I can answer that in part.  The basic thrust was to get rid of the backlog of processing claims and to 
establish whether plans were workable or whatever.  We had considerable backlogs and long time delays in 
processing.  However, we have since caught up with that backlog, so the major thrust has been to improve the 
processing of the paperwork.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  On page 709 the second dot point under major achievements for 2001-02 relates 
to the introduction of a planning tool to encourage a more strategic and long-term approach to water supply 
development.  Can the parliamentary secretary explain why there was a requirement for that and what he hopes 
to achieve?    

Mr PAYNE:  It has a lot to do with managing the expectations about water being available.  As I said earlier, we 
have come from a history of being reasonably comfortable in terms of water always being available because the 
sub area was not working hard.  We are now getting to the point where the use of water is getting close to the 
sustainable yield.  This is a way of saying that we need to influence the planning process so that it does not give 
the impression that people can build a subdivision or a plant and ask for water at the last minute.  We are trying 
to back feed into the planning process through pamphlets and liaison with the Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure and others.  For example, if a project is under development at Mosman Park between the ocean 
and the Swan River, free water will not be available.  It cannot be assumed that a bore can be sunk to get water 
because all that water will be committed.  We are trying to influence planners so they do not inadvertently give 
the impression that a plan can be drawn up and water asked for at the end of that process.  We want people to ask 
for water up front so that we can control expectations.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Can we have an explanation of what has happened?  Most people hold the view 
that there has been a plentiful supply of water for as long as they can remember and, all of a sudden, we seem to 
have a water problem.  Why is that now the case and how many wet seasons would we need to rectify this 
problem?  Will this be a solution to the problem or do we just have to get over the view that there is an unlimited 
supply of water and introduce management techniques if we are going to meet future demands? 

[3.20 pm] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Water management is affected by climate variability.  Perth’s domestic water supply is 
one issue and industrial use is another, and there has been a significant increase in the demand for water.  Mr 
Payne mentioned the rapid increase in Gingin because people wanted to grow olives, and because market 
gardeners moved into the area and placed increased demands on water supplies.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Some people think that after a couple of good seasons, “she’ll be right mate”.  
Why is it that a couple of good seasons will not solve the problem?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The level of science is an issue, but the real issue in rural areas is the demand for water.  
Far more land is being used, and people want to irrigate that land.   

Mr PAYNE:  The issue also involves rainfall levels and the way in which rainfall is moving around.  In 
conjunction with other groups we are spending quite a bit of money and exerting much effort on the Indian 
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Ocean climate initiative, which seeks to understand why rainfall has changed over time.  It also seeks to establish 
why rainfall is moving south and missing many of the Perth catchments.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Do you know why that is happening?  

Mr PAYNE:  The rainfall patterns in the south west of Western Australia are a result of the combined El Nino 
effects of the Indian and Pacific Oceans; the Pacific Ocean blocks and the surface temperatures of the Indian 
Ocean.  Over the past 25 years, a sustained trend has reduced our rainfall levels.  At the same time, subdivisions 
are taking place and people around town want to use a lot of water.  Typically, people want to turn wetlands into 
ornamental ponds that are surrounded by grass, so they irrigate like mad.  We must manage both supply and 
demand.  On the supply side, we have to understand the rainfall situation.  On the demand side, we must change 
people’s attitudes about putting the city into the environment.  Perth uses roughly three times more water per 
head than Sydney.  Perth’s combined water usage from the Water Corporation and miscellaneous ground water 
access equates to 550 gigalitres a year.  In comparison, Sydney uses 470 gigalitres and yet it has three times the 
population.  That means that the Mediterranean climate in Perth burns up water, because we have no real rainfall 
between six and nine months of the year.  In contrast, Sydney receives summer rainfall.  We have a different 
environment and we must learn to live in that environment.  This can be achieved, but we must make people 
realise that we do not have unlimited water, and that we must follow sensible environmental constraints.  We 
must also change community expectations.  In conjunction with the Western Australian Planning Commission, 
we are carrying out a project on water sensitive urban design.  The project is looking at how we can fit the city 
together with the environment.  We must change people’s ideas about how much water should be put into the 
system.  To achieve the shift in paradigm, we must convince the urban development industry, local government 
and the community.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I refer the Committee to page 659 of the Budget Statements.  Why have the hours spent 
providing environmental advice to agencies and others dramatically decreased? In view of what has been said 
today, is not environmental advice important?   

Mr PAYNE:  Instead of many people providing advice, we have established policy guidance memorandums of 
understanding with other agencies and with local government.  In this way, we do not have to put in the man-
hours.  In the past, we have given an instrumentality or an agency a policy - to which we have agreed - that 
enables it to answer about 90 per cent of the questions that come across its desk.  We back up the agency on the 
other 10 per cent.  We adopted that philosophy with the Gnangara mound.  We gave a simple prescription 
schedule to all the local governments involved in land-use planning.  If the schedule does not work, we move 
into a risk management assessment of the detailed proposal.  We are trying to make better use of our resources, 
instead of locking them into the traditional clerical approach. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Therefore, the situation was analysed, and it was found that, in many instances, a 
number of variables were not involved.   

Mr PAYNE:  Yes.  In generic-type situations we have been able to establish measures that a nearby agency feels 
comfortable implementing.  However, we will back up the agency if it finds itself in trouble.  This measure 
reduces much of the paperchase work, and it is one we are trying to adopt with local government, agencies and 
the like.  It is viewed by local people as a win-win situation, because they feel as though they have more direct 
control. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  About two years ago I received a visit from Global Olivine which stated that it had all the 
approvals - including Department of Environmental Protection approvals - for the construction of a waste facility 
in the Kwinana area.  Since that time, there have been considerable changes to the original proposals.  Initially, it 
proposed a waste-to-energy plant, but it now proposes to make glass, take gas from refineries, and bring waste 
from places such as Albany, Kalgoorlie and Merredin.  Have the proposed changes been approved?   

Mr PAYNE:  Significant changes to any project must be resubmitted.  Additions to approvals cannot be made 
willy-nilly.  Mr Taylor is indicating that I am dead right.  The company can talk about changes; however, it must 
submit a proposal for the changes, which must be assessed by the Environmental Protection Authority.  In 
addition, the new Waste Management Board will provide advice to the minister about propositions that require 
the Government to make everybody put waste into a particular facility in order to make that facility viable.  
There are two new prongs in the game.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Given that Australia is referred to as the arid continent and that rainfall levels have been 
minimal in recent years, is water not our most important asset?  It is disappointing to many people that the 
exploration budget has not been increased.  Water resources in the Perth basin are well known because 
geological surveys have been carried out, and because bore monitoring has taken place for a number of years.  
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Will there be a drilling strategy for other Western Australian basins for 2002 and 2003?  Given that there is a 
reduction in salaries, will more hydrologists be employed to look for additional water resources?  If not, why 
not?   

[3.30 pm] 

Mr PAYNE:  In general terms, we have scoped the total water resources of the State and we have published a 
land and water audit picture of where the bulk of the water is.  We are adopting a policy of telling people with 
major projects that, if there is not a significant safety factor against our scoping, we expect them to justify their 
numbers.  We believe there is a point at which the Government should not do “what if” exercises for developers 
and scoping exercises.  We should do a certain amount of work and then require the proponents to do the final 
work, otherwise we would do “what if” exercises for people before they committed to a project.  It is a balancing 
act.  As a way of sustained management of contract drilling, we have kept one drilling crew as it gives us the 
ability to supervise drilling contractors properly.  The bulk will come from the proponents.  We think it is a good 
discipline to not see the Government as a source of doing “what if” exercises. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If we need more water in the metropolitan area, how does that correlate with what you 
just said?  The population of Perth is increasing rapidly and is expected to double.  I am talking about increased 
water supplies for Perth. 

Mr PAYNE:  In Perth, the Water Corporation is responsible for determining where bore fields are located.  We 
decide whether bore fields are in a good place.  It is a partnership.  Perth sends 15 gigalitres of water a year to 
Kalgoorlie and the goldfields.  A lot of it comes from the Gnangara mound.  We are working with the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources on a development strategy for water around Kalgoorlie, 
Esperance and the goldfields.  We need to take account of the unloading potential in Perth.  The department and 
the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources will provide advice to the Government because it impacts 
on how government relates to the Water Corporation as a service provider.  There are trade-offs in how we do 
that.  Work is being done that may provide an alleviation for Perth. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is what I was hoping.   

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I refer to page 11 of the annual report and page 704 of the Budget Statements.  I regard 
tradable water rights legislation as very important.  Can I have an update on how it is working in practice?  Will 
it cover the purchase of private water supplies for public use from private land-holders?  We talk about rationing 
water but I am more interested in getting more water to distribute.   

Mr PAYNE:  We are trying to facilitate an arrangement between the Water Corporation and south west irrigators 
to trade water as a way of getting water to Perth from the allocation given to south west irrigators.  It could be a 
win-win situation if we receive enough rain to lift dam levels.  It would provide scope for south west irrigators to 
be more efficient.  However, to be more efficient they need capital. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I am more concerned with private land-holders further inland.  Towns such as 
Bridgetown and Boyup Brook are running out of water.  Does tradable water legislation enable the department to 
purchase water on behalf of the Water Corporation from the dams? 

Mr PAYNE:  No; tradable water entitlements are set up on the basis that we will regulate the reallocation of 
water so that the system is not damaged in any way, but it is meant to be between the two parties.  In the case of 
a country town, the town could make a deal with a nearby farmer as long as it did not damage the environment 
and it fitted within our allocation plans.  They could have either a temporary transfer leasing arrangement or a 
permanent sale. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  The department would have to approve that? 

Mr PAYNE:  Yes, the checks and balances are that the commission would approve it so the system was not 
ruined and no unfair advantage was taken. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  They would not come under the legislation per se? 

Mr PAYNE:  Yes, the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act covers all that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  This session is now closed.  I thank the parliamentary secretary and his advisers 
for their attendance and participation.  

Sitting suspended from 3.35 to 3.45 pm 
 


