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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.11 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until 10.00 am on Wednesday, 19 December 2001. 

This is a matter that has been discussed between the Leader of the Opposition and me.  I welcome the indication 
of support from the Leader of the Opposition as a very genuine attempt for us to complete the business of the 
House this week. 

Question put and passed. 

Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.12 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn.  

Sewerage Pumping Station, Busselton - Adjournment Debate 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [11.12 pm]:  I take this opportunity to table a petition that does not fully 
conform with the wording required of petitions to this House.  This petition cannot be presented at the normal 
time at the beginning of the day’s proceedings.  The petition objects to the proposed sewerage pumping station at 
Heseltine Park, Glenleigh Road, Busselton and states - 

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia, object to the proposal by the Water Corporation to 
establish a Sewerage Pumping Station on Heseltine Park in Glenleigh Road, Busselton on the following 
grounds; 

•  the site is inappropriate for such a facility, 

•  the adverse impact on adjoining and nearby residents, 

•  the park was originally established by the residents of Glenleigh Road and Blue Crescent and is 
currently maintained by them in conjunction with the Shire of Busselton, 

•  the park offers a unique natural environment and public open space which is enjoyed by many 
residents and visitors and forms an integral part of the neighbourhood, 

•  inadequacy of the process followed by the Water Corporation in the selection of the site, 
notification of interested stakeholders and consultation with the community. 

We respectfully request the Legislative Council to reject this proposal and support the location of the 
Sewerage Pumping Station at a more appropriate location in Busselton. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray. 

This petition is signed by 50 people.  It does not have the appropriate wording for it to be directed to the 
President and members of the Legislative Council.  Despite that, I urge the Standing Committee on Environment 
and Public Affairs to take note of this petition and examine the situation. 

[See paper No 1085.] 

Argyle Kimberley Resort - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.14 pm]:  A most unfair situation confronts one of my 
constituents in Kununurra.  The problem began in 1998 when Kununurra Hospitality Pty Ltd, now known as Lily 
Creek Pty Ltd, applied for a liquor licence for a hotel-restaurant development called Argyle Kimberley Resort at 
lot 2387, Victoria Highway, Kununurra.  The development included a hotel with a convention centre, two 
restaurants and a pool complex, and comprised 72 rooms.  It was to cost in excess of $6.5 million.  This was not 
designed as a truck stop and bar, but as a four-star, high-grade facility, on land designated by the Government, 
through the Department of Land Administration, as a site for integrated tourism development, including a motel.  
The land was released specifically on this basis. 

Judge Rodney Greaves granted the licence on 9 December 2000.  Following that, on the basis of harm 
minimisation to the community, the Executive Director of Public Health appealed the decision.  The Supreme 
Court then set aside the granting of the licence and referred the matter back to the Liquor Licensing Court.  On 
19 April 2001, that court again granted the licence.  In his summary conclusions, the judge declined to impose 
the conditions on this licence at the moment.  Accordingly, in his opinion, this application should be granted in 
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accordance with these reasons but otherwise subject to the lawful requirements of the Director of Liquor 
Licensing.  On 8 May 2001, the Executive Director of Public Health again appealed the decision.  The appeal 
was then allowed, and the respondent was granted a hotel restricted license subject to conditions prohibiting the 
sale of packaged liquor to persons other than lodgers; restricting other sales to liquor sold for consumption on the 
licensed premises; and otherwise subject to the lawful requirements of the Director of Liquor Licensing.  This 
decision virtually renders this facility no more than a backpackers’ hostel.  In his summary, Justice Wallwork 
stated -  

There was evidence that there could be an appreciable increase in sales.  It is more than likely, in all the 
circumstances, that an appreciable increase in sales would result in an appreciable increase in 
consumption . . .  

If a hotel licence was granted for these premises, there would be a public bar in the hotel and people 
could walk into that bar and buy packaged liquor.  They could take it away just as they could from a 
bottle shop. 

In my view and on all the evidence, a condition which is required in this case is that people who are not 
guests at the hotel, or guests of guests at the hotel, should not be able to buy packaged liquor at the 
premises, whether from a bar or a bottle shop, and walk across the road and drink it.  Further, in my 
view, another condition should be imposed so that persons who are not guests or guests of guests, will 
not be able to drink at a bar on the premises and then walk across the highway in an alcohol affected 
condition and be injured. 

I am referring here to a four-star hotel.  It is certainly not an establishment into which people would walk and 
drunkenly slobber over a bar and be chucked out.  This ruling is another case of discrimination against the north 
west and Kimberley towns, and the people with the initiative to start businesses in these areas.  I quote from The 
West Australian of 17 November 2001, in an article about extended trading hours in Broome.  The High Court 
stated, in relation to the Liquor Licensing Act -  

For example, the object of the Act was to “contribute to the proper development of the liquor and 
hospitality industries”.  Also, it had to cater for the tourism industry and reflect the diversity of 
consumer demand. 

I would like to know why the Minister for Health and the Minister for Tourism have not got together to try to 
sort out this problem.  If the bureaucrats in the Department of Health were to have their way, no hotel would 
operate on any major thoroughfare in the north.  Why then do the same rules not apply in the metropolitan area?  
I would have thought that this Government, particularly the Minister for the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne, 
would do everything possible to advance the tourism potential of this area.  Instead, it appears that responsibility 
for the tough decisions are being shelved or buck-passed.  In reply to my letter asking for a meeting on this 
matter, the Minister for Health said - 

It would not be productive for us to meet at this time as the Department of Health (DOH) will not be 
taking any further action on this matter until after the Court’s decision is made available.   

The primary concerns of the Executive Director, Public Health (EDPH) when intervening in the 
granting of a liquor licence are the public health and the amenity of a community and the degree to 
which a licensed premises has the potential to cause alcohol-related harm.   

. . .  

Other more specific criteria can include the location of the licensed premises and its link to potential 
harm (such as proximity to a major road or other outlets), the public need for the particular type or 
conditions of a licence, and the current availability of alcohol in the community, to name a few.   

As I said, this is a four-star venture, not some rough outfit.  It is costing $6.5 million.  It is being built on land 
provided by the Department of Land Administration for this reason.  The venture will not attract drunks or 
people of that kind.  It is imperative that there be sufficient accommodation to sustain the predicted growth of 
tourism in the north.  This decision is an indictment on relevant ministers in this Government and the concern 
they show towards the development of our northern towns.  I ask the relevant ministers to take an unbiased 
approach to this case so that the developers of this project can finish the construction of this facility, which is in 
an area the Government, through DOLA, set aside for this reason.  Quite frankly, the reasons the Department of 
Health has given for denying the licence are totally wrong, and this decision puts the developers of this much-
needed facility in Kununurra at the utmost inconvenience.   

BGC Asphalt Quarry - Adjournment Debate 
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HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.23 pm]:  I give some background to questions I asked today about 
the proposed extension of the BGC Asphalt quarry.  There is much that is not said in the public statements.  For 
instance, one of the questions related to the fact that the Shire of Northam had given approval.  It is important to 
go behind some of these statements.  It appears that the information provided to the shire, on which it based its 
decision, was incorrect.  I do not think the approval was a very smart decision, and some of those involved are 
probably regretting it.  The shire’s town planning, health and building committee commented in a report on 
4 December -  

As Council is aware the extractive industry operated by BGC is quite extensive and larger than 
originally planned . . .  

I have been told that the original quarry was to have been two hectares in size.  It is now considerably bigger.  It 
is clear that the quarry that already exists on the cleared farmland is different from the quarry that was originally 
proposed or requested.  The committee continued - this highlights the naivety of the shire at that stage -  

Discussions with the general manager of quarry operations suggests the extension will not be all that 
extensive and the accompanying plan indicates the likely future pit operations area of extension. 

That is an interesting statement, because the diagram shows that the quarry has a proposed length, if it can be 
believed, of 900 metres, and a proposed width of 450 metres.  Basically, it is nearly a kilometre by half a 
kilometre, with quite considerable depth.  That is rather large for a quarry - certainly one that is next to people’s 
houses.  This is not a small matter, because the area of the existing quarry is in cleared farmland, and the new 
quarry is in banksia woodland.  Basically, this indicates that the shire was pretty silly perhaps in the way it went 
about its original decision.  However, even its decision was very much qualified. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The qualification is an important point. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes.  Unfortunately, Len Buckeridge from BGC (Australia) Pty Ltd is infamous for 
this type of action.  On previous occasions, the same person has cleared land and then challenged either the shire 
or the State Government to sue him.  It is unfortunate that an individual, for whatever reason, believes that he is 
above the law or the rules to which other people are subject. 

The vegetation is jarrah, marri and wandoo, with understorey.  There has already been extensive clearing of 
those vegetation types in the local area.  Less than 20 per cent of native vegetation remains in the Shire of 
Northam.  The Wooroloo Brook catchment area is already at high risk of salinity.  Massive community resources 
have already been put into combating salinity and other land degradation risks in that area.  Not only the clearing 
of the land but also the construction of a quarry of that size and depth may impact significantly on the water 
resources that go into Mundaring catchment.  Clearly, even BGC indicated to the shire that the lowest point of 
this quarry will contain ground water.  Therefore, whatever happens in that quarry will impact on the ground 
water in that area.  That is clear from the documents.   

We know that the issue is of critical importance when Perth’s water supplies are already in such a perilous state.  
However, according to local residents, the watertable is at 15 metres.  The figures from BGC indicate that it will 
quarry to a depth of maybe 64 metres or more.  Therefore, what can people gauge from that, except that it will 
have a major impact on the water supply?  The contour of the land is such that there will be a run-off problem, 
both onto private properties and into the quarry itself.  There is also a high risk that the clearing could lead to an 
increase in salt levels in the watertable.  There was no community consultation about this proposal.  Local 
residents found out about it only when they heard the machines. 

I refer to the approvals.  The biodiversity issues, which include impacts on threatened species such as the mardo, 
chuditch, eagle and red-tailed black cockatoo, have not been considered.  It is clear that known populations of 
declared rare flora and listed priority flora are in the local area.  However, no biological surveys were presented 
to support the proposals, and no indigenous consultation has taken place.  Nevertheless, the Shire of Northam 
gave tentative approval, subject to approval from the appropriate agencies.  However, as we know now, none of 
that process took place.  The approval processes normally include a requirement to notify clearance of native 
vegetation under regulation 4 of the Soil and Land Conservation Regulations 1992.  Any landholder wishing to 
clear more than one hectare must notify the Commissioner of Soil and Land Conservation.  It appears that no 
environmental assessment of the land-clearing proposal, including the quarry, has been undertaken by the 
Environmental Protection Authority.  We must consider the proponent’s record.  The diagrams I have seen show 
that the work involves not only the quarry but also a substantial bund around it.  The bund is shown as 100 
metres wide and 15 metres deep.  A large amount of waste will be put into the bund, and that will obviously 
destroy the bush around it.  The vast majority of the woodland will also be destroyed.  The environment of those 
living in the area will be totally destroyed.  The water catchment and other environmental features will also face 
severe risk.   
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The shire was told that the land had been purchased.  When the soil conservation order was processed, it was 
found that BGC Quarries did not own the land - it had not taken possession of it.  The land was cleared for an 
activity that was not approved.   

Hon John Fischer:  If the owners are not complaining, obviously they are not concerned.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  What an extraordinary statement!   

It is reasonable to expect a company providing information to a shire to point out that it does not own the land in 
question.  The company said that it had purchased the land and the documents contained statements that were 
untrue.  They should be checked.  I believe the shire is re-examining the process - so it should.  Every 
application this company makes in future should be doubled-checked.  As we now know, the activity has health 
implications for a person injured on the site.  That must also be investigated.   

The company issued an open invitation to shire councillors to visit the site.  That probably means with hardhats, 
bells and whistles.  One councillor took up the invitation and was abused.  That is not good enough from a 
government or shire point of view.  

Hon John Fischer:  What about the people who abused the people from BGC?  What about the people who were 
screaming and carrying on?   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  This kind of nonsense should not be allowed to continue.   

Peos, Mr John - Adjournment Debate 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.34 pm]:  Last Thursday, Hon Tom Stephens gave the strong 
impression that a number of organisations in Manjimup were optimistic.  At the prompting of the Leader of the 
House, the minister made particular reference to Mr John Peos.  He said - 

. . . John Peos, who makes a stunningly impressive contribution to the leadership of that community.   

I know him and I agree with the minister.  Mr Peos certainly is held in very high regard in Manjimup.  He is the 
President of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, among other things.   

John Peos was pleased when the minister explained that the Government would purchase its requirements from 
local businesses.  I believe the minister gave the impression that the community was happy about a whole raft of 
issues.  I spoke to John Peos this morning.  I know him quite well and we have had several conversations.  
“Misleading” is probably too strong a word, but I believe that the House was misinformed as to the general 
feeling.  The Manjimup-Bridgetown Times of Wednesday, 12 December carried an article on the same day that 
the minister attended the meeting in Manjimup.  Its headline is “Mixed messages a worry for chamber”, and it 
reads -  

Manjimup Chamber of Commerce president John Peos is concerned there could be two different 
messages coming from the State Government over the ashes of the timber industry. 

Mr Peos said he appreciated Premier Dr Geoff Gallop’s admission in State Parliament last week 1000 
jobs stood to be lost, but this was not the total story. 

He was concerned that a senior public servant, the Government’s Forest Policy Implementation project 
director John Loney, had told a meeting of the Community Stakeholder’s Group that he could not move 
forward to attract new business to the Manjimup shire. 

A month ago Mr Loney had called for public help and ideas on how to address the problem. 

The Premier said there was $123 million to help the timber industry and tourism and plantation 
initiatives, which would more than compensate for the losses. 

Mr Peos said while public servants such as Mr Loney may have every desire to help wherever possible, 
they could not find the answers to the crisis created by the Government. 

That is interesting coming from a government project director.  It continues -  

He said it was disturbing to note the speed with which the timber industry had been phased out. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Are you quoting from Mr Loney, Mr Peos or the newspaper? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The newspaper is quoting Mr Loney.  I am reading from the newspaper.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Are you quite sure? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It was faxed to me. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think the newspaper may have slipped from a quote from Mr Loney to a quote from Mr 
Peos. 
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Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I obviously cannot verify that.  I can only read from the paper.  It continues -  

“It has been too hard and too fast for other industries to pick up the slack,” Mr Peos said. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Thank you. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It continues -  

“The Government seems to be floundering in its endeavours to put the runs on the board.” 

Manjimup shire president Cr Keith Liddelow said the 1000 jobs lost were the “tip of the iceberg”. 

Cr Liddelow said people in the community who relied on a whole range of timber industry activities 
were also going to be adversely impacted upon. 

“The rhetoric we’ve heard about job creation in the shire, how the Government was right behind us and 
that we have first priority, seems like a whole load of nonsense,” Cr Liddelow said. 

“People in our community are hurting and despite all the things we’ve told Ministers and the Premier, 
it’s made little difference because while they wring their hands in sympathy, they are not making 
decisions which will create job opportunities for us. 

“The commitment we were given by the State Government to create jobs has quite simply not been met. 

“All we’ve seen is people losing their jobs and the creation of great disruption in our community. 

“What we want, what we need and what we deserve is a quick response to the promised replacement 
jobs we were all told about prior to the State election - 10 months ago.   

“It’s time those promises were kept.”   

This really is very different from the impression that the minister gave the House on Thursday. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, it is not.  He was talking about the buy local campaign specifically, and I think you 
should withdraw your comments about his misleading the House. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I mentioned that John Peos spoke particularly about that aspect, and he was excited by 
it.  What I am saying is that the minister gave the impression in reply to both Hon Robyn McSweeney’s question 
and my follow-up question that there were groups on the day -  

Hon Kim Chance:  No - 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is how I understood it.  I may have got the wrong impression, but I doubt if I was 
the only one.   

Question put and passed.   

House adjourned at 11.40 pm 

__________ 
 


