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Divisions 38 and 41:  Environmental Protection, $23 391 000; Water and Rivers Commission, $51 015 000 
- 
Hon George Cash, Chairman. 

Hon Tom Stephens, Minister for Housing and Works representing the Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage. 

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

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

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I would like to welcome you to 
today’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament 
to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The Committee values that 
assistance.   

For the information of members, these proceedings will be reported by Hansard.  The daily Hansard will be 
available on the following morning.  Hansard will distribute documents for correction, which must be returned 
on the A4 documents sent to members.  The cut-off date for corrections will be indicated on the bottom of each 
page.   

Members are asked to sit towards the front of the Chamber where practicable so that witnesses will not have to 
turn their head when answering questions.  It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget 
Statements volumes or the consolidated fund estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, 
and so on in preface to their questions.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I ask your cooperation in 
ensuring that it is delivered to the Committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions.  An 
example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.   

The Committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  For the benefit of members and Hansard, I ask the minister to introduce his 
advisers to the Committee, and for each adviser to please state their full name, contact address and the capacity 
in which they appear before the Committee.  At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have read, 
understood and completed the Information for Witnesses form.  The witnesses are indicating in the affirmative.   

Before we commence, I was asked earlier why the Environmental Protection Authority was not represented in its 
own right.  I will read into the record the following letter - 

Chairman 
Estimates Committee 
Parliament House 
PERTH WA 6000 

 . . .  

Dear Sir 

ESTIMATES HEARINGS 2003/2004 
Thank you for your letter of 8 May 2003 requesting the names of participants to attend the Estimates 
Hearings 2003/2004 on behalf of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA). 

The EPA is an independent statutory authority established under the Environmental Protection Act to 
provide independent environmental advice to Government.  Section 8 of the Environmental Protection 
Act establishes the EPA’s independence in that it is not subject to the direction of the Minister. 

The EPA’s budget is contained within the Department of Environmental Protection budget allocations 
and the Chief Executive Officer has responsibility for financial matters under the Financial, 
Administration and Audit Act. 
I understand the Acting Chief Executive Officer is attending the Estimates Hearings to respond to 
financial issues relating to the Department of Environment of Protection which includes the EPA. 

Based on the above information neither the Chairman or members of the EPA will be attending the 
Estimates Hearings. 
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Yours faithfully 

Walter Cox 
CHAIRMAN 

15 May 2003 

I read that into the record because some members were unsure of the reasons.   
I have an answer to a question asked by Hon Jim Scott, which is tabled.  The following members have been 
listed as lead speakers: Hon Norman Moore, Hon Louise Pratt, Hon John Fischer, Hon Christine Sharp, Hon 
Murray Criddle and Hon Peter Foss.  We are dealing with two separate agencies.  Before I invite the Leader of 
the Opposition to commence questions, would the minister or Mr Carew-Hopkins like to make a preliminary 
comment?   
[8.10 pm] 
Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  It is intended to form the Department of Environment, which will combine the 
operations of the Department of Environmental Protection, the Keep Australian Beautiful Council and the Water 
and Rivers Commission.  They are operating as one department now.  The department also provides services to 
the Environmental Protection Authority.  In the forthcoming financial year, significant new funding has been 
allocated for environmental regulation, additional licensing officers, a new environmental enforcement unit, 
work on contaminated sites and a new pollution response squad.  The department is also implementing the 
recommendations of three major reviews involving licensing enforcement and management and corporate 
structure.   
This financial year, the Water and Rivers Commission has been marked by the continuation of the State’s worst 
drought affecting the south west and especially Perth.  Run-off into operating Perth’s dams in the past two years 
was only 128 gigalitres - about a one in 100 year event.  The Water and Rivers Commission has been heavily 
involved in planning, protecting and licensing new water sources for supply to an integrated water supply 
scheme.  These include three new bores in the Yarragadee aquifer in Perth, extension of the Mirrabooka well 
field and new pipehead dams at Samson Brook and Wokalup.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to outputs 2 and 3 on pages 634 and 636.  I have scanned in some detail the 
achievements for 2002-03 and initiatives for 2003-04 and can find no reference to the proposed water 
management charge.  Why is it not mentioned in the budget, bearing in mind that work has been done in the past 
and I expect it will be done in the future?  If it is mentioned, the minister might point out where I have missed it.  
When will this water management charge be implemented in Western Australia?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  There is no proposal in our budget to implement water resource management charges.  

Dr McFARLANE:  Consultation is occurring with about 16 stakeholder groups to consider the introduction of an 
administrative licence fee.  In this State, only four small groups pay for their water licences.  In other States it is 
usual to pay water licence fees to cover the administrative costs of issuing licences and continuing the licensing 
system.  At this stage, no decision has been made by government whether a licensing fee system should be 
introduced to Western Australia in the next financial year.  However, the Government is considering it as a result 
of some recommendations from the Water Symposium held last year.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Water and Rivers Commission is doing some work on this.  Is that referred to 
anywhere in the budget as an achievement or an initiative?   

Dr McFARLANE:  At this stage, the money required for the consultation is fairly small and we are picking it up 
within the licensing part of the budget.  We do not know whether the licence fees will be introduced in the next 
financial year, so it is not possible to include them in the budget estimates. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  At page 636, output 3, the reason for the significant variation in the total cost of the 
output suggests that there has been an overall $2 million reduction in the appropriation.  What does that mean? 

Mr TICEHURST:  The overall $2 million reduction in the budget relates to an adjustment that has been applied 
across the entire business of the Water and Rivers Commission.  It has basically been apportioned fairly evenly 
across all the outputs within the Water and Rivers Commission appropriation.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  On page 638 the fifth dot point refers to an allocation of $1.5 million of special 
funding for the farm water grants scheme, which is referred to as a major achievement for 2002-03.  However, 
when one looks back at the output, the estimated actual for the year was only $871 000 in total.  How does the 
commission reconcile an expenditure of $871 000 in total with a claim of $1.5 million for the farm water 
scheme?   
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Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Perhaps I could start answering the question and Mr Ticehurst might add to it.  The 
farm water grants scheme of course relies on the applicants taking two options.  First, they can receive 50 per 
cent of their share of the fund up front and receive the other 50 per cent when they have completed the works.  
That is sometimes up to two years away.  They can also submit invoices as they implement the works.  That 
means that significant funding is pushed out to subsequent years.  We discussed farm water grants during the 
Estimates Committee in the lower House.  I think I replied that up to date about $3.3 million had been committed 
to farm water grants this year, although a lot of those funds will not be spent until out years. 

Mr TICEHURST:  Essentially, in trying to reconcile the $1.5 million with the $871 000, one takes the difference 
between the amount allocated for committed grants, which is referred to in the note to the $1.5 million under 
major achievements, and the estimated expenditure, which is quite different from the amount allocated.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As I understand it, the commission spent about half of what was allocated. 
Mr TICEHURST:  That is correct.   
Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  That fits with the rule that applicants get about 50 per cent of the funding up front.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Perhaps the commission might say in future that it has allocated it but only spent a 
certain amount, which would make it clearer to those people who are trying to read this and understand it.   
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  With respect, this is basically something we are familiar with in budget allocations.  It 
is imperative that the allocation be mentioned.  Sometimes it is committed and sometimes it is expended.  There 
is nothing tricky or complex about putting into the budget papers the fact that it is allocated.  It will be found that 
this applies in my area of operations as well.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, it can be very tricky.  I am simply referring to the budget papers, which 
are designed to advise us of what is happening.  They mention an allocation of $1.5 million, but they do not 
mention the fact that it has not been spent.  It would be helpful for a person reading the budget papers to know 
that the money has been allocated, which is a good thing, but for various reasons not all of it has been spent this 
year.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It has been committed.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is fine.  On page 638 the total budget for water protection policies for 2003-04 
is estimated at $10.7 million and the total number of employees is 33.  Bearing in mind that this output is to do 
with water protection policies, guidelines and regulations, will the minister indicate where all the other moneys 
go, because 33 employees would certainly not consume $10.7 million? 
[8.20 pm] 
Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I ask Dr McFarlane to answer that question.   

Dr McFARLANE:  Water source protection involves not just planning but also the purchase of land in priority 1 
areas.  We have a capital vote in that area.  We purchase land that we believe is important to protect ground 
water quality.  There have been a number of purchases in the past on the Gnangara mound.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Would you be kind enough to provide me with a list of what you propose to purchase 
with the funds in that output for the current financial year and what was purchased in the last financial year?   

[Supplementary Information No 46.]   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to page 581 of the Budget Statements and the establishment of the new 
environmental enforcement unit.  Has the establishment of that unit brought about a net increase in the 
appropriation or has there been a shift of resources from elsewhere in the department?  What is the overall cost 
of the environmental enforcement unit?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The environmental enforcement unit has been budgeted for, along with additional 
licensing officers.  The budget amount for those resources for 2003-04 is $1.372 million.  That is new funding 
that has been allocated to the department.  It does not involve the use or transfer of existing staff or resources; it 
involves new staff and new resources.  A senior detective, on secondment from the Police Force, has been 
appointed to run the environmental enforcement unit.  We have also seconded one other person from the 
Department of Fisheries.  The unit currently is advertising for one legal person with another to follow.  The 
environmental enforcement unit is a new initiative that is being established with new funding and new staff.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Could you explain how this works with the appropriations and the forward 
estimates?  The total appropriations provided to deliver outputs for 2003-04 is an amount of $22.894 million.  
Last year it was $26 million.  The footnote explains that the difference is due to the collection of licensing fees, 
and that the estimated actual figure for 2002-03 would be $21.464 million.  Therefore, the difference between 
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the two figures is an addition for this year of $1.43 million.  Is that basically the additional funding for the 
environmental enforcement unit, or will that addition to the appropriation be used for other purposes?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  I will commence that answer and ask the Manager of Finance, Mr Ticehurst, to 
complete it.  The budget estimate includes a number of budget adjustments, which Mr Ticehurst might go 
through, including supplementary funding for clearing controls and for contaminated sites, remediation and so 
on.  I ask Mr Ticehurst to provide some further details.   

Mr TICEHURST:  Can the member please clarify her question a little before I respond?   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to the second line item on page 581 for the total appropriations provided to 
deliver outputs.  The footnote to that line item explains that although there is a reduction in the appropriation, it 
is in fact an increase because of the collection of licence fees.  If the adjustment were made, the increase would 
amount to $1.43 million.  Will that increase be taken up by the environmental enforcement unit, or do other 
things account for that?   

Mr TICEHURST:  The movement between the appropriation from one year to the next can be clearly illustrated 
in the major policy initiatives in terms of the new resources and new funding going to the new proposals.  I refer 
the member to the following page on major policy initiatives.  However, she must understand that there are also 
items within the agency’s budget that have specific funding associated with a project.  A good example is the 
remediation of contaminated sites.  In any one year, therefore, the movement between appropriations is made up 
of new initiatives coming in for new resource proposals and other projects for which funding has either ceased or 
is being slowly ramped down.  An example of that is the remediation of the Bellevue site, which has had funding 
over the years of $3 million, $2 million and now reducing to $200 000.  That does not, in itself, represent a 
reduction in the budget but, rather, a reflection of movements, the completion of projects and new projects 
coming in. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The chief executive officer mentioned new resourcing for the clearing permit system 
that will be introduced shortly when the legislation is passed by the Legislative Council.  I want to know how 
many full-time officers, if any, will be taken on to administer the clearing permit system.  What resources will 
the department provide to allow for what I presume will be a massive increase in the administrative workload 
that the new system will bring about for the department?   

Dr McFARLANE:  We currently have 7.5 full-time equivalent employees.  Eight people will set up the entire 
new system that we are required to get together and half of those people will be based in regional centres.  Those 
people may not be full-time employees.  It is possible to combine clearing controls with other regulatory work 
that can be done in those regional offices.  We are basing the number of people in each divisional office on the 
amount of work that we think will be coming in.  However, we foresee as much as possible of the work in future 
being done through regional centres, and in future the people in head office will set up new policies to ensure 
that the systems that have been established in the past few months are working adequately. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Can you provide me with the details of how the staff will be distributed across the 
regional offices for that purpose? 

Dr McFARLANE:  Yes.  We have made a preliminary allocation to each divisional office but that may change 
depending on the workload.  I can provide that as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No 47.] 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I now ask about the work in the Peel-Harvey region.  An environmental policy is 
mentioned at page 582 and the focusing of programs by the Department of Environmental Protection on the 
Peel-Harvey estuary.  What is involved in the program aimed at reviewing regionally significant vegetation and 
when will the revised version of the Peel-Harvey environmental protection policy be released? 

Mr SIPPE:  Two projects will be under way by the end of this financial year and through to the next financial 
year.  The water quality improvement plan for Peel-Harvey is a co-funded project by the Commonwealth and the 
State at a ratio of four to one; that is, $4 from the Commonwealth to $1 from the State.  We also have a 
subordinate project to examine phosphorous export modelling from various land uses, which is funded at 10 to 
one; that is, $10 from the Commonwealth for every $1 from the State.  We are quite pleased with that level of 
commonwealth funding.  Those projects total in all about a couple of hundred thousand dollars.  There are five 
other projects under government agencies as part of the Peel-Harvey package.  That represents in all a 
considerable step forward in Peel-Harvey projects in the next financial year.  At the end of last year, the EPA 
reported publicly to the minister in bulletin 1078 about the environmental protection policy.  We are 
consolidating the projects with the resources we have before we review the EPP and push forward with the 
appropriate amendments.   
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[8.30 pm] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Do you have a timetable for the EPP?   

Mr SIPPE:  We hope that a revised draft EPP will be out for public consultation next financial year.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to the revised discussion paper on environmental education that was released 
in April 2001.  That contained a range of targets, including the establishment of a senior level environmental 
education steering committee and having environmental education as part of the school curriculum by 2004 and 
so on.  How is the department going with that program?  Has there been any progress in the delivery of those 
outcomes?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Mr Sippe may be able to answer that.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If the information is not readily available, it could be provided within a reasonable time of 
five working days.  You are not under great pressure to provide it.   

Mr SIPPE:  I think we should provide this as supplementary information.   

[Supplementary Information No 48.] 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  My question is along the lines of one asked by Hon Christine Sharp.  The first three dot 
points on page 581 relate to the establishment of an environmental enforcement unit, the application of new 
resources to the management of licensed premises and the establishment of a pollution response squad.  In view 
of the fact that the budget has decreased considerably, how will the department finance those three initiatives, 
and how many people will be employed in them?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The budget caters for a new environmental enforcement unit with nine full-time 
equivalents and an additional eight FTE licensing officers.  Hon Christine Sharp asked about the funding of the 
extra activities.  Mr Ticehurst answered her by advising that there are a number of budgetary adjustments for the 
next financial year, including supplementary funding and changes to the budget allocation for contaminated 
sites.  With those reductions, the extra funding of $1.372 million for the environmental enforcement unit and 
additional licensed officers can be provided.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  How many people will be involved in the pollution response squad?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The pollution response squad will include six new full-time equivalents, and the 
funding for that function in the next financial year will be $1.03 million.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  What is the nature of the increases in pollution licence fees?  

Mr TICEHURST:  With regard to increases in the pollution licence fees, we are currently moving to a net 
appropriation arrangement whereby the agency retains those fees rather than having them built into its 
appropriation.  In line with the Functional Review Committee recommendations that went through the 
Expenditure Review Committee last year, it was proposed that the agency accelerate the move to full cost 
recovery.  Currently we are going through a process of stakeholder negotiation and we are working at developing 
a strategy that will see the move to full cost recovery achieved over three years incrementally.  That process is 
under way as we speak.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  When will we know what the fees are? 

Mr TICEHURST:  At the conclusion of the stakeholder negotiation process.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I would like an explanation of the circumstances surrounding the Brookdale waste water 
treatment plant and the relevant plan for its closure? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  In recent years there has been considerable community focus on the issue of hazardous 
waste treatment.  In particular, local communities have voiced their concerns that such facilities should not be 
located in close proximity to residential areas, as was the case for the Brookdale waste treatment site.  As part of 
the review of the department that I carried out, I concluded that there was a clear conflict of interest in the way 
the department operated.  The chief executive officer was also CEO of Waste Management WA, which was the 
body that operates the Brookdale site.  The same CEO was also involved in the licensing of that operation.   

As a result of the reviews and various commitments by Government, the Brookdale treatment plant is being 
closed and the department is currently negotiating with the operator to cease operations by 31 December this 
year.  We are currently negotiating a deed of the settlement with the operator.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  How are people being consulted in the south west about the work carried out on 
evaluating the south west Yarragadee aquifer? 
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Dr McFARLANE:  The Water and Rivers Commission is carrying out a comprehensive program with key 
interest groups and meeting that are also open to the general public.  We are doing that in a number of ways.  We 
are holding public meetings and we have briefed local government in the area, which has shown a fair bit of 
concern about the possibility of water moving out of the region.  We have conducted tours of the area where 45 
bores have been drilled to evaluate the south west Yarragadee aquifer.  We are also developing a series of 
frequently asked questions that the community has come up with and we are endeavouring to make sure that the 
investigations carried out in the area address those questions.  The most important formal way of consultation is 
through the Whicher Water Resource Management Committee, a statutory committee that has been established 
for the area that has an independent committee chair and includes representatives of water users and local 
government.  The chair of the Whicher Water Resource Management Committee is on the steering group 
overseeing the investigations of the south west Yarragadee.  They are involved in all the negotiations at an 
intimate level.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Where in the department’s appropriation is the Cockburn Sound environmental protection 
policy and what is the expected status by the end of the financial year?  

[8.40 pm] 

Mr SIPPE:  I draw the member’s attention to output 1 - policy, education and advice - on page 585.  It comes 
under statutory environmental protection policy milestones in that output.  The policy itself is currently being 
drafted by parliamentary counsel.  The policy is pretty straightforward, but the regulations, which comprise 
scientific criteria and interpretation, are proving a challenge for the parliamentary draftsman.  At the end of last 
year, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage made a statement in the Legislative Assembly that she 
would consult for eight weeks once she has received the draft version.  We anticipate that that will happen 
during the next financial year.  We would like to think that the policy will be gazetted by the end of the next 
financial year. .  

Hon ED DERMER:  My question relates to page 632, under outcomes and key effectiveness indicators in the 
Water and Rivers Commission section.  The fourth listed item refers to ground water management areas with use 
in excess of management objectives.  Footnote (b) states that the 2002-03 target use in excess of management 
objectives were affected by excessive demand on ground water use brought about by climate changes.  I am 
interested in the area, and I would appreciate more information about the management of the extraction from 
water mounds such as Gnangara and Jandakot, in terms of accommodating both short-term and medium to long-
term needs.  

Dr McFARLANE:  On page 632 it is stated that we are hoping to get 3.8 per cent of management areas back 
within under-allocated or fully allocated categories.  Because of reduced rainfall since 1975, we have had to 
revise some of the allocation limits for the ground water management areas.  We tend to be very conservative in 
allowing water to be licensed up to an allocation limit, but because of the reduced recharge that has occurred 
since 1975, resulting from the reduced rainfall, some areas are now be over the safe yield for the aquifer.  One of 
the areas we are most concerned about is Gnangara.  We have had to switch off 41 Water Corporation 
production bores in areas with sensitive environments, particularly wetlands in that area.  We have also had to 
look at introducing special management for some of the Pinus pinaster plantations on the mound, attempting to 
get the plantations thinned to allow more recharge to occur near some environmentally sensitive areas.  It is 
possible, with additional work being done, that the allocation limits we currently have for some ground water 
areas will have to be reduced further.  This is what has happened with surface water.  We thought we had safe 
allocations for a number of surface water catchments in the State, but the amount of run-off that has occurred 
since the change in climate in about 1975 is only about 50 per cent of the amount before that time.  There have 
been major adjustments to management in both surface and ground water areas throughout the State.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I refer to the Perth air quality management plan, on page 582.  When this plan was 
announced by the former minister in 2000 it was due to be implemented between 2000 and 2030, and the then 
minister announced that 36 of the proposed 126 actions had already been commenced or completed.  Why does 
the web site now show the implementation period as 2002 to 2030?  Why has the detail on the web site not been 
updated since April 2002?  Can the minister comment on the stated commencement dates and the lack of further 
details since April 2002?   

Is this plan still being implemented, and has there been any change in the rate at which it is due to be 
implemented since 2000?  What funds have been allocated each year since 2001 for this plan?  How much has 
actually been expended since 2001?  Can the minister provide the latest estimates for implementation of this 
plan?   

The CHAIRMAN:  Mr Sippe can make a general comment on anything he can answer and the supplementary 
information will pick up the other points.   
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Mr SIPPE:  The plan will still be implemented.  The rate has been pretty much the same as first announced.  I 
cannot answer about the funding allocated but we will provide that as supplementary information.  The 
implementation plan is still charged over that period to 2030 - it is a 30-year plan.  We will provide the 
remainder of the responses as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No 49.] 
Hon PETER FOSS:  I refer to the TravelSmart programs in volume 2 of the Budget Statements.  Under Labor, 
what has happened with regard to the TravelSmart initiative in terms of the amount budgeted, the amount spent 
and the programs initiated?  

Mr SIPPE:  TravelSmart is still an operational program, although federal funding for it - which basically 
underpinned that program - has now ceased, which is disappointing.  It relies on a combination of some seed 
state money and private sponsorship.  The program has been very successful in attracting private sponsorship 
and it has travelled for a number of years on that, but the program has been wound back with the cessation of 
commonwealth funding. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  My next question refers to air quality.  Why does the department’s statement of major 
initiatives not include any that relate to air quality, other than the one on page 592?  On how many days in the 
past 12 months have readings of air quality in Perth and surrounding areas been of concern?  By what definition 
of matters of concern have days been included or excluded in this answer?  Is it correct that the major initiatives 
for 2003-04 are those which, according to the schedule published on the Internet, should have been carried out in 
2002?  What is the reason for this implementation having been delayed? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  We will supply the whole of that as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No 50.] 
Hon PETER FOSS:  My next question relates to the Water and Rivers Commission and refers to the overall 
budget situation of the commission and its associated agencies; that is, all the management authorities.  Will the 
current budget have any effect on the ability of the commission or its associated agencies to employ people to 
carry out the work of the commission and agencies?  Is there likely to be any reduction in staff employed by 
these agencies or the commission; and, if so, in what areas of activity, by how many and at what level? 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  We do not believe the budget will have an effect on the ability of the commission or 
any of the services that we provide to other parts of our organisation.  That is principally because we are going 
through a fairly intensive examination of our operations.  We have commenced a program of investigating 
whether the portfolio can enter into shared corporate services and thereby save resources.  We also have other 
programs examining work roles with a view to increasing our efficiency.  At this stage the answer to the first 
question is no, and the answer to the second question is that we do not believe there will be any reduction in the 
number of staff.   

[8.50 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN:  Does Hon Peter Foss have any other questions?  He cannot ask them now.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have several for both areas.  If I cannot ask them now, I ask that the answers to them be 
provided as supplementary information.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That can be done as long as we have a copy of the questions. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have handed them over. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to the outputs on page 583 of the Budget Statements.  There is a significant 
decrease in the budgets of four of the five principle outputs.  I might request that I be provided with 
supplementary information for a more detailed explanation of how those decreases have been achieved.  The 
environment systems budget shows a decrease of about $1.5 million.  What impact will that have on specific 
environmental systems programs?  Will the number of staff who deliver those programs be reduced?   

Mr TICEHURST:  We believe the decrease will not have any impact.  The reduction of $1.5 million in real 
terms is largely attributable to the fact that the estimated actual for 2002-03 received a supplementary allocation 
for land clearing and there was a large carryover of funds associated with the air quality management plan, 
which totals approximately $1.3 million.  We do not believe it will have a major effect.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Does the member require any further information?   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to go through each of the other outputs and get an explanation of why 
their budgets have been reduced, beginning with output 1.  Is it possible to do that now? 
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Mr TICEHURST:  The reduction in the budget to policy, education and advice of $5.06 million to $5.2 million is 
due to the loss of commonwealth funding for the air watch program.  We are currently trying to negotiate private 
sponsorship to shore up that program.   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Do the outputs listed in the budget not necessarily refer to only state appropriations 
but also to federal appropriations?   
Mr TICEHURST:  That is correct.  It includes operational revenue.  Any external funding sources are included.  
The other element in output 1 is the fact that the 2002-03 estimate contained carryover funds associated with 
greenhouse gas emissions and the Environmental Protection Authority from the previous year.  Output 2, 
environmental impact services, shows a reduction of $6.2 million to $5.4 million.  Again, that relates primarily 
to carryovers associated with the environmental impact assessment process and also some carryover of funds 
associated with the audit process.  The 2002-03 estimate contained a higher allocation for corporate services.  
There is no separate output for corporate services in the budget.  Corporate services contained a higher than 
usual allocation, which has the effect of inflating the 2002-03 estimated actual.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  What was the increase for corporate services?   
Mr TICEHURST:  It simply relates to the modelling that the corporate services are allocated across the outputs, 
and deals with the fact that we received additional supplementary funding in 2002-03 for items such as licensing 
controls and the Brookdale closure, which are one-off items and have an effect on the total corporate service 
allocation across each of the outputs.  There has been a major shift upwards in output 3, pollution regulation, so I 
imagine the member is happy with that.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I imagine you are happy with that.   
Mr TICEHURST:  Indeed, we are.  Under output 4, waste management, in effect there is a one-off allocation of 
supplementary funding in 2002-03 for the close down of the Brookdale facility, which is not on an ongoing 
basis.  It sits primarily in 2002-03, so that is the reason for the movement from $14 million down to 
$10.5 million.  I have responded on the final output, environment systems. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to the very bottom line on page 647, which indicates that the Water and Rivers 
Commission had cash assets at the end of the reporting period ranging from an actual of $18 million in 2001-02 
to a budget estimate of $13.6 million in 2003-04 and carrying on to $14.096 million.  Why does that agency 
require a cash asset of that nature across the out years in the current budget?   

Mr TICEHURST:  A very significant proportion of that relates to external funding or, basically, funds from the 
private sector and from the Commonwealth Government which are tied to specific projects.  What typically 
happens is that we get funding over a period against which we match state funding requirements.  In effect, they 
are funds that are committed to specific projects.  If the member wants a more detailed breakdown of that, we 
can provide that by way of supplementary information.   

[Supplementary Information No 51.] 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I return to output 5 on page 638, to which I referred earlier.  I indicated in a previous 
question that the total cost of the output is some $10.7 million as a budget estimate for this coming year and that 
the output involved the employment of only 33 full-time equivalents.  I asked what the money was used for in 
addition to the employment of the FTEs.  I suspect at a rough estimate there would be about $7 million or 
$8 million.  It was indicated in the previous answer that the funds were used to purchase land.  I refer to the 
capital works budget on page 644, which has a separate item of $1.2 million for land purchased in priority one 
areas.  Can you be kind enough to reassess the answer that you gave me earlier or reconcile how there are land 
purchase funds in the capital works program on page 644 with the use of funds for land purchases under output 
5?   
[9.00 pm] 
Dr McFARLANE:  We receive an appropriation for purchasing land each year, but it depends on negotiations 
for that land as to whether the money is used for that purpose or is carried forward.  There have been a number 
of quite difficult negotiations.  We do not force people to sell their land.  If they are happy to accept the market 
valuation for that land, we can purchase it.  It has happened in the past that we have carried the money forward 
from one year to the next.  The other area that is covered in this output is the development of public and private 
water supply protection policies, and also protection plans.  As was mentioned earlier by Derek Carew-Hopkins, 
we are fast-tracking a number of new water resources at the moment, so there will be funding in that area, 
particularly for the pipe headwork that is being done at Wokalup and Samson.  I will need to take the question on 
notice and come back to you, but it is possible that some of that funding is funding that has been provided to the 
commission by the Water Corporation so that we can speed up the development of those water sources to 
provide water for Perth.   
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The CHAIRMAN:  Do you want to provide additional information on that matter?   

Dr McFARLANE:  Yes; I will need to go through the figures.   

[Supplementary Information No 52.] 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to page 640, output 6, water resource information protection plans and works.  
The total cost of the output was $22.8 million in 2001-02; you budgeted $22.3 million for 2002-03, but the actual 
was only $17.24 million; and the budget for 2003-04 is $18.8 million.  Can you explain the underspending in last 
year’s budget and the estimated actual for this year and why the budget for this year is $18 million when last 
year’s budget was $22 million?   

Mr TICEHURST:  In terms of the movement between the $22 million and the $17 million, what has happened in 
effect is that a significant amount of $2.2 million relating to salinity that was programmed for expenditure within 
2002-03 has been pushed out into each of the out years, being 2003-04 and 2004-05, which you obviously do not 
see at output level.  That was a decision that the agency made in terms of its cash management, given that with 
the commitments for salinity we would not be in a position to spend that money within the year, so we pushed it 
out into 2003-04 and 2004-05.  

Hon ED DERMER:  I refer to the major achievements for 2002-03 for the Water and Rivers Commission at page 
638.  The third dot point states that the ongoing commitment to research and development has resulted in the 
availability of improved and more up-to-date technical and engineering design information to landholders 
seeking to improve on-farm water supplies.  I am keen to learn more about what has been achieved in that field.   

Dr McFARLANE:  This area is not in my division, so I will need to take it on notice, but the farm water grants 
coordinating committee is managing funds not only for the grants but also for other work.  I will need to check 
with the leader of that program to find out the specific information about the research and development. 

[Supplementary Information No 53.]   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I note from page 581 that the management of industry licensing has become increasingly 
more complex and that has meant that new resources will need to be applied to the management of licensed 
premises.  What issue is that in response to, and what kinds of new resources have been made available?   

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Can you clarify what dot point that is?  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is under licensing and regulation.  

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  Is that the pollution response squad? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No.  It is the dot point above that.  It may have something to do with the pollution 
response squad; I do not know. 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  That relates to the outcome of the Bellevue inquiry and the provision of new licensing 
resources.  I mentioned earlier that eight new licensing officers have been employed.  It relates to the fact that 
the role of licensing and inspection needs to be increased.  The department is increasing the time and the number 
of inspections on licensed premises.  For example, in the Kwinana area, premises were inspected only once 
every three years.  We are improving that so that they are inspected at least once a year, and in some cases more 
often. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  On page 590, a major achievement listed is the draft policy on used tyre management.  
When will that become a policy instead of a draft policy? 

Dr McFARLANE:  A draft policy was produced in 2002-03.  It has gone out to a group of stakeholders.  A 
number of people have established businesses for the possible reuse of used tyres, both truck and car tyres.  It is 
quite difficult and is a problem around Australia to find an economic use for used tyres.  At the moment the 
policy is out for consultation, and a lot of the issues are also being addressed at the national level.  At the 
moment the number of businesses that have been set up in Western Australia to reuse tyres is not able to cope 
with the number being generated.  In particular, a number of those tyres are being generated in rural and regional 
Australia.  Sometimes very large tyres are generated in those areas, and it is very difficult to ship them to a 
central area to be processed.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  A review is being undertaken of the waste management and recycling fund.  When is 
that likely to be completed? 

Dr McFARLANE:  The consultancy reported on that about two months ago, and it has been discussed twice by 
the Waste Management Board.  The board will make a recommendation to the minister about the fund in the 
next two months, I believe.  It is a review of not only the fund but also the use of the moneys in the grants 
scheme.  There has also been a review of the resource recovery rebate scheme.  All those reviews are now 
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completed.  They have been with the board for at least two months in some cases.  The board is also lining up the 
results of those reviews with its strategic framework, so that there is an overall framework for the funds that are 
generated through the waste management and recycling fund.  It is a question of whether there should be a 
continuation of the grants scheme or whether the grants scheme should be altered; and, if so, how that fits into 
the long-term strategy for handling waste in this State. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I have three questions left; that is, two from the Leader of the Opposition and one from Hon 
Ed Dermer. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There will be two parts to my one question.  I refer to output 4, rural water supply 
assistance, on page 637.  The objective of output 4 is that the commission seeks to increase the availability of 
reliable water supplies for rural districts.  How does the commission increase water supplies, other than by 
allowing people to draw more water, and does the commission provide water to people to increase the 
availability?  Secondly, in respect of the output performance measure, three full-time equivalents are responsible 
for rural and community water grants determined and processed - three are 391 of those - and for rural and 
community water grants monitored, evaluated and audited, of which there are 1 000.  What sort of work is 
involved in doing those two tasks, when in fact only three FTEs are involved? 

Dr McFARLANE:  The idea of the farm water grants scheme is to help farmers who are off the comprehensive 
water supply scheme to provide their own farm water supplies.  This includes domestic supplies; therefore, it can 
include things like rainwater tanks and collecting run-off from sheds, but also in some cases ground water 
supplies for use in the house for domestic purposes.  In a lot of cases it is actually to provide drought proofing 
for stock water supplies on farms.  A grant of up to 50 per cent of the cost is given to install farm dams, 
particularly key dams that are able to survive two years without significant run-off.  It means there will always 
be an emergency supply of water.  The scheme has been set up to specifically target people who are not 
receiving subsidised water through the comprehensive water supply scheme that goes through the agricultural 
area.  Most of the work carried out by the three full-time equivalent positions is to manage the work of the farm 
water grants committee and to administer the grants.  There is a sophisticated process for assessing whether 
people are eligible for the grants.  It must be assessed whether people are in an area that is particularly difficult 
to manage or develop on-farm water supplies.  Some areas, particularly in the northern and eastern wheatbelt, are 
much harder to get reliable water supplies compared with areas on the south coast, which have a longer and more 
reliable rainfall season. 

[9.10 pm] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Do you provide any assistance to water consumers in Western Australia who are not 
on any comprehensive scheme but who are not primary producers?  Is there any assistance for domestic 
consumption for those sorts of people? 

Dr McFARLANE:  Not that I am aware of.  A subsidy scheme was introduced in connection with the state water 
strategy.  It includes subsidies for rainwater tanks.  People may not be on the comprehensive water supply 
scheme but, during a time of drought, if they have to cart water from a standpipe that is part of the scheme, are 
eligible to apply for a subsidy.  Obviously, during times of water shortage, they require water from the scheme.  
When areas are declared water deficient, there is also a requirement for government to provide an emergency 
water supply so that the cost of obtaining water during emergencies is not excessive.  The Government decides 
when an area is water deficient and whether the provisions should be introduced. 

A capital works program exists for farm water.  It extends the current comprehensive water supply scheme 
through agricultural areas.  It is managed by the Water Corporation because it is a works program to extend the 
reticulated scheme.  There is pressure to extend the scheme because it is a much more reliable water supply and 
is effectively subsidised by taxpayers.  It is very expensive and the supplies, particularly those from the 
Mundaring Weir, are not necessarily able to meet all the requirements of the comprehensive water supply 
scheme through the wheatbelt and the goldfields. 

Hon ED DERMER:  Some of the questions I was going to ask have already been answered.  How many farmers 
have sought assistance under the scheme? 

Dr McFARLANE:  I will have to take the question on notice.  Is the member interested in only last year? 

Hon ED DERMER:  Yes. 

Mr CAREW-HOPKINS:  The number of farm water grant applications in 2002-03 was 365.  The number of 
grants in the same period was 324.  That figure includes some pastoral grants.  

The CHAIRMAN:  That draws to a close questions in respect of these divisions.  I thank the minister and his 
advisers for their attendance this evening.  The Committee will reconvene at 9.15 am tomorrow.   
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Committee adjourned at 9.14 pm 
__________ 

 


