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SWAN RIVER — RIVERBANK RESTORATION 

Grievance 
MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [9.22 am]: My grievance, although not about parrots, is still directed to the 
Minister for Environment and concerns the restoration of riverbanks along the Swan River.  

The Maylands electorate has nine kilometres of the Swan River running through its heart. Restoration work is 
needed on six of those nine kilometres. The estimated cost of repairing all riverbank damage in my electorate, if 
one accounts for CPI, inflation and amortise it over 10 years, is about $10 million. That is double the City of 
Bayswater’s entire budget and it is a substantial amount of money in anyone’s terms. The state provides 
riverbank restoration funding of between $1 million and $2 million shared across 21 councils, which means each 
council receives between $100 000 and $150 000 a year. So a quick calculation of the riverbank funding 
program in its current form means that to fix the erosion in the six kilometres of the river in my electorate alone 
will take 100 years. I do not think that is acceptable, and I do not think my constituents think that is an 
acceptable strategy either.  

The Swan River is a major asset in Western Australia and many people benefit from the economic, social and 
environmental opportunities it provides. When state, federal and local government resources are combined, 
almost $400 million is being raised to be spent on the river each year. That figure is a couple of years old and it 
could be out of date now, but it begs the question: what are we spending that money on? A key factor in moving 
forward to restore the riverbank will be if all key stakeholders get together to share ideas about how that 
$400 million is spent. Several years ago a group known as C21 within the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, and made up of local governments situated along the Swan River, proposed a levy for riverbank 
restoration and maintaining the health of the river. They came together and addressed the problem in a coherent 
way.  

I also wanted to point out—the Minister for Environment may not remember this but I am sure he is aware of the 
outcome—that the government refused to mandate the removal of phosphate-based fertiliser, which has proven 
to be the biggest pollutant in the river. Would it be too difficult to believe that royalties for regions funding could 
encourage farmers to stop using phosphate-based fertilisers and using a more river-friendly, slow-release 
fertiliser? 

I also want to talk about the federally funded environmental audit program, another important program the state 
used to contribute to but which is now sadly lacking funds. Under that program local government was involved 
in environmentally auditing small businesses located along the riverbank which may be potential polluters, 
particularly light industries such as garages, panelbeaters and chemical storage facilities. The program conducted 
6 000 audits of small businesses between 2006 and 2009, many of which were in my electorate, and as many as 
30 per cent of businesses audited failed to comply with environmental legislation. In real terms that meant one in 
three businesses disposed of their waste, sometimes highly toxic, by putting it into the drainage system that goes 
directly into the Swan River. Once those businesses became aware that those processes were illegal, they were 
happy to change their practices and improve their behaviour, but somebody had to go along and give them the 
skills they needed to do that, point out what was going wrong and then take the time and energy to help them to 
improve their procedures. In its heyday that program cost $2.3 million and it audited 45 000 light industrial 
businesses. They are pretty impressive statistics. But not enough money is going into that program anymore and 
certainly not enough money is being spent on those kinds of programs.  

I conclude by saying that if the Minister for Environment thinks that the Swan River is indeed a priority in 
Western Australia, something he could do is improve the health of the Swan River. Where is the ongoing 
funding for programs such as the auditing program I have referred to? Where is the additional funding for the 
riverbank restoration program? The minister should remember the figures I have pointed out: it will take 100 
years to fix the six kilometres of riverbank in my electorate. Where is his commitment to phase out phosphate-
based fertiliser? It is a no-brainer. The minister has allowed the continued use of phosphate-based fertiliser, the 
most damaging thing that can be done to the Swan River. It has to be stopped.  

Finally, where are the increases in funding for riverbank restoration? There have been some increases, but it is 
nowhere near enough to match the demand for restoration work along the riverbank. The Sunday Times devoted 
two pages to this matter last weekend. Under the heading “Waste dumps line our river banks” it talks about the 
toxic leaching out of the Bayswater main drain, which is now known as the Bayswater Brook. The Swan River 
Trust has confirmed that the main drain has toxic chemicals, such as lead, arsenic, hormones, copper and zinc, 
leaching out of it and draining into the Swan River. The department has done many studies since the government 
was elected in 2008. It should have well and truly proven the need for additional funding and programs. The 
minister should not tell me about the water aeration plant and things like that; they will not fix or retain the 
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riverbank and preserve the Swan River. What is the Minister for Environment offering the residents of Maylands 
in terms of the health of their river?  

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [9.28 am]: I thank the member for Maylands for 
the grievance, and I will endeavour to answer as best I can. There is a substantial list of things this government is 
doing, has been doing and will continue to do in managing the Swan and Canning Rivers.  

The Swan and Canning River system drains an area of over 2 000 square kilometres. It consists of 31 sub-
catchments on the Swan coastal plain. This includes many of Perth’s urban catchments and the Ellenbrook 
catchment, which is predominantly used for cattle grazing and horticulture. Management and protection of the 
Swan and Canning Rivers is a complex and ongoing task, but the state government remains firmly committed to 
ensuring that a wide range of programs are being delivered to restore and protect the health of our Swan and 
Canning Rivers. 

Firstly, I will just address the river wall issue and then will work through some of the nutrient stuff as well. 
Investment in foreshore protection works is necessary to ensure that families and visitors can continue to safely 
access the valuable areas of public open space as well as the facilities that exist along our rivers. These works are 
not just about creating hard engineering walls—of course, river walls do have their place and, in some cases, are 
the best and only option of stopping foreshore erosion as well as providing protection to public assets. I should 
say that by “public assets” I mean roads, bicycle paths, boat ramps and recreational facilities. Without 
investment in river foreshore protection works, these public open spaces and community assets will continue to 
be threatened by erosion as well as by storm-surge events. This government will continue to work in partnership 
with local government to identify priority areas to implement works, for example, in and around the Mends 
Street jetty, which is the member for South Perth’s electorate and which is one area that caught a lot of attention 
earlier. I have just briefly mentioned that there are a couple of other areas in the member for Maylands’ own 
electorate, such as Tranby foreshore and also Clarkson Reserve. 

The government’s riverbank program is making a significant contribution to the protection and enhancement of 
shorelines within the Swan and Canning Riverpark. Since coming to office in 2008, the Liberal–National 
government has invested over $7.5 million in riverbank funding that has been distributed to over 74 projects 
resulting in over $15 million in on-ground works since 2008 already.  

Recent 2012 riverbank funding recipients included the Town of Bassendean, the City of Armadale, the City of 
Gosnells, the City of Canning and the City of Fremantle. The state government also funds the riverbank 
proactive funding scheme which targets large-scale multi-year complex projects within the Swan Canning 
Riverpark. This scheme allows improved project planning. The government, through the Swan River Trust, is 
committed to supporting these complex projects over several years and in seeing an increased commitment from 
local government in delivering these complex projects.  

I will move on to some of the other issues the member for Maylands talked about, particularly nutrient seepage 
into the Swan River. Nutrient intervention technologies will continue to be a major focus for this government. 
The Swan and Canning Water Quality Improvement Plan was released in 2009 to help guide investment in our 
rivers. The Liberal–National government has committed over $3 million towards the implementation of this 
plan, which is specifically designed to reduce the nutrients that are flowing into the Swan and Canning 
waterways. The Liberal–National government has invested $3.2 million for nutrient-stripping wetlands in 
Ellenbrook and Bayswater.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms L.L. Baker: Thank you for the information; it’s really helpful, but it’s really not addressing what you are 
going to do in terms of funding for Maylands. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: But that is exactly what I am addressing.  

Ms L.L. Baker: And what are you going to do about the phosphate? 

Mr A.P. JACOB: With respect, that is the exact bit I am addressing. I just talked about the nutrient intervention 
and what the government is doing to tackle that. The river is one system. I did just address a couple of specific 
sites in Maylands. If the member would just let me go through these, I have only got another three minutes. 
Respectively, the Ellenbrook and Bayswater wetlands project is expected to remove around 10.8 and 0.7 tonnes 
of nitrogen, as well as 2.5 and 0.1 tonnes of phosphorous from the Swan River. These two areas combined 
account for 4.6 per cent of the nitrogen and 10 per cent of the phosphorous that is currently deposited within the 
Swan and Canning Rivers each year.  
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Ms L.L. Baker: How are you going to keep it from coming in again from the phosphate-based fertilisers that are 
being used?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: We have also introduced new fertiliser regulations to protect rivers. New limits on the amount 
of phosphorous contained in home garden fertilisers were introduced from 1 January 2011 — 

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: The member for Maylands! 
Mr A.P. JACOB: The government has effectively halved the concentration of phosphorous in domestic-use 
fertilisers. The non-nutrient containment program — 
Several members interjected.  
Ms L.L. Baker: Domestic use is not the problem! 
Mr A.P. JACOB: I am happy to — 
The SPEAKER: Members! 

Point of Order 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: A point of order, Mr Speaker. From the time I have been in this place, it has normally 
been the convention that in grievances, interjections are non-existent or very limited. That is clearly not the case.  
The SPEAKER: I thank the Minister for Transport.  

Grievance Resumed 
Mr A.P. JACOB: As far as I can tell, I am directly addressing the issues raised. Members opposite may hold 
some disagreement with the strategy that this government is using, but the government is tackling the issue. It 
has some clear strategies in place. I am actually taking the members through that in quite specific detail, so if it is 
all right to continue, I will—thank you.  
The government has contributed $912 000 into this non-nutrient containment program since 2008. The program 
includes water quality investigations, as well as a community education and awareness program, which again is 
stopping nutrients from getting into the waterways in the first place.  

We have also committed over $5.85 million towards shoreline restoration programs, including $2.1 million 
towards the replacement of several sections of fallen walls on Mounts Bay Road. Some 54 other projects were 
completed, including revegetation as well as soft engineering projects. A combination of a new wetland 
treatment system is going to be constructed at Ellenbrook and Bayswater Brook main drain, which will see 
nutrient-rich water flows diverted into nutrient-stripping wetlands. It will see the removal of harmful nutrients 
before the waters enter into our river systems.  

In addition, a soil amendments trial is going to be commencing in the Southern River area to trial the use of soil 
amendment products in urban areas with the view to reducing nutrient loads from domestic products. The 
Liberal–National government has also committed $2.4 million towards substantially upgrading two existing 
oxygenation plants at Bacon Street and also at Camsell Way on the Canning River. A third new plant will be 
going in at the Nicholson Road bridge. We have a range of other projects that we have as well, but that just gives 
members some idea of what is on this government’s list to tackle the health of our Swan and Canning river 
systems. 
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