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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1090/33 - LAKE KARRINYUP COUNTRY 
CLUB 

Statement 
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.56 pm]:  I want to raise an issue which is a corollary to the 
debate that we had in this house last week on the disallowance motion relating to the Lake Karrinyup Country 
Club rezoning of part of that country club land for a potential subdivision.  I now want to refer to some 
additional information I got by way of answers to questions without notice, which I asked last Thursday, 4 May.  
When I asked the question, there was some hesitation on behalf of Minister Jon Ford to give me the answer.  He 
said that he was not happy to provide me with the answer he had been given by the Minister for the 
Environment.  When the Minister for Education and Training returned she tabled the answer yesterday. 

Members will remember that the debate was about the processes leading up to the decision by the Environmental 
Protection Authority to carry out an informal assessment of the potential environmental impact of the rezoning, 
and my concerns were particularly about acid sulfate soils.  One of the parts of the jigsaw puzzle was who 
mentioned the issue of acid sulfate soils to the EPA, because the EPA reported on the issue of acid sulfate soils.  
The consultant did not look at acid sulfate soils and made no comment about those soils in its report.  The other 
report, which was a geotechnical report from a company called Coffey Geosciences, also did not mention acid 
sulfate soils.  Therefore, there must have been some sort of trigger for the EPA to say something about acid 
sulfate soils in its report.  I think that the logical trigger would have been its own department, the Department of 
Environment.  In order to be able to have that debate on the disallowance, I asked the advisers, who were 
actually advisers from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure because it is a planning matter, whether I 
could receive all the correspondence from the Department of Environment and the Environmental Protection 
Authority so that I could ascertain what exactly was discussed about the acid sulfate risk and how the EPA 
responded, or even whether it was raised at all.  However, during that process of trying to gather all the 
information before that disallowance debate, I was not provided with that information.  When the debate came 
on, I did not have that information.  I asked for it again during the debate and I was told that it would not be 
available in time.  When I did get the answer the next day by asking a question without notice, the answer was 
that it would take some time to obtain the relevant files.  The answer then went on to say that I should put in a 
freedom of information application, which I think is very rude.  It is a nonsense that members of Parliament, who 
debate issues of public interest, are not given even basic correspondence from a department or an authority.  
Why has the Minister for the Environment not instructed the Department of Environment or the EPA to provide 
that correspondence?  The answer to this question states - 

A Freedom of Information application for correspondence between the Department of Environment and 
the Environmental Protection Authority can be lodged directly with the Department of Environment 
under the Freedom of Information Act 1992. 

I know that can be done, and sometimes I do have to resort to that method.  However, it is not an indication of a 
good attitude for the new Minister for the Environment to not provide a member who is genuinely trying to 
represent a high level of public concern about the issue of sulfate soils with the information on which to assess 
the issue.  This issue is significant, given the potential environmental and health impacts.  To add insult to injury, 
I was told that it would take too long to dig out the files containing the information.  That indicates that there is a 
huge amount of correspondence, which would be interesting in itself; the department does not have sufficient 
capacity to answer these requests in a timely fashion; or it simply wants to obstruct the processes of Parliament.  
This disallowance motion was on the notice paper for a considerable time before coming on for debate.  It would 
be entirely reasonable to anticipate that that sort of correspondence would be required in that debate.  It is 
exceedingly unreasonable.  I can only assume that the minister has the authority to insist that this correspondence 
be made available in a timely fashion, and that has not been done.  I expect the minister to give me a further 
explanation for not providing members of Parliament with vital information for debates before the house. 
 


