
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 23 August 2001] 

 p2882b-2888a 
President; Hon Derrick Tomlinson; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Paddy Embry 

 [1] 

WASTE MANAGEMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from 22 August on the following motion moved by Hon Jim Scott - 

That this House notes the significant problems arising in the area of waste management including the 
impacts on health, remediation of sites contaminated by inappropriate disposal of waste and the siting 
of waste facilities. 

The PRESIDENT:  I call Hon Derrick Tomlinson to continue his pertinent remarks on this matter. 

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [11.07 am]:  I especially thank the President for his 
observation about the pertinence of what I have to say.  It would be impertinent of me to be other than pertinent 
in this debate.   

Yesterday I was explaining the problems of dealing with the volume of chicken litter produced in Western 
Australia by the 50 broiler farm growers, one of which problems is the severe restriction upon the use of chicken 
litter for horticultural purposes.  In Western Australia, that restriction is mainly related to the breeding of stable 
fly.  In Victoria, the application of chicken litter for horticultural purposes is banned completely.  It is also 
banned completely in France, in the Netherlands and in Belgium.  None of those places has a stable fly problem.  
In fact, the ban relates more to the nature of the material.  In Western Australia chicken litter is categorised as a 
hazardous waste because it contains, among other things, heavy metals, arsenic, copper and zinc, at levels that 
are either close to the maximum allowable or have been recorded at greater than allowable levels.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Do these bans apply only to the raw product or also to processed products? 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I cannot speak for Victoria, but France exports the commodity to the United 
Kingdom, where it is used as fuel for electricity generation.  I believe negotiations are now under way between 
the authorities in the UK, the Netherlands and Belgium for the export and import of the commodity as a fuel for 
electricity generation.  I assume that the ban is absolute in those European countries.  I cannot speak for Victoria.  
However, all Australian authorities, including Western Australia, are examining the issue of composting. 

The problem with the use of heavy metals for horticultural purposes is that they leech into the ground water, 
particularly into the permeable and sandy soils of the market gardens on the Swan coastal plain.  That, combined 
with the leeching of a high amount of nitrogen, means that the application of that material for horticultural 
purposes would contaminate the ground water supplies in the Perth metropolitan area.   

Hon J.A. Scott:  Have they identified where these heavy metals are coming from? 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I cannot go into that matter because, unfortunately, the clock is ticking.  If the 
clock were not turned on, I could go into that in detail later.  However, I shall come back to that. 

I stress the point that there are real concerns that contained in chicken litter are not only heavy metals and high 
levels of nutrients but also pathogens.  I shall refer to some of the pathogens.  Mr President, I apologise for my 
inadequate pronunciation of the Latinate terms.  Unfortunately, scientists have a quaint fifteenth century 
academic addiction to Latin.  Among the high priority pathogens associated with chicken litter are 
Campylobacter jejuni.  If members have ever had food poisoning from Campylobacter jejuni, they are lucky that 
they are not dead.  It is a very nasty affliction.  Another pathogen is Clostridium botulinum, which has a low 
food safety risk.  However, it is an extensive problem for cattle exposed to that pathogen in food and is present in 
chicken litter.  Enterohaemorrhagic Escherichia coli appears to be absent in poultry litter, but it is a pathogen of 
which health authorities are very cautious.  Members would know that salmonella can be found in poultry litter 
and is common in chickens.  The salmonella pathogen found in chicken litter is not closely associated with the 
same species of salmonella that causes food poisoning in human beings, but it is a cause for serious concern. 

At least a dozen other pathogens cause health authorities to regard chicken litter with considerable reserve when 
considering it as a horticultural fertiliser.  Western Australia should examine not only the potential hazard of the 
breeding of the stable fly in chicken litter used for horticultural purposes, but also the real health concerns of 
heavy metals and pathogens contained in chicken litter.  The Broiler Growers Association is aware of these 
matters and has responded to the need to use the commodity in a way that does not present a health hazard to the 
community.  The use of that commodity as a horticultural fertiliser in Victoria is banned.  It is also banned in 
France, Belgium and the Netherlands.  The commodity is exported from France to the UK, where it is used as 
fuel for electricity generation.  In Western Australia the Broiler Growers Association has adopted that solution 
for the use of that commodity.  It will treat it not as a waste product but as a fuel that can be used for the 
generation of electricity.  There are some concerns about what Hon Jim Scott would call burning the chicken 
litter, because of the dispersion of the contaminants in the - 

Hon J.A. Scott:  Pollutions, emissions. 
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Emissions is the word I was searching for.  Therefore, in any planning for the 
use of the product, the Broiler Growers Association is aware that it must meet strict Environmental Protection 
Authority guidelines and pass strict EPA tests on the containment of those emissions.  However, there is the 
advantage of using the commodity as fuel for electricity generation.  In fact, the Broiler Growers Association of 
Western Australia has negotiated a contract with Western Power for the sale of electricity generated by the 
poultry growers and private enterprise’s generator in, I believe, Gingin for the sale of electricity into the power 
grid.  In return, broiler growers and poultry meat processors will buy back the power that is generated.  Chicken 
litter therefore is a commodity that is regarded not as waste but as fuel to generate electricity to enhance the 
conversion of protein from pelletised organic matter to the chicken meat protein consumed by Western 
Australians at the rate of 95 000 chickens a day.  Those volumes of chicken and converted proteins create a 
massive amount of chicken litter, which can be used as fuel to generate electricity to enhance the conversion of 
protein to create more chicken litter, which can be used as a fuel.  That, boys and girls, is called recycling. 

The proposal to use chicken litter applies a different mode of thought.  The waste product cannot be buried or 
used as a fertiliser because it is hazardous to human beings and to food safety and, therefore, the health and 
welfare of human beings.  Rather than categorising the commodity as a hazardous waste with associated disposal 
problems, it is regarded as part of the process.  I do not need to labour the point that that is the value of recycling.  
I am sure Hon Jim Scott will endorse the value of recycling, as did the previous Government in the state 
recycling blueprint produced by the Department of Commerce and Trade in June 1993.  I acknowledge that this 
is not a partisan issue; it is a bipartisan issue, because the previous Labour Government initiated it and it was 
carried forward by the Liberal Government.  I have with me the draft Western Australian waste management 
strategy, the waste management amendment regulations and a document about recycling and waste management.  
All the principles that Hon Jim Kelly is properly advancing in this debate -  

Several members interjected. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I apologise, I should have said “Hon Jim Green”.  I am confusing him with his 
brother Ned.  

Hon J.A. Scott:  That is probably the Latin version.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  “Kellicus” is Latin for “green”, and therefore “Scott”.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We will need a Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges hearing on this matter.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I wholeheartedly endorse this motion, as did the previous Government and the 
Government before that.  I am confident that the present Government also endorses it.  I draw attention to the 
work being done by local government authorities, particularly the south west metropolitan councils.  Their 
approach is an excellent example of putrescible waste being seen not as waste but as a recyclable product.  Those 
councils are investigating whether they can treat that product and thereby generate income to provide services 
for ratepayers.  That is but one example.  This is a highly commendable motion moved by Hon Jim Scott, and I 
have pleasure supporting it.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.21 am]:  The Government 
will not oppose this motion.  It recognises that significant health and other problems can arise in the community 
at large when waste is not disposed of effectively.  The problems we face today obviously have their genesis in 
history.  Clearly, as the population grows and pressures increase, this problem has a significant impact.  If Hon 
Peter Foss made one key point, it was that it is probably better not to create the waste in the first place - 
obviously prevention is better than cure.   

A recent front-page article in The West Australian reported that a litter drive had been conducted on Mt Everest, 
probably because of the number of people climbing it.  I do not know what they take with them - perhaps tinned 
food and packaged goods of some sort.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Oxygen bottles are a major problem.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is hard to fathom the need for such a litter drive on that mountain.  It is a sad 
reflection on humanity.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The problem is that, having brought the litter down from the mountain, there is 
nowhere for it to be reprocessed.  Kathmandu has a growing mountain of litter from the mountain.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is a valid point; I was not aware of it.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It warrants a fact-finding tour.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I do not think that is on the agenda.   
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This issue has been of concern to me for some time.  Members might remember that a couple of years ago I 
moved a lengthy motion in this House urging that we address the issues of contamination, contaminated sites, 
waste disposal and so on.  It was passed by this Chamber, but unfortunately the Ecologically Sustainable 
Development Committee did not have the time to consider it, so the issue was not pursued.  

The thrust of this motion as moved by Hon Jim Scott is very important.  The key to his argument is that, if we 
have these facilities to remove waste and convert it to energy, we must also have a greater degree of coordination 
between the key stakeholders.  The member outlined some of the problems associated with what is commonly 
known as the solid waste to energy recycling facility at Gosnells.  He argued that the project will end up all over 
the place because no strategic approach has been implemented, particularly at the local government level.  We 
must ensure that we have statewide coordination, rather than each municipality dealing with the problem at the 
local level.  Although councils might be dealing with the issue individually, from a state perspective it is a messy 
situation.   

The Labor Party has no concerns about the member’s proposal for better coordination, particularly between the 
three levels of government.  We must be aware of the impact of federal legislation on state legislation and how 
that then impacts on local government.  Above all else, we need more effective coordination between those three 
key players.  

I will pick up on the point made by Hon Derrick Tomlinson.  Apart from getting a very good lesson on chicken 
poo -  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Do not confuse poo with litter.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am not sure which is a subpart of what.  The member made some good points.  
It was a learning experience for me, because I did not know that chickens cannot wee.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  They excrete their uric acid with their faeces.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I often sit here wondering what the member is going on about, and then he says 
something I did not know.  I was driving home last night reflecting on the day and on the member’s speech.  I 
thought, “What did I get out of today?  I heard some interesting speeches made by a range of members, and I 
learnt that chickens do not wee.”   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Birds do not urinate.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The powerful point of the member’s speech related to resource recovery and how 
we regard waste.  Perhaps we look at it the way we do - as waste rather than as a potential resource - because that 
approach is a symbol of an affluent society.  There is a view that, because it is not necessary to maximise 
recycling, we tend to think of everything as litter.  Once upon a time - about 20 years ago - fishermen would 
throw squid back into the ocean because it was a regarded as a nuisance and waste.  These days it is a popular 
product at fish shops.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  Thanks to the Mediterranean influence.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thanks to the Mediterranean and Asian influence on our food, we no longer 
think of squid as waste but as a resource.  There are many similar examples.  We shoot kangaroos in the 
Northern Territory and leave them to die as waste instead of approaching them from a productive perspective.  If 
we were to engage in some effective niche marketing in some of the European and Asian nations, we might find 
a larger market for our kangaroo meat and we could shift it from being waste to being a product.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson gave an example from some of his travels of where waste could be gone through and 
moved into various productive areas.  When I went to Singapore 20-odd years ago, I was amazed at the number 
of people who seemed to be digging around on a construction site.  They were picking up nails, screws and 
anything of any value after the production process.  The other day I passed a newly constructed two-storey 
house.  All the rubbish from the construction process had been put on the front lawn.  It would have included 
nails, bolts and goodness knows what else.  A bobcat was going through the area, picking up the rubbish and 
throwing it into a truck, ready to be dumped somewhere. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was probably the Kelvin Road tip. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Probably; I do not know where it was going.  Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s point 
was very valid.  I am sure that if somebody had gone through all that waste, many valuable bits could have been 
turned into product.  The issue is whether that would be economically viable.  The argument could be made that, 
because of the wage structure in this country, that would not necessarily be viable. 

Having said that, resource recovery needs to be given greater attention.  We need to look carefully at 
opportunities for shifting the product from waste to something productive.  We need to recognise that many 
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countries in the world are nowhere near as fortunate as ours.  What we may consider to be waste may well be not 
only in demand but also of some help to people in other countries.  I believe there is some moral obligation for 
us to think along those lines rather than thinking selfishly about our needs and considering everything as waste 
because we do not have a need for it. 

I will not go on too much about the Omex site and the comments made by Hon Peter Foss, because he took us on 
a trip down memory lane, referring to every issue he had dealt with in his capacity as Minister for the 
Environment, or the minister for anything. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Until he lost his portfolio. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes.  I do not want to go down that lane, but I will make a quick comment on the 
proposed solid waste to energy recycling facility at lot 280 Kelvin Road, Maddington.  The community has some 
concern about that proposed facility.  I am concerned that people feel that they have not had some of their 
concerns addressed by the proponent.  Some of them presented themselves at my office to express their 
concerns.  One of the key issues is that they do not feel that the questions they have asked have been adequately 
answered by the proponents.  That is fairly concerning.  As a result of their concerns, a petition was presented to 
the Parliament.  Martin Whitely, the member for Roleystone, has also been dealing with the issue.  One of the 
concerns of the local residents is that they would like to have the environmental impact of the SWERF proposal 
for construction in the city assessed at the highest available level.  I received a letter only the other day from 
Brightstar Environmental.  It contained a media briefing.  Its response states - 

. . . Brightstar had been preparing the Proponent-Initiated Environmental Protection Statement (EPS) 
for the development of a SWERFTM.  Following requests by the community at the Consultation Group 
Meetings, Brightstar acknowledges community concerns about the proposed development and is able to 
positively respond to requests for a higher level of assessment of the proposed project. 

Brightstar claims it is happy to follow a more prescribed process and is confident of its ability to meet all 
environmental protection assessment requirements.  It would appear that Brightstar is responding to the 
community’s concern.  I wonder whether the issue had to get to that point of concern. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  Part of the problem is that people were not involved in the process earlier on. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Absolutely.  The point is that the community legitimately has a right to ask a 
range of questions about any proposal of this nature.  Brightstar should have had the technical expertise available 
to allay the community’s concerns. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  In all fairness to the community and to Brightstar, the community has been talking for 
nearly 12 months about a recycling waste to energy facility at Gosnells.  Brightstar provided considerable 
opportunity for members of the community to visit its Wollongong and Queensland plants to see the 
environmental assessment that is going on there. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In all fairness, how many people from Gosnells can afford a trip to Wollongong? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is the whole point: Brightstar is making that available. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am not sure how widely that was communicated.  If the member is telling me 
that Brightstar is offering to fly people to Wollongong, I have not seen any full-page advertisements that might 
alert the community to that entitlement. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It would not make such an offer.  That would be quite improper. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Okay, but they might have offered that opportunity to a number of people.  I 
understand that the operation in Wollongong is not going particularly well.  It is certainly not operating at 
capacity.  That is part of the problem.  Local people at Gosnells are saying that the facility is not working at 
Wollongong, that there are problems associated with it and that they do not want the same problems in Gosnells.  
They want some assurances that there will be no dioxins; that there will be thorough, frequent and reputable 
testing of any facility; that the community will have access to all test results and not have some marketing bloke 
saying that everything is all right; that if there are dioxins, the facility will be closed down immediately; and that 
their health will not be adversely impacted upon by this facility being located in their community. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Do you think the opportunity for the high-level environmental assessment might have 
assuaged some of those concerns? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It would be a positive step.  Had Brightstar Environmental utilised technical 
experts in the first place and allayed the community’s fears rather than avoided questions and issues, which is 
what I am advised was the case, some of those community concerns would not have grown to the extent they 
have.  In some ways, Brightstar has created a problem for itself, because it has to fix something that should not 
have been a problem or caused this level of community objection to the project. 
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Hon J.A. Scott:  The community objection relates to the council’s process as much as to Brightstar.  The 
community was concerned that the council had rushed this through under pressure rather than consulted with the 
community about it.  Rather than there being a problem with Brightstar’s process, it is with the council’s process.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is a valid point.  Some members of the community believe this was an 
arrangement entered into between the City of Gosnells and Brightstar without the council’s going through a 
consultative process with the community.  The City of Gosnells should heed that criticism and not go down the 
same path when it enters into arrangements with private sector operators, be that in the area of waste 
management or in some other area.   

In the petition that Hon Jim Scott presented, the petitioners sought -   

The environmental assessment referred to above includes and considers an independent evaluation of all 
atmospheric emissions of the SWERF constructed in Wollongong, New South Wales, for at least twelve 
months after the Wollongong SWERF becomes fully operational 

As it is operating at about one-tenth of its capacity, I do not know whether that is a reasonable request.  
However, on the face of it, as a project is already established in Wollongong, it is reasonable to want an 
assurance that nothing will go wrong.  If they can get that assurance, that will be really good.  I do not want to 
spend too much time on the SWERF, because other speakers have mentioned it.   

The Government recognises the need for a waste management strategy in Western Australia.  The volume of 
industrial, household and commercial waste is increasing.  I cannot say that the problem has gone unchecked, but 
it requires serious consideration.  A number of secondary waste proposals are under way to increase resource 
recovery and reduce the volume of waste going into landfill.  Although the Government is considering proposals 
to increase waste recovery, much more can be done in that area.  Waste management legislation is being 
proposed by the Government that will enable waste management plans to be prepared by waste authorities, 
principally local governments and regional councils.  Those plans will be subject to review to achieve an overall 
state waste strategy to recover industrial, commercial and municipal waste, including litter.  The Government 
recognises the need for strategic planning of waste management facilities, which was the thrust of Hon Jim 
Scott‘s argument.  An agenda item of the infrastructure coordinating committee of the WA Planning 
Commission is to find ways to implement waste retrieval and resource recovery.   

Labor is committed to achieving greater efficiency in resource utilisation based on the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development.  The Opposition will recognise that when a Government comes into office it does not 
inherit a clean slate and that sometimes it must work within the existing infrastructure.  The Government cannot 
abolish all the committees that have produced reports like “Towards Zero Waste by 2020”.  That contained good 
motherhood statements, but we need to translate the literature and reports into action.  People want action.  We 
have all been involved in the committee process and in producing reports.  There is a committee report graveyard 
somewhere.  I do not know where, even though I have sometimes been tempted to put a bunch of flowers on it. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The reports are recycled every 10 years and the same words are used.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Sometimes we would be better off producing fewer reports and channelling our 
energies into action.  We do not see enough action, and that is something I would like to see. 

The Government recognises that it is necessary to develop ways to reduce the generation of waste, rather than to 
regulate waste management.  That is the key.  That was the focus of Hon Peter Foss’s speech.  The best way to 
protect the environment and people’s health so that we do not have this problem is to not create the problem.  
That is a sensible approach.  Maybe as consumers and as part of the western world we should look at our 
consumer behaviour.  It may be that we have to be a little more cautious and alert, and not just do things for the 
sake of doing them.  When one opens a packet of Weeties or Corn Flakes, often the packaging weighs more than 
the contents.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  And it is equally as nutritious! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson is probably right.   

The Government’s proposed waste management legislation would enable the product stewardship approach to be 
adopted.  In order to address the urgent problem of solvent waste, a voluntary product stewardship approach has 
been agreed with solvent suppliers and users, and it was incorporated in regulations gazetted in March.   

The Government does not oppose this motion.  This is a significant problem that the Government will continue 
to address to the best of its ability.  Obviously the Government wants to ensure a reduction in the negative 
impacts on health and it looks forward to ongoing remediation of sites contaminated by the inappropriate 
disposal of waste.  
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HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.48 am]:  I congratulate the Greens (WA) on bringing the attention of 
the community to this and a number of other issues.  Very often the issues that the Greens bring to the House 
convey such a distorted viewpoint that we can so easily be inclined to bracket all of their suggestions in the same 
package.  That would be wrong.  As a minority group, the Greens can take a lot of credit for alerting many of us 
to the fact that we need to be more careful with our environment.  I do not wish to offend any members’ ears, but 
a book that is distributed to a number of backpackers is titled “Please Don’t Shit in the Woods”.  I quote the title 
accurately.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Are you sure it is not s-h-i-t in the woods?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If that is how Hon Derrick Tomlinson prefers to record the word, that is fine.  I am not 
entirely familiar with all of the niceties and customs of the House, as the President correctly pointed out a couple 
of days ago.  This is an interesting book and it refers to the tremendous difficulties in a number of countries 
following the advent of tourism and the hundreds of thousands of people who move around the world.  I have 
mentioned that I have a warped sense of humour: we keep this book in the loo at home, and it has probably 
meant that the time of occupancy in that little, but important, room has extended for many of us. 

Hon Ken Travers:  There are some things we in this Chamber do not need to know. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Rather than give members more details on the book, I will just recommend it to them. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Perhaps we could get a copy for the Parliamentary Library. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It may become compulsory reading.  Mt Everest and the snow country were well 
publicised.  There was another reference to an island in New Zealand that receives no rain.  There were no 
facilities on that island and people would arm themselves with a little sharp stick or some such thing and dig a 
little hole and perform there, but the fact that there was no rain, but it was windy and things were very dry, meant 
that it was only a matter of time before there was no more room to scratch little holes.  The tourists are still 
going, but one would think, going by the report in this book, that it would not be a very pleasant place to visit. 

I wish to speak about the incinerator at Gosnells.  It is worrying that it is proposed to locate this incinerator in a 
residential area.  It is of grave concern to my party that it happens to be in, shall we say, a poor economic area.  
We have been approached by some of the parties involved, and they believe that if the incinerator is as safe as it 
is said to be, perhaps it could go into Nedlands or Dalkeith.  Over the past 12 or 14 years, the blue-collar workers 
have really had no-one to represent their interests, and this is another example of that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We have met with them. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The member has met with them, but she is not actually doing a lot for the blue-collar 
workers in this country. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The group of parliamentary secretaries, exclusive of one, may need to come to order. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Thank you, Mr President. 
Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is interesting.  What concerns me is that this is such a divisive issue.  It is obvious 
what should be done.  We are told that the council was evenly divided when it came to the vote, so the mayor 
had a casting vote.  This was not a clear issue; therefore, the council passed the responsibility for the decision 
over to the executive, and that is very worrying.  People who are elected to do a job should do it rather than pass 
the hard issues over to an unelected body. 

The figures we have been given on the results of the Brightstar Environmental incinerator in Wollongong are 
appalling.  They were not well received in Britain, either, where the company originates.  This is a government 
responsibility, and the inhabitants of that area are entitled to take the matter in hand and try to arrive at some 
truthfulness so that the issue can be looked at objectively. 

As a basic principle, I am not suggesting that all such incinerators should be located out where I live but, as a 
general rule, the community should not place these facilities in populated areas.  I repeat, I believe the 
Government has the responsibility to take the matter in hand so it can ascertain whether this incinerator proposal 
should go ahead.  One of the reasons put forward by the council was that, if the council had a contract and did 
not go ahead with it, it would be up for several million dollars in penalties.  That is not a good reason to proceed. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Based on what?  The tender has been awarded.  Is that the reason? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is as it was reported to me.  I am not saying that it is correct or incorrect.  
However, if it is correct, that is a very worrying basis on which to make a decision, rather than basing it on 
whether the incinerator would be safe.  That is the point I am trying to make. 
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Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I think the person who came to see me described himself as an analytical chemist, and 
he said that the figures coming out of Wollongong were quite bad. 

As a farmer I pride myself on knowing about animals, and I was interested in the urination habits of chickens.  In 
fact, the member mentioned birds - 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I hope you do not make that mistake when dealing with your cows. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is correct; but I do not have any cows.  For the sake of political correctness, maybe 
we should change some of our language.  After listening to Hon Derrick Tomlinson, I am certainly relieved that I 
am not a chicken.  Probably some female members are also pleased and, again, perhaps for the sake of political 
correctness, we should no longer use the words “chick” or “bird” when referring to them. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No-one does.  That was 50 years ago. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That may be so, but the terms are still used. 

One Nation welcomes the opportunity to support the Greens (WA) in this motion. 

Question put and passed. 
 


