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Division 41:  Environmental Protection, $26 232 000 - 
Hon Barry House, Deputy Chairman.  

Hon Tom Stephens, Minister for Housing and Works.  

Mr B. Bowen, Chairman, Environmental Protection Authority.  

Mr R. Payne, Chief Executive Officer, Department of Environmental Protection.  

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager, Finance and Administration, Department of Environmental Protection.  

Mr R. Sippe, Director, Policy and Coordination, Department of Environmental Protection.  

Ms A. Maggs, Chief of Staff, Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  

Ms S. Mortas, Principal Policy Adviser, Minister for Housing and Works.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I 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 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 heads 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 for 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.   

May I remind those members of the public in attendance that only accredited media representatives may take 
notes.  However, full Hansard transcripts will be available to the public within a week of the close of these 
hearings.   

The Committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have read, understood and 
completed the Information for Witnesses form.  Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of 
the provisions of that document?   

WITNESSES:  Yes.   

[9.20 am] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I would like the opportunity to defer to the officers and in each case invite them to 
make brief opening remarks for the committee. 

Mr BOWEN:  The Environmental Protection Authority is an independent authority that sets out to provide 
advice to the minister, and through the minister to government, on the environmental assessment of major 
development proposals, and to provide advice on overarching matters of environmental policy for consideration 
by government.  The authority has no immediate staff of its own but operates under a cooperative arrangement 
with the Department of Environmental Protection.  Specific officers in that department provide services to the 
Environmental Protection Authority.  That has worked well over a period of years and will continue to do so.   

Mr PAYNE:  I will give a brief overview of what is in the budget papers.  The Department of Environmental 
Protection has a number of initiatives running in this financial year.  The first group is in the implementation of a 
number of regulation changes that relate to amendments to legislation.  They cover air quality management 
plans, waste regulation, self-monitoring regulations for industry and contaminated-site legislation.  All of those 
will require implementation effort on our part.  We also have a couple of one-off items in the budget papers this 
year.  There is obviously the waste control fire clean up, costing about $2.7 million.  There are also additional 
remediation cost moneys for Vela-Luka Park of about $450 000.  As I said, we will be trying to implement 
industry self-monitoring, contaminated-sites legislation and regulations aimed at improving the efficiency of 
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environmental regulation that has to do with unauthorised discharges, landfill registration and environmental 
performance agreements.   

On the policy side, as the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority has mentioned, the 
Environmental Protection Authority is charged with producing a number of environmental protection policies.  
The department must fund the work of creating those.  The ones that are scheduled to come up this year include 
Cockburn Sound and the coastal zone EPPs, which will come up for statutory consultation.  We expect the 
gazettal of three EPPs concerning the western swamp tortoise, the Kalgoorlie sulfur dioxide issue and the Swan 
coastal plain lakes and Peel-Harvey estuary.  We expect to make a contribution to the development of the 
greenhouse strategy this year.  As for evaluation, the other function that supports the Environmental Protection 
Authority, amendments will be made to environmental impact assessment procedures, which will place greater 
responsibility on proponents for scoping environmental impacts studies.  We also expect to complete impact 
assessments for major resource development proposals, such as Mt Margaret nickel and Geraldton port.  We will 
also be spending money on environmental systems for the air quality management plan for Perth and the 
regulation of fuel quality standards.  We will also be pursuing waste management through implementing control 
waste regulations subject to legislation passing later in the year.  We expect to be disposing of approximately 
500 tonnes of intractable waste to Mt Walton, which is another one-off expenditure this year.  I hope that gives a 
bit of background for members. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer first to page 666 of the budget papers.  One of the major policy decisions is a 
priority assurance dividend shown for this financial year with estimated savings of $1.035 million.  Where have 
those cuts been made? 

Mr PAYNE:  In general terms, small amounts have been cut in a range of areas.  I can read the list of the 
organisations if the member would like me to. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If it can be done quickly, otherwise the list could be provided. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  If the list could be provided on notice that is probably the best way to do it. 

Mr PAYNE:  It will be provided on notice. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Page 668 of the Budget Statements contains a reference to the role of the Environmental 
Protection Authority in the formulation of statutory environmental protection policies.  Will the minister or his 
advisers flesh out the degree to which the EPA will be able to act autonomously of government in its operation? 

Mr BOWEN:  The member mentioned autonomy.  The Environmental Protection Act clearly sets out that the 
minister will not give directions to either the chairman or the authority.  In terms of the autonomy of EPA staff 
who come from the public service, this Government has made a decision through the Machinery of Government 
Taskforce process that two divisions within the department will be under the operational control of the EPA - in 
practical terms that means the chairman of the EPA.  The policy division, which provides advice on 
environmental protection policies and works with the EPA in the development of EPPs, will be combined with 
the assessment division of the department in the EPA service unit.  They are specified and allocated to the work 
of the Environmental Protection Authority.  To that extent the EPA has total autonomy, together with the EPA 
service unit.  The authority’s autonomy could be increased in other ways such as having all of the money 
allocated to the EPA.  However, that is not the way it is done.  I am not an expenditure officer; that is undertaken 
through the department.  That is the arrangement and it can work well provided there is goodwill on the part of 
the Environmental Protection Authority and the chief executive officer of the department, and the staff 
understand their responsibilities in relation to that.   

An EPP on short-necked tortoises is with the minister at present.  We are working extremely hard at present on 
an EPP for Cockburn Sound.  We expect, hope and aim to have a draft environmental protection policy for 
Cockburn Sound in the public arena before the end of this year.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I refer to page 668, which shows that $312 000 is allocated for regional offices 
for 2001-02.  Why has no money been included in the forward estimates for the continuation of the operation of 
regional offices?  Will they close?   

Mr PAYNE:  The forward carriage of regional offices will come out of the amalgamation of the Department of 
Environmental Protection and the Water and Rivers Commission.  There will be savings coming out of that 
combination.  The combined consolidation of regional offices will carry forward and produce a regional office in 
the DEP area.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  In light of the previous question by Hon Ed Dermer, how many staff will be allocated 
to the Environmental Protection Authority, will they have dual role, and will the staffing allocation lead to a 
reduction in FTEs to the Department of Environmental Protection?   

[9.30 am] 

Mr BOWEN:  In answer to the last question, the amalgamation of the Department of Environmental Protection 
and the Water and Rivers Commission will not lead to a reduction in staff numbers.  There is no change in staff 
numbers, other than might occur through normal resignations, appointments and the like.  What was the first 
question? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  How will the staff handle the dual role? 

Mr BOWEN:  First, they are very comfortable and, in fact, enthusiastic about being identified as Environmental 
Protection Authority staff for the purpose of the work of the EPA, provided - I am sure it will happen - it is 
recognised that their function is to undertake both the policy and assessment work of the EPA.  I do not believe 
that they will have a problem with dual responsibility.  They are responsible to the chief executive officer for all 
matters of discipline, finance, library, information technology and the like.  However, they have a much clearer 
understanding now than they had last year of their role.  This is a bit of an experiment and the Environmental 
Protection Authority has been somewhat of an experiment over a long period.  It has gone from a time when the 
chairman and the CEO were the same person and therefore controlled staff, to a time when it worked with a part-
time chairman and a full-time CEO.  In the immediate past, the full-time chairman was separated from the CEO 
and the CEO controlled all the staff.  Now a group of people are nested in the department who have been told 
clearly and specifically by the minister that they are responsible to the chairman for operational work. 

A variety of operations have therefore occurred.  This new operation will work well.  However, that is not to say 
that there should not be a great deal of cooperation between the chairman and the CEO.  For example, the 
information that resides to a large extent with the people in the policy and assessment groups is information that 
is required by the CEO when providing advice to the minister for answering questions in Parliament or for 
ministerial correspondence.  It would be ridiculous not to say to those people that they must provide that service 
to the CEO for the purpose of the efficient running of government; I do not believe, therefore, that there is a 
conflict.  A conflict could arise - we must work on this carefully - when operations that are undertaken by the 
DEP and the Water and Rivers Commission - now a combination of the two - have been assessed by the 
Environmental Protection Authority, which then has a responsibility to audit those operations in accordance with 
ministerial directions and conditions.  The EPA takes on the audit function because the department cannot audit 
itself and the staff assist in that audit.  It must be clearly set out, therefore, that the staff remain in the realm of 
the EPA otherwise comments could be made quite properly by the public that it is confused about the functions 
of the staff.  If there is a good example of that, it is the Brookdale liquid wastewater treatment assessment 
currently being undertaken. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Mr Payne would like to add to that. 

Mr PAYNE:  The basic full-time equivalent numbers do not change.  Roughly 80 per cent of the time of the 
people assigned to the EPA goes to the EPA and 20 per cent to the department.  It gives the Environmental 
Protection Authority more day-to-day control over their performance and what they work on so that, as the 
chairman has pointed out, there is a better focus. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  How many full-time equivalent employees are being provided to the EPA? 

Mr PAYNE:  Off the top of my head, the rough figure is about 65 people, who are assigned to the EPA on the 
basis that they will spend 80 per cent of their time on EPA work.  They now have a much clearer management 
focus. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Are you aware that the infill sewerage program has been halved for the next few years; and, 
if so, were you consulted on that matter? 

Mr BOWEN:  No and no.  I was not aware of that.  My understanding and memory is that the EPA did not assess 
that matter.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My question relates to the contribution to the state greenhouse strategy referred to on page 
670 of the Budget Statements.  It is listed at the top of the page as one of the major initiatives for 2001-02.  What 
is the cost of this contribution to the Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of Environmental 
Protection, and when will the submission be made to Cabinet? 

Mr PAYNE:  The department is supporting the effort of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet on this 
matter.  Most of the dollars that will be contributed are equivalent to the time of department staff.  It is expected 
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that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will put the whole story together by December this year and that 
it will go out for consultation.  The cost of our in-kind contribution is about $100 000. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Will that occur later this year or next year? 

Mr PAYNE:  It is intended that some progress will be made by December this year. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Will that go out to the public? 

Mr PAYNE:  Yes, we are working on creating a strategy. 

Mr BOWEN:  My next comment will not answer the question but it relates to the greenhouse issue.  The 
Environmental Protection Authority faces this dilemma every time it assesses greenhouse gas and the amount 
emitted by some of the major players.  The EPA will shortly release a guidance statement on greenhouse gas and 
what is expected of companies.  A draft paper has been out for comment.  That paper has now been redrafted and 
we are discussing it internally and with some of the chambers.  I would be pleased to make that paper available 
in its current form to anyone who would like to see it.  The paper will eventually be released as an EPA guidance 
statement on what is expected from proponents concerning greenhouse gas when they provide environmental 
review documentation.  I would be pleased to make that available. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer to page 679 of the Budget Statements and the item referring to salaries and 
allowances for full-time equivalent employees.  I note that in 2000-01, the estimated actual cost of salaries and 
allowances was $13 646 000, whereas in the current financial year, that figure is $12 659 000.  The estimated 
number of full-time equivalents in both years is 234.  That indicates an average cut in remuneration of some 
$4 200.  Can you tell me whether those figures are correct?  Has there been an average drop in workers 
remuneration of $4 200, or some similar figure?  Has the wages parity policy that the Government is seeking to 
introduce across the sector been introduced?  By that I am asking whether the Government is doing away with 
individual workplace agreements in this area.  It seems to me that there is a decline in the total salary costs, 
which is inconsistent.  

[9.40 am]  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will answer the second part of the question first.  The Government is working through 
its pre-election policy commitments on public sector employment.  There will be an opportunity for further 
information to be available to the Parliament once those issues are brought to a clear resolution.   

Mr PAYNE:  I am not sure of the exact answer.  I suspect that in any given year we budget to do things, but we 
do not always do them, so there is a difference between the actual figure and the budget figure.  There is also a 
mix of labour and services in the salaries and allowances component.  For example, we sometimes budget for the 
Mt Walton facility.  It will cost us in labour and salary, or in contract services, to operate it in a particular year.  
If it is not included in that year, it may have been in the budget figure, but not in the actual figure.  In the 
subsequent year, the budget may be adjusted accordingly on that experience and a different figure may be 
produced.  At the moment, I cannot be exactly sure of the detail, but I suspect that it is the vagaries of how we 
estimate and how we expend.  We have a closer handle on it in this year’s budget estimate. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If that is the case, I note that the staff numbers remain the same.  Therefore, impacts 
would be as I have outlined.  I am concerned that the current year’s estimate of $12.659 million, which is almost 
$1 million less, is rubbery.  If that figure blows out, it will put paid to the Government’s $1 million priority and 
assurance dividend.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Was that a statement or a question? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I would appreciate a response to it.   

Mr PAYNE:  I am trying to get my numbers correct.  It reflects the fact that a number of senior people have left 
the organisation.  The salaries and allowances figure is made up of a mix of different levels throughout the 
organisation.  This year there has been a reduction in the number of senior people in the organisation, so that has 
had an impact.  However, there is also what I call the diversity factor, which is a mix of the labour force and how 
an organisation will spend through the year, which changes it.  There is some variability across the estimates in 
the actual figure for salaries and allowances, but I cannot give a more accurate answer than that at the moment.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I refer to the Brookdale waste water treatment plant.  Is there any allocation to 
enable it to be upgraded to handle and process solvents and other toxic and volatile wastes?  If there is an 
allocation, can details be provided, including the time line for the upgrade and whether the funding will be in the 
form of a grant to the operators of the Brookdale facility, Cleanaway Technical Services?   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 16 October 2001] 

 p594c-603a 
Deputy Chairman; Mr Tom Stephens; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Ed Dermer; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon 

Robin Chapple; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon John Fischer; Hon Louise Pratt; 
Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Graham Giffard; Hon George Cash 

 [5] 

Mr PAYNE:  At the moment Brookdale is going through the consultative environmental review process to 
determine exactly what will be the nature of the facilities at that treatment plant.  We have some provision, but 
the waste that goes into that plant is charged for and the income from that charge can fund the operations of the 
plant.  At the moment, that goes through the department and through to Cleanaway Technical Services.  There is 
scope within the charging.  Subject to the CER agreeing that the plant can receive certain waste, the charging 
will pick up income.  There is also a provision in our budget to adjust the plan.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Will the need for an upgrade be determined by the consultative environmental 
review process? 

Mr PAYNE:  I believe so.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Page 690 lists the major achievements of the Office of Water Regulation.  The 
amendments to the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act came into force this year.  This Act controls the use of 
ground and surface water.  Given that the State does not own water in the same way it owns mineral rights, does 
the State expect legal challenges on this issue?  I ask also about water trading.  What money has the Government 
put into the definitive hydrogeological studies being carried out across the State to categorise its various 
aquifers?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That particular section will debated later today - I think at 12 o’clock.  The member 
might like to articulate his question at that time.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  That will be the debate on the Water and Rivers Commission.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I refer to the output summary on page 667.  A number of outputs relate to environmental 
regulation.  I have heard that a number of new legislative developments are required to enhance those outputs, 
especially the ones relating to the Environmental Protection Act, contaminated sites and waste management.  
Can the minister provide an update on the progress of those developments? 

Mr PAYNE:  The legislation is being drafted.  There have been many drafts of the Environmental Protection Act 
amendments, but we hope to get approval to introduce the legislation into the Parliament early next year to enact 
the necessary changes to achieve those outcomes.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Page 31 of the Budget Statements shows that income from grants from industries will 
drop from an average of $3 million over each of the past two years to just $1.835 million next year and less than 
$500 000 for each of the next two years.  Why will there be such a reduction in industry grants?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will take the question on notice.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  In significant issues and trends, sustainable development is identified as a policy area that 
will need ongoing work.  I refer also to output 1 on page 668.  What work within the policy area of that output 
will be on sustainable development?  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Regarding the overall work of government, the Premier has established a sustainability 
policy unit within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and, as members will know from questions that 
were positioned to me for other reasons, Professor Peter Newman has been appointed to head that unit.  
Professor Newman has been working to prepare a sustainability approach for all areas of government activity.  
That has led to a number of draft issues papers being presented to Cabinet for ways of moving the sustainability 
issue forward in not only the environment portfolio but also every portfolio across government.  That is 
innovative work that is being done by this Government on this topic.   

[9.50 am] 

Mr PAYNE:  Work on sustainability basically permeates the whole operation of the department and affects how 
the EPA conducts licensing, regulation and enforcement, how the EPA relates to industry, and how the EPA 
views all sorts of assessments and evaluations of projects.  The EPA is very conscious of the need for the 
sustainable use of resources in every area.   

Mr BOWEN:  The EPA has been working closely with Dr Ross Field of the sustainability policy unit of the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet, and with Professor Peter Newman.  The EPA wants to play its part in 
promoting and developing the ethic of sustainability, and it will be preparing a position paper entitled “Towards 
Sustainability” to assist the debate on sustainability.  This will not be done in isolation but is well attuned to the 
work that Professor Newman and Dr Field are doing, and they have received copies of the scoping document on 
that subject.  The EPA wants to play its part and the community expects it to play its part, and I believe it is in a 
position to do so.  That position paper will be put into the public domain, and we will be looking forward to 
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comments on that paper when it is made available.  The EPA has recently been given the function of evaluating 
environmental performance in the sustainability of natural resource management, which covers agriculture, 
forestry, fisheries and the like, and the chief executive officers of those departments and I have been undertaking 
some discussions on that matter.  There is no question that there is a unified desire to undertake that work, and 
that flows through to the salinity action plan as well. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Mr Bowen has helped me to recall the position in which Professor Peter Newman 
operates.  It is the sustainability policy unit of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, which develops 
sustainability policy across government and is under the direct responsibility of Dr Ross Field. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I refer to page 676 of the Budget Statements, output 5, environment systems.  The 
budget estimate for total cost of output for the current year is $6.017 million.  If the amounts allocated to Perth’s 
air quality management plan and the carryover of money from industry funding of the North West Shelf project 
are removed, ongoing funding will drop to $4.149 million.  What justification can the minister give for this 
12.9 per cent reduction in funding? 

Mr PAYNE:  Projects come and go over the life of an organisation and at the moment we have some incoming 
projects.  After we complete these projects, there will be a lull while we do other things.  Other projects will 
commence at some future point.  When doing forward projections we have not done a lot of “what ifs” about 
other things that we will be doing.  That is the natural variability that occurs in projects.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  There seems to be a grave concern from the other side of the Chamber that the number 
of full-time equivalents available to work within the Department of Environmental Protection is becoming quite 
limited.  I refer to the example of section 48 referrals for the last week beginning 15 October.  It is noted that one 
officer did eight assessments for the week.  These assessments involved town planning schemes, main road 
schemes, and metropolitan region scheme amendments.  Some of these assessments involved critical 
environmental factors such as the clearing of native vegetation, nutrient export and drainage.  Is it reasonable to 
place officers under this level of pressure?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I do not have the advantage of the document from which the member is quoting.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is the weekly provision.   

Mr BOWEN:  I am not sure of the numbers but an officer may have under his or her control in the order of three 
or four assessment projects at any one time.  Assessments are often at different phases and therefore there is 
more or less work to be done at different times.  I do not know how the member worked out that an officer 
would have eight assessments under his or her control unless they are simply small process elements.  However, 
an officer will generally have two to three projects for which he or she is the project officer and therefore gives 
attention to that project and keeps it on track.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Since coming to office the comprehensive experience of this Government has been that 
the public sector is faced with large challenges to meet the expectations of both the community and Government 
in a broad range of portfolios, including this one.  The task and challenge for the Government is to ensure the 
availability of a revenue stream that will provide an adequate allocation of funds to equip these agencies with the 
levels of staff necessary to do their work.  That is why the budget papers position additional revenue streams to 
roll out a comprehensive set of programs, even though some of them may position officers under a heavy 
workload.  The Government appreciates - as the community of Western Australia must appreciate - that the 
public sector is under a heavy workload as a result of both community and Government expectations.  The task 
of meeting these expectations is made difficult when the income streams that were advocated in these papers are 
no longer available to Government - and they are now no longer available.  There will now be adjustments in 
other areas because we will not be proceeding with one specific income stream.  The task for this Parliament, 
and the community, is to find income streams to ensure that the burden of community expectations does not fall 
unfairly upon the State’s public sector, which almost universally is working to a standard that is second to none.   

[10.00 am] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  First, are the cases being assessed informally because of insufficient resources for 
formal assessment within the Department of Environmental Protection?  Secondly, how many hours on average 
is an officer allowed to assess an individual proposal and, thirdly, would a better funded Environmental 
Protection Authority with more staff be able to deliver a better environmental outcome? 

Mr BOWEN:  Thank you very much for the opportunity to explore that issue.  The question of whether to assess 
a proposal that is referred to the EPA is always a matter of judgment.  Over the year 700 to 900 proposals have 
come across our table.  They have been presented because there is a possibility that if implemented, they could 
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have a significant environmental impact.  They require an assessment and a report to be given to the minister on 
whether the proposal is environmentally acceptable and, if so, under what conditions.  Of those 700 to 900 
proposals that come before the EPA, the final decision is that 40 to 50 are assessed pursuant to the assessment 
procedures under the Act.  The remainder are normally not assessed because firstly, they are judged to be not of 
an extent or nature that will have an environmental impact of any significance.  Therefore, the proponents are 
thanked for their referral but no further action is taken on the part of the EPA.  Secondly, there are proposals that 
can potentially have an affect but can be adequately treated under other legislation.  The Environmental 
Protection Authority holds the view that the requirement for environmental stewardship runs across all of 
government and if there is other legislation that can give adequate attention to the matter, there is no benefit from 
second guessing through a further assessment by the Environmental Protection Authority.  Therefore, advice will 
be given, which is made public, to the decision-making authorities that they should give attention to 
environmental matters, which is an efficient way to do it.  It is always a matter of judgment and because of that, 
every decision made by the chairman, who is delegated by the EPA, on whether to assess the proposal is open to 
appeal.  The minister can then decide whether the chairman has wrongly judged it and make a decision 
accordingly. 

Over the past 12 months, probably fewer than five proposals have been appealed in which the minister has 
decided and requested that they be put on the formal assessment list.  Groups of appeals can come in, some of 
which a section of the community would like the Environmental Protection Authority to fully assess, and it has 
decided not to.  The minister, for the most part, has upheld the view of the EPA.  However, it is a matter of 
judgment and the realities are that the EPA efficiently assesses 40 to 50 major projects each year.  The remainder 
can be treated through other legislation including part 5 of the Environmental Protection Act, which is the 
licensing part, and that also requires a rigorous environmental performance.  As well as part 5 of the 
Environmental Protection Act, we also have daily contact under the Mining Act, the fisheries legislation and the 
Ministry for Planning Acts, which all cover environmental matters. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  How many hours is an officer allowed to assess an individual proposal? 

Mr BOWEN:  A proposal that has been assessed formally would take some months of an officer’s time; it is not 
a matter of hours.  A large assessment would be in the EPA system for probably 12 to 15 months, and the officer 
would be involved in that assessment for the whole of that 15 months, sometimes working full time on it and 
other times not.  The estimated cost of doing an assessment is between $30 000 and $40 000, but I stand to be 
corrected on that figure.  Somebody else in the audience will no doubt know a closer figure. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  For the record, the officer on my left has just indicated it is $40 000. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I refer to page 673 of volume 2, output measures, average cost per contaminated site 
assessment, where there is a comment -  

Decreased target from 2000-01 and associated reallocation of funding as increased unit cost. 

Some interesting matters are to be further developed on that. Will somebody explain that note to me?  I am 
interested in not so much the cost but the comment. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It is an interesting comment.  It seems to me the sort of comment that might well be 
clarified  in answer to a question on notice, unless the officers want to say something. 

Mr PAYNE:  I am afraid I cannot clarify it at the moment. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Why is the target decreasing? 

Mr PAYNE:  My advice is that the cost fluctuates considerably every year, depending on the particular site being 
dealt with.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I can understand that, but it says “decreased target from 2000-01”.  I would like to know 
why the target decreases.  What is meant by “associated reallocation of funding” and why has that increased the 
unit cost?  Arising from that I would like to know what is being found on contaminated sites?  I can understand 
that that would vary from site to site.  What is being found by way of contamination as these assessments are 
carried out?  How far through the total assessment are you?  Is there more or less contamination than you 
expected?  What you are going to do about it? 

Mr PAYNE:  In relation to the first part of the question, the decreased target is because in this year we expect to 
deal with less, therefore the unit cost will go up.  I think that is what that is about.  The idea of the associated 
reallocation of funding is that we find a contaminated site, we estimate what we will be doing with it, and we 
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may adjust the allocation that goes to that site versus further investigation somewhere else.  The comment was 
completely innocent.  No shuffling was intended. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I was not suggesting it was not innocent; I just wanted to know what it meant. 

Mr PAYNE:  I am trying to make a fist of that.  It is purely an attempt to say that it is variable.  We are currently 
trying to put the contaminated sites legislation in place.  We have our estimates of what the contaminated sites 
are.  The contaminated sites legislation, however, will require a number of people to own up; it will require a 
number of things to come on to the table, and that will probably adjust our estimates of what we are dealing with.  
We have contaminated sites ranging from the very low level of an old petrol station site right through to a 
decommissioned major industrial facility.  We have mapped those sites around the State, particularly those in the 
Perth area.  We expect the contaminated sites legislation to introduce some refinement.   

We try to spread the load over time into the future and work out how we will remediate, where we will remediate 
and how we will resolve the issues relating to a particular site - that is, whether an owner can be identified who 
will be made accountable or whether the State will have to pick up the cost of any work.  All those issues are 
factored into our forward program.  However, that will be adjusted when the contaminated sites legislation is 
passed and as information flows as a result of the implementation of that legislation.   

[10.10 am] 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Given that that answer was slightly lacking in specificity, I ask that the question be placed 
on notice.  I would like specific answers to each of the questions.  I understand what Mr Payne said, and it was 
what I expected.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am more than happy to take that question on notice.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Page 675 contains a reference to the disposal of 500 tonnes of intractable waste to 
Mt Walton.  It was also mentioned in the introduction.  What is the source of the waste, who is paying for the 
transfer and storage - I question that it is disposal - and what is the nature of the waste?   

Mr PAYNE:  We require a full cost-recovery arrangement; that is, those who produce the waste must pay for its 
removal.  I am advised that much of it is mining waste.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  “Mining waste” is a very broad term.  I wonder why it is intractable.   

Mr TICEHURST:  That type of waste is a byproduct of nickel mining and goldmining.  The waste includes 
cyanide products and arsenic trioxide.  For that reason, it is considered intractable.  

Mr BOWEN:  Every group of products transported to Mt Walton is moved as a result of a specific request.  
Every substance is clearly identified and a suitable method of transport determined.  It is subject to the 
Environmental Protection Authority process.  Details of each shipment can be provided to the member without 
any problems.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That would be good.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I cannot see any new initiatives in this section that were not proposed by the previous 
Government.  What new initiatives have been proposed by this Government to enhance environmental 
protection?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  For the record, I point out that the question directed to Mr Bowen will be taken on 
notice and more detailed information will be provided to Hon Giz Watson.   

Mr PAYNE:  It is true to say that managing or protecting the environment has a sameness from year to year - 
many initiatives run on.  Some of the problems are perennial and need to be continually addressed.  We have 
tried to list in this year’s budget papers what we think are the initiatives.  I accept that they are not very different 
from those of previous years and that is because the issues are persistent. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Mr Payne is really saying that there are no new initiatives and that it is just an 
ongoing process. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The public service has very quickly turned to the incoming Government’s policy and is 
responding to it rapidly across all portfolios, including environment.  The major restructure of the public service 
is still working its way to completion.  Once all amalgamations and restructuring are finalised, subsequent 
budget papers will show the comprehensive response of the policy settings of this Government in this portfolio.  
This Government has a four-year agenda.  It has found the finances left by the previous Government to be 
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inadequate to do the job.  As a result, the Government is not able to do everything it would like to do in its first 
year.  That is the result of inheriting a large deficit. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  We left a surplus of a quarter of a billion dollars. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That was achieved principally by the one-off sales of government assets.  That is not a 
sustainable policy.  Recurrent expenditure cannot be dependent upon one-off sales of capital items.  The pre-
election policy commitments of the Government will work their way through the budget papers for this and all 
other portfolios over the next four years.  Through the amalgamation of this portfolio, policy commitments will 
find their way to fruition. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I refer to the major policy decisions listed at page 666.  Why is there no provision in the 
forward estimates for the continuation of operation of regional offices? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  This question was asked by Hon Robyn McSweeney.  The answer is the same.  Mr 
Payne said earlier that funds are allocated through other program functions. 

Mr PAYNE:  The Water and Rivers Commission will be combined with the Department of Environmental 
Protection.  Regional offices will be consolidated and rationalised.  There will be ongoing regional expenditure 
and regional offices.  The budget papers provide no figures but there will be regional offices, staff and 
expenditure. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Members will appreciate that, for an appropriately numbered page, the devil is in the 
detail. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I refer to the priority and assurance dividend listed at page 666.  The department is 
required to produce a dividend of $1.035 million for this financial year, $1.155 million for 2002-03, 
$1.076 million for 2003-04 and $1.074 million for 2004-05.  Which programs should be cut to achieve the 
dividend?  Does the Government intend to impose a penalty on any department that does not achieve its 
budgeted dividend? 

[10.20 am] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will answer the second part of the question first.  Unlike its predecessor, the 
Government is very serious about the expectations of government departments to live within their budgets.  The 
member will appreciate that there have been something like 85 or 90 meetings of the expenditure review 
committee since we have been in government, and all the agencies of government have been through the 
bilateral process.  I think there have been two rounds of bilaterals in the lead-up to this budget paper.  The ERC 
process has demanded that all the agencies try to rein in recurrent expenditure and target it effectively at 
programs that deliver to the expectations of the community.  I have not heard the word “penalty” used by the 
Premier, the Treasurer or Cabinet to this point.  However, the focus of the Government in its discussions with 
Treasury and through the ERC process is to make sure that every agency understands that it must operate inside 
the budget.  This is perhaps more significantly important in other portfolios than in this one. 

I am happy to take the second part of the question on notice, if I may, because the Government may be able to 
articulate for the member what ultimate sanction it intends to impose on agencies, and effectively on ministers, 
that do not get their agencies to operate within their budgets.  Maybe the member will see my head roll earlier 
than some. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister may have some difficulties because he does not know the difference between a 
deficit and a surplus. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I do.  I know what a deficit is when it is created by living beyond one’s means by 
spending from the sale of the people’s assets.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It happened after the election, did it? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  This Government does not intend to sell off Western Power or the Water Authority of 
Western Australia, as it was previously known, to maintain recurrent expenditure within government, which, 
unfortunately, is what Hon Peter Foss and his colleagues did over the past eight years to provide recurrent 
expenditure. 

The first part of Hon George Cash’s question is identical to a question asked earlier in the committee hearing, 
and it has been placed on notice.  We will make that answer available to Hon George Cash and to -  

Hon PETER FOSS:  The question earlier was, where will the cuts be made?  The second question was, will any 
programs be cut?  I thought the minister would know the answer to those questions. 
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am happy to give the answer.  However, for the purposes of the record, I indicate that 
those two questions are sufficiently similar to justify the inclusion of the information in a response that will be 
made available as an answer to a question on notice. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I have a series of questions about output 2, environmental impact services, and the 
auditing function, which is dealt with on page 671 of the Budget Statements.  I am happy to put these questions 
on notice, if the minister prefers.  How many full-time equivalents are dedicated to provide this audit function?  
How has the trend for staffing panned out over recent years? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Could I ask the member to pause after each question so that we can ascertain whether 
the question should be put on notice.  We would prefer those questions to be put on notice.  Perhaps the member 
can continue until we interrupt. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Page 671 refers to 1 094 completed audits.  In 1999-2000, how many involved site 
visits as opposed to desktop audits?  

Hon TOM STEPHENS: We will provide on notice the answer to that question.  As the member alluded to in her 
question, there are a variety of audits; therefore, the question and the answers to it are complex.  We will 
endeavour to spell that out in the answer provided on notice to the member.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Over the past year, 1 094 audits have been conducted.  How many overall projects 
on the book actively require auditing?  How many projects are under implementation conditions?  Will the 
minister explain why page 671 suggests that of the breaches that were found in those audits, only 51 per cent 
were rectified?  Does the minister have any plans to improve that rate of rectification?  

Mr PAYNE:  I will give the member a preliminary answer.  We certainly will rectify that situation.  The 
numbers change a lot because we are moving from classing things that would be called a milestone or sub-piece 
of information within an audit.  We will no longer call them audit items; we will bundle them into a more 
realistic number.  That is one of the reasons that the numbers show considerable difference.  It would assist the 
member if we took that question on notice so that we could provide her with a proper and detailed answer.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  In the planned amendments to the Environmental Protection Act, are there plans to 
include a third party right to prosecute breaches?  

Mr PAYNE:  Off the top of my head, I am not sure that there is.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I refer to item 68 on page 665 of the Budget Statements.  The budget figures have 
been adjusted to allow accurate comparisons to be made between last year’s figures and this year’s figures as 
they apply to the new departmental structures.  Why do the forward estimates for next year suffer such a huge 
drop by almost $4 million and by more than $3 million over the following two years?  That reduction is in the 
face of significant increases in the department’s statutory workload, as has been stated in the first dot point on 
that page.  

Mr PAYNE:  Again, the reduction is because of the variability of one-off items of expenditure.  This year, we 
have allocated $2.7 million for the control waste fire, which we hope not to have to fund in the future.  Some 
$450 000 has been allocated to the Vela-Luka Park and $309 000 has been allocated to supervised licences.  
There may be some variation about the way we go about the implementation of those regulations.  All of those 
numbers mean that the forward estimates are reasonable; they will not be reduced as much as they appear 
because the costs to which I have referred are one-off items of expenditure for this year.  

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I refer to output 1 relating to policy, education and advice on page 670 of the Budget 
Statements.  The fourth dot point under the heading of major initiatives for 2001-02 refers to the preparation of 
state implementations strategy for the Australian and New Zealand freshwater and marine water quality 
guidelines.  I would like further advice on the progress of that implementation.  Also, I would like to know the 
progress of other nationwide initiatives where implementation has been pursued by the appropriate state 
authority.  

[10.30 am] 

Mr BOWEN:  The national water quality guidelines and the strategy to which the member has referred comprise 
17 separate guidelines for water quality.  The Department of Environmental Protection and the Environmental 
Protection Authority is involved in the water quality guidelines for the environment, as distinct from water for 
health, farming and the like.  Recently, at the request of the minister, the Environmental Protection Authority 
agreed to produce a Western Australian implementation plan to give effect to the national water quality 
guidelines.  The Environmental Protection Authority has recently commenced that function, and called a 
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workshop meeting with some 40 people, all of whom have an interest in the outcome of the implementation plan 
for the guidelines.  That was a very sound basis on which to move.  The EPA will now be providing a brief 
discussion paper on the way in which that implementation guideline should be written.  A series of small 
workshops will then be held, and I will chair these, as I chaired the earlier workshop.  Eventually, a paper will be 
produced that is specific to Western Australia, but within the framework of the national water quality guidelines.  
The implementation for Western Australia is certainly in hand.  One of the examples of this, though it may be 
putting the cart before the horse, is the environmental protection policy for Cockburn Sound, which is all about 
water quality.  The implementation plan, statewide, will need to be in sympathy with the detail for Cockburn 
Sound.  Therefore, the EPA is moving on two fronts - one in the implementation plan, giving effect to the water 
quality guidelines, and the other in relation to a specific area.    

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the amount allocated for environmental grants in the coming year?  What is the 
process of allocating those grants, and does the Department of Environmental Protection give any advice to the 
minister in the making of those grants?  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  If it is convenient for the member, I will place that question on notice.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Does the Department of Environmental Protection have an office and staff in the 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder area?  Have suitable staff been attracted to this office since it was temporarily closed?  How 
many applications has the department received for the position in Kalgoorlie-Boulder?  

Mr PAYNE:  I can give a partial answer.  A person is allocated there at the moment, and the department is trying 
to fill the position.  The re-establishment of the Kalgoorlie office is being pursued.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I will draw proceedings on this division to a close.  If any member wishes to place 
questions on notice, and the questions can be given to the committee officers within the next half hour, they can 
be forwarded to the agencies via the minister.  In closing this session, I thank Mr Bowen, Mr Payne and the other 
officers for their attendance.  

Sitting suspended from 10.34 to 10.50 am 
 


