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The following is a condensed version of the paper Paul Strangle delivered to the
December 2001 meeting of the Melbourne branch of the ASSLH,which was
based on his newly published book,No Toxic Dump!A triumph for grassroots
democracy and environmentaljustice, Pluto Press,2001.

In November 1995 CSR Pty Ltd approached the Jeff Kennett-led Victorian State
Government with plans to establish a prescribed waste landfill (toxic dump) in
Werribee, a community on the outer fringes of Melboume's westem suburbs. The

CSR proposal came within the context of two related developments. The first was a
vacuum in public policy on industrial waste management in Victoria that had its roots
in the 1980s. Twice in that decade State governments, both Liberal and Labor, had
initiated processes for the establishment of industrial waste complexes only to
abandon those plans in the face of community resistance and other obstacles. The
failure of successive governments to provide and plan for industrial waste facilities
was somewhat alleviated by, as well as encouraged, the expansion of the
commercially operated waste services industry. In the 1980s the primary destination
for Victoria's prescribed waste stream was the Cleanaway (Brambles) landfill in the
north-westem suburb of Tullamarine, and in 1990 the US-based multinational waste

management company Browning-Ferris Industries opened a landfill at Lyndhurst in
Melboume's souA-east that was partially licensed to dispose of prescribed wastes.
Even so, with the Tullamarine landfill projected to reach its capacity sometime in the

1990s and with the Lyndhurst facility designated to receive only a limited spectmm of
industrial wastes, the management of Victoria's future prescribed waste stream
remained uncertain.

Given these circumstances, it was probably inevitable that a market driven 'solution'

should emerge in the form of a proposal for another commercially operated toxic
waste landfill. That CSR was behind that proposal brings us to the second

development referred to above. One of Australia's oldest and best-known
corporations, the Colonial Sugar Refining Company began life as a family enterprise
in the second half of the nineteenth century. As its name implies, its original core
business activities were in sugar refining and, later, milling. Over a century on, CSR

had evolved into a sprawling industrial conglomerate with assets in excess of $7
billion and an employment force of some 23,000 spread across thirteen coimtiies.
While the company remained one of the world's leading sugar millers, it had also
become a global player in the manufacture of construction materials, as well as having
significant investments in timber and aluminium. Yet, by the 1990s, CSR was an
ailing colossus. For some time it had been slipping down the ladder of leading
Australian companies as measured by market capitalisation—a decline that in part
reflected the sagging fortunes of resource stocks and their displacement by financial
institutions—^but which was also due to specific problems the company had

encountered, particularly an ill-timed move into the energy sector in the 1970s.
Moreover, CSR was still struggling to contain the legal liabilities (and damage to its
corporate image) arising from its notorious venture into blue asbestos mining at
Wittenoom several decades previously. The upshot was that by the early 1990s the
company was searching for ways to cut costs and shore up profits. Accordingly, in
1993 it joined with Brambles, an established player in the waste management

business, to create Enviroguard Pty Ltd, with the objective of exploiting 'one of its
[CSR's] other assets—empty holes in the ground as a result of quarrying'. In 1995,

alert to the commercial opportunities presented by the looming closure of the
Tullamarine landfill, CSR earmarked its quarry operations in Werribee for the
development of a replacement facility.

CSR's proposal to establish a toxic waste facihty in Werribee prompted the
establishment in early 1996 of an Environmental Effects Statement (EES), thus
beginning an official environmental assessment process that would drag on for more
than two years. The Werribee community intimately engaged in that process the
whole way, principally through the agency of the local action group Werribee
Residents Against a Toxic Dump (WRATD). For WRATD, participation in the
official process conformed with several elements of the multi-faceted and integrated
campaign strategy that it progressively devised in the second half of 1996. First, was
the principle of waging a carefully graduated campaign in which any escalation of
tactics would be contingent upon a realistic appraisal of the community's willingness
to accompany the group to the next stage of activism. In practice, this meant not only
co-operating with the official process, but avoiding shock tactics or hollow and
premature threats that would erode WRATD's legitimacy in the eyes of the local
residents and other interested parties. Thus, early on the group elected not to proceed
with the publication of an alarmist flyer that had been designed to 'scare' locals about
the health risks associated with the toxic dump. Similarly, when it was suggested in
mid-1996 that WRATD organise a boycott of CSR products, it was decided that this
tactic should be deferred imtil such a point in the campaign when it would be possible
to mount an effective boycott.
WRATD's commitment to working with the EES process was also consistent with the
'stakeholder' principle of its campaign strategy. According to Harry van Moorst, the
one-time anti-Vietnam War activist and Werribee resident who emerged as the chief
dynamo of WRATD,the group operated on the premise
that all sectors, including government ...would be treated as potential
supporters. WRATD decided to invite support from all identifiable
stakeholders and determined that only if a stakeholder proved their opposition
would they be seen as an opponent.
This 'stakeholder' principle was based on the simple calculation that if WRATD were
to have any serious chance of thwarting a powerfixl adversary like CSR the group
would need as many allies as it could muster. Hence, WRATD put considerable
energy into building relationships with all sides of politics, both at a State and federal
level, with local government and with environmental, business and community
groups. The decision to treat the Kermett administration as a potential ally, despite the
group's suspicions that the government was '"hiding" behind the EES process', also
had a specific rationale in the context of the electoral politics of Werribee. At the
March 1996 State election the seat of Werribee had been decided by only a few
hundred votes. WRATD recognised, therefore, that a pre-emptive attack on the
Kermett Government would be inevitably divisive in such a politically dehcately
balanced community.

WRATD's close involvement in the EES process, and its accompanying participation
in an EPA-led review of Victoria's industrial waste management practices that
commenced in 1996, was also influenced by its commitment to fighting something
more than a Not In My Backyard (Nimby) campaign. While a commitment that

provoked significant internal debate in the group, a majority of WRATD's core
members were convinced of the benefits of mounting a broad assault upon the

inadequacies of Victoria's industrial waste management policy, including challenging
the rationale for a further prescribed waste landfill, as well as the acceptability of the
'state of the art' technology being proposed by CSR. Strategically, the group hoped
that by taking a 'proactive' approach to industrial waste management issues and,
particularly by entering into the EPA review process, it might be possible to
outmanoeuvre CSR by persuading the environment regulator to adopt policy
guidelines effectively ruling out the company's proposal. Equally importantly a nonNimby campaign would, as van Moorst explained, allow the group to deflect
criticisms that 'all they wanted to do was to put it [the dump] in someone else's
backyard'.

In turn, the transcending of Nimby concerns was compatible with the most crucial
underlying principle of the WRATD campaign, that is, the defence of commumty
rights, and notjust those ofthe people of Werribee. WRATD was adamant that, above
all else, its stmggle was about giving expression to and upholding the community
will. Accordingly, notwithstanding the emphasis it placed on network building and

nurturing external stakeholder support, its fundamental priority remained that of
community mobilisation and education. In the first instance, this was reflected in a
standard complement of protest activities including petition-raising, the organisation
of a local letter writing campaign, publication of a newsletter and having its
representatives visit and speak to local community groups and schools. These day-to
day activities were punctuated with protest meetings, which dramatically expanded in
size by the final year of the campaign. That growth was matched by an increase in the

sophistication of WRATD's methods for galvanising the local community highlighted
by its production of kits to assist residents put in written submissions to the EES, the
estabhshment of its own office in the heart of the Werribee business district, its

marketing of a large collection of'No Toxic Dump' merchandise and the setting up of
a phone tree and Internet website.

WRATD's proactive participation in the EES process and the EPA review of
industrial waste management practices was reflected in various ways. For example,
several of its members volunteered to become community representatives on a
Consultative Committee that had been formed to oversee the preparation of the EES.

Meanwhile, WRATD created a research working group, which churned out an
impressive and voluminous body of literature addressing all aspects of the proposed
development, ranging fi"om its technical shortcomings to its potential environmental,
social and economic impacts. Much of this research was consolidated in the group's
input into the EPA review of waste management policy, as well as forming the basis
of WRATD's official submission on the EES, which ran to over one himdred pages.

Subsequently, when the EES process moved to its next phase, with the establishment
of a four-person independent panel to hear submissions on the proposal, WRATD
members were a constant presence during the twenty-six days of proceedings that
were spaced between October and December 1997.

Although steadfast, WRATD 's commitment to the EES proved a largely unhappy

experience. Indeed, the group soon concluded that the process, despite its purported
principles of transparency, inclusiveness and objectivity, was heavily weighted
towards the proponent. The community representatives on the EES Consultative

Committee felt this particularly keenly. Upon joining the committee in April 1996,
they were immediately faced with assimilating a huge amount of technical and other
detail associated with the proposal. Over the following months, they were required to

grapple with such issues as groundwater and surface water impacts, air quality
impacts, flora and fauna impacts, transport impacts, property value impacts, and the
broader economic and social implications of the proposal. In addition, they had to
become conversant with local government planning policies and the relevant EPA
policies and regulations. For the lay person it was a daunting challenge. One of the
community representatives later recalled that in the early stages of the EES she spent
up to twenty-five hours a week 'doing research' so that she could 'be part of the
meeting'.

WRATD was convinced that the experience ofits community representatives exposed
a fundamental weakness in the EES process. In a scathing critique, it noted that,

whereas proponents have 'a year or more to prepare reports, conduct research, spend
as many tax-deductible dollars as required' in preparing the document, community
representatives had access to none of those resources. While they received a modest
reimbursement for the countless hours spent at EES Consultative Committee meetings
and could request altemative studies to those commissioned by the proponent(usually
without result), they were largely forced to rely upon their own devices to undertake
independent research. In essence, they constituted a volunteer labour force, pitting

their wits against the handsomely remunerated employees of the proponent and their
handpicked consultants. There is a danger in all this, as Harry van Moorst writes, that
the community representatives are 'blinded by science', and the EES process becomes
'a very one-sided affair, tantamoimt to giving the proponent a "Ucense to plan" the
proposal'.

The panel hearings did nothing to dispel WRATD's scepticism about the official
assessment process. According to its terms of reference, the panel was to be
'conducted in an open, orderly and equitable manner with a niinimum formality'.
Legal representation would 'not be encouraged', the inquiry aiming to be 'exploratory
and constructive, where adversarial behaviour is minimised'. The panel proceedings

fell short of these principles. CSR fronted the panel with a heavyweight team of
company officials and consultants, headed by a legal team comprising two QCs. By
contrast, WRATD was again dependent on volunteer labour. Three of its member
effectively put their lives on hold, so that the group could have a continual presence
during the protracted period of proceedings. Others tumed up when their employment
commitments permitted it. Then, at nights and on the weekends, they laboured at
refining and rehearsing their submissions. All they while they were acutely aware that
they were not fighting on a level playing field—a conviction reinforced everyday as
CSR's QCs and bevy of highly paid consultants went through their paces. One of the
WRATD members summed up that feeling thus: 'there was this giant organisation
that had every resource available to them and then there was us Tom Thumbs working
in the shadows at night by candlelight trying to cobbled something together'. What
was especially galling was that the 'panel just didn't take any of that in. That was just
tough luck.'

The experience of delivering their submissions to the panel was also a harrowing one
for most WRATD members. Instead ofthe desired informality proceedings developed

an inquisitorial atmosphere. Moreover, many of the residents came away with the

impression that their evidence, no matter how meticulously researched, was not being
treated seriously because it was assumed, as van Moorst observes, that 'the
community is not expected to understand the complexities' of such an issue. Another
WRATD member concurs:

The thing I hated about it most ... [is] we were being looked at as though,
'What would you know?'... it didn't matter what kind ofjargon we couched
the damn report in...it was just overlooked ... I found it insulting and
intimidating and I felt if someone was paying me money to be there all of a
sudden my status would have changed ... [but] because we're their as unpaid
volunteers with no expert status, so to speak, we were treated as if we didn't
know what we were talking about...
At the same time, the WRATD members were very conscious that 'any emotion we
might have shown was a weakness. They didn't take into account that it was worth
anything, the way we felt, that this was our home, that this is where we had to live'. In
other words, though not qualifying as 'experts' nor could they afford to wear their
hearts on their sleeves as residents.

In spite of the obstacles strewn in their path, WRATD mounted a compelling case
against CSR's plans. In essence, CSR's proposal was for a 'dry tomb' landfill, which
had the primary objective of sealing up, or entombing, the waste in perpetuity. This
adherence to conventional landfill disposal technology provided a crucial avenue for
WRATD's opposition to the project. In both its input into the EPA's policy review
and its response to the EES, WRATD advocated a fundamental shift in the philosophy
and practice of industrial waste management. Specifically, it urged that the concept of
'waste disposal', that is, dumping wastes permanently in the ground, be superseded by
a concept of 'waste storage' that 'implies a continuing responsibility'. Even then,
storage should be a 'last resort', only employed when the options of re-use, recycling
and treatment were exhausted. In a key passage in its February 1997 submission to the
EPA, WRATD argued:
landfill for toxic substances must not constitute, or be seen to constitute,

disposal. Toxic landfill must be seen as storage. Toxic landfill does not
provide a treatment of the waste...The toxic substances do not break down,
indeed, the opposite is generally the case: they intensify and concentrate.
Therefore the landfill can only act as a storage depot for the toxic substances
until one of two things occurs: the substances are subsequently treated by
technologies far superior to those currently available, or the substances slowly
leach their way out of the landfill and into the general environment. Whether
these occurrences take ten years or a thousand years, the storage facility must
be designed, built and managed to enable safe and secure storage for the
duration.

WRATD questioned, indeed, whether landfill, no matter how highly engineered, was
appropriate for dealing with prescribed wastes. It suggested a superior option to be an
above ground facility in which there would be segregation of different waste types
and detailed mapping of waste locations. Not only would this permit effective long
term monitoring, but, most importantly, enable the future retrieval and treatment of
wastes. The facility should also feature impervious linings, not clay.'We must insist',
WRATD declared, 'on environmentally safe and appropriate storage alternatives to
landfill'.
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The CSR proposal fell a long way short of this benchmark. In WRATD's opinion
there was no doubt that the company was pedalhng outdated technology informed by
an outmoded waste management philosophy. Instead of embracing the concept of

'storage of last resort', the proposal was premised on the principle of'disposal of first
resort'. It exhibited no comprehension of the technological requirements for waste
storage, betraying that CSR regarded 'the dumping of prescribed waste into a lined
hole as a form of disposal, not a form of storage'. Contrary to CSR's 'best practice'
claims, WRATD accused the company of proposing 'old, and seriously flawed,
technology'. At best, the facility's design characteristics merely reflected accepted
practices for landfill 'disposal'.

WRATD's assault on landfill technology, together with its insistence that the siting of
future toxic waste facilities be determined by clearly defined environmental and social

criteria and preceded by broad stakeholder consultation, elevated the group's
objections to the CSR proposal beyond Nimbyism. Yet, the group also marshalled a
raft of arguments as to why Werribee was not an appropriate location for such a
development. For example, it stressed that Werribee's highly productive market
garden industry would inevitably suffer because of the adverse buyer perceptions
created by having a toxic waste facility within proximity of the market gardens. Nor
was it acceptable to locate the facility so close to the Werribee wetlands, which
included areas classified as internationally significant waterbird habitats. Typical of

the sophistication of its campaign, WRATD also invoked the issue of distributional
equity in mounting a case against Werribee, and the broader western suburbs, being
burdened with a toxic waste facility. The group cited evidence that the deleterious
effects of exposure to toxic facilities were 'cumulative'. Consequently, it was 'highly
undesirable, and hence unjust, to expect any single community to host more than one
such facility'. This argument was highly pertinent in the case of Melbourne's western
suburbs, which had long been saddled with a disproportionate share of the city's
hazardous industries and the 'vast bulk of waste management (and production)'. It

was equally, if not more,relevant in the specific case of Werribee, which was home to
the sewage treatment plant that handled the majority of Victoria's hazardous trade
waste. WRATD also flatly rejected the suggestion that because the bulk of prescribed
waste was generated in the western suburbs then those communities should also be

responsible for dealing with that waste.'We note', WRATD indignantly declared,
that CSR refi-ains from the obvious conclusion from such logic, namely, if we

are responsible for the production process and all that it generates, and hence
are obliged to store its wastes, then let us also take responsibihty for another
output from the production process: the profits!

Having conscientiously abided by the official process for nearly two years, WRATD
was dismayed, albeit not altogether surprised, when the panel endorsed the CSR
proposal in its report of March 1998. Further disappointment followed when at the
end of April the Kennett Government adopted the panel's recommendation, thus
giving the green light to the Werrihee landfill.

These developments brought an escalation in WRATD's campaign. As it did, it
became apparent that the group's investment of two years effort in mobilising the
local community and cultivating stakeholder support had paid off. In the days after the

release of the panel report panel, and then for a second time following the
government's announcement, the community of Werribee and the broader Wyndham
mimicipality rallied in imprecedented numbers to voice their outrage and demonstrate
their determination to stop the dump. On the latter occasion a crowd of over 15,000
jammed the Werribee Racecourse—an attendance claimed as a record for a local
community protest action in Victoria. The meeting closed with the adoption of a
series of motions, which included commitments to maintaining twenty-four hoiu*
pickets at the CSR quarry site for as long as was necessary to prevent the facility
being constructed and the organisation of a boycott of CSR products. In short time,
thus, the campaign had consecutively shifted gears to mass mobilisation and then to
direct resistance.

The massive turn out at the anti-dump rallies concentrated metropolitan media
attention on the issue. The media's sympathies were with the people of Werribee.
Both the Age and Herald Sun editorialised against the CSR proposal. Letters to the
editor and talkback calls were overwhelmingly behind the anti-dmnp protesters. It was

particularly striking that the letters were not exclusively fi"om the Werribee or even
neighbouring suburbs. Werribee was receiving encouragement from all parts of
metropolitan Melbourne and Victoria. Much of this popular support seemed to derive
not so much from concern about the issue of toxic waste management than a

perception that Werribee's plight was yet another example of the arrogant disregard
by government and the corporate sector for community rights.

Werribee was also winning the backing of a range of important stakeholders. The
State Labor Opposition had belatedly rallied to the cause. It vowed to end the practice
of landfilling toxic waste and facilitate a shift to repository technology. Prodded by
WRATD,the federal Labor Opposition showed interest in the issue on the basis ofthe
Commonwealth's obligations to protect the Werribee wetlands, while the Australian
Democrats reaffirmed an earlier pledge of support for the anti-dump campaign. In
addition, several of the municipalities from Melbourne's west and north-west joined
with the Wyndham City Council in a united call for a review of industrial waste
management policy. A meeting between WRATD and Victorian Trades Hall Council
officials also bore fruit with the trade union movement imposing a black ban on any

attempt by CSR to proceed with the development of the prescribed waste facility.
Perhaps an even greater coup for WRATD came when the Victorian branch of the
Australian Medical Association (AMA) publicly expressed its opposition to the
planned Werribee dump and 'other future landfill sites'. The AMA statement urged
the State government to 'desist with the landfill method for toxic waste and to develop,
an effective and safe alternative'. The AMA's stand, which was the outcome of many

hours of research by WRATD members into the health risks posed by environmental
contamination firom toxic waste landfills and months of lobbying of the doctor's

organisation, was eloquent testament to the group's success in transforming thinking
on toxic waste management.

Heartened by this outpouring of support, WRATD proceeded with preparations for
picket action and a boycott of CSR products during the winter of 1998. Its planning
for the pickets was characteristically thorough. Residents received training in non
violent protest techniques by Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth. Other
arrangements to reduce the potential for trouble during any picket action included the
training of crowd control marshals, the provision for legal observers and video
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cameras to monitor the picket lines and a requirement that the hundreds of residents
who had committed themselves to picketing sign a charter that stipulated codes of

behaviour. Understanding that for the pickets to be effective the action would have to
be sustained for a prolonged period, caravans, tents and marquees were organised to
accommodate sleeping and eating quarters and other activities such as child care, first
aid and entertainment, and arrangements made for electricity and water supply, toilets,
heating, phone lines and catering. In the meantime, WRATD's boycott working
group had compiled an exhaustive list of CSR products, including those marketed
under various brand and subsidiary names, together with identifying alternatives to
these products. The fruits of this research were collected in a boycott 'guide', which
was widely distributed throughout Wyndham and at many of Melbourne's major
shopping precincts. By August Bundaberg—CSR's chief competitor in sugar

products—^had recorded a five per cent increase in its market share within Victoria.
Promising though this was, the boycott organisers realised that they had little hope of
seriously denting CSR's sales, or imposing a significant financial cost on the
company. Instead, their objective was to be of nuisance value and at the same time
reinforce WRATD's efforts to publicly shame CSR.
CSR was worried about the damage the anti-dump campaign was doing to its
corporate image. In a sure sign that it was losing the public relations battle, over
several weeks beginning in early May 1998 it took out more than a dozen large-scale
advertisements in the metropolitan press promoting the need for, and safety of, the
proposed facility. Then, in June, CSR went further still by distributing pamphlets on

the proposal to millions of households in Melboume and Geelong. The publicity blitz
failed to stem the tide of public opinion and, to make matters worse for the company,
it had started to wear internal heat over the issue. At its annual general meeting in
Sydney in July, shareholders already angry at CSR's continuing poor return to
investors, demanded to know why the company was compromising its reputation by
pursuing such a contentious development. WRATD added to the management's

discomfort by protesting outside the venue, while one member had even gone to the
length of buying the minimum parcel of shares so that he could gain admission to the
meeting where he led the questioning of directors.
Several considerations influenced CSR's decision of November 1998 to abandon its

plans for a prescribed waste facility in Werribee. These included a commercial
calculation by a newly appointed managing director that the company's divergence
into industrial waste management did not make economic sense for an organisation
that desperately needed to rationalise its business activities. Legal action initiated by
the Wyndham City Council to challenge CSR's ownership ofthe Werribee quarry was
another complicating factor. Above all, though, its capitulation was a concession that
it had been outpointed by a smaller, but more agile, opponent in WRATD,which had
mobilised behind it a community united in its determination to prevent the dump
going ahead. The Sunday Age dedicated an editorial to the outcome headed 'Power to
the People'. It stated that the

issues raised by all this go beyond whether the Werribee quarry is the best site
for a waste dump. That a grassroots organisation was able to take on a major
corporation backed by the Government, and win, shows that ordinary people
are not powerless, and that with a concerted effort they can have an influence
on the sort of world they live in.

The Sunday Age also noted that for the Kennett Government, which during six years
of power had consistently 'fended off community-based protests, 'reversals have
been few, and none compares in scale with the campaign waged in Werribee'.
Certainly, Premier Kennett was livid at his government's defeat at the hands of the
Werribee community. Three days after the annoimcement, he vented that fury with a
withering blast against his erstwhile ally, CSR, which he branded as 'the most inept
private sector organisation I have come across'. Worst of all, in the Premier's eyes,
the company had caved into the popular will: 'in the end they simply didn't have the
stomach for seeing it through'.

Remarkably, even in victory, WRATD did not waver fi-om its non-Nimby philosophy.
It reiterated earlier appeals for the government to establish a bipartisan task force to
investigate alternative strategies for the management of toxic wastes. The group
warned that the 'one answer that is not acceptable is to expand Tullamarine or
Lyndhurst or dump the waste into a hole in some other residential community'. In
February 1999, cognisant of the crisis it now faced in managing Victoria's future
industrial waste management stream, the Keimett Government acceded to WRATD's
demands by initiating a major review of Victoria's industrial waste management

practices. Harry van Moorst was enlisted on to the review committee as a community
representative.
For WRATD and van Moorst, the ultimate test of the review was whether it would

fulfil WRATD's primary objective of eliminating landfill disposal of prescribed
wastes. Initially, this seemed unlikely. However, the ground rules for the committee
were abruptly changed by the shock defeat ofthe Kennett Government and election of
the Bracks Labor Government in September-October 1999. Labor's policy on
industrial waste management, which had been devised with input fi"om WRATD,
committed the Bracks Government to banning toxic waste landfills. The upshot was

that, upon being reconvened by the Labor government, the industrial review
committee embraced an ambitious strategy on industrial waste management that
delivered on nearly everything WRATD had campaigned for. Most crucially, it
committed Victoria to phasing out the landfilling oftoxic wastes and the development
of a new generation of industrial waste facilities that shift the paradigm of industrial
waste management beyond the principle of disposal to those of treatment, recycling
and retrieval, and placed a premium on community consultation in the process of
siting waste facilities.

The formal adoption of these recommendations by the Bracks Government in
December 2000 was WRATD's crowning success. It justifiably claimed that it had
precipitated a revolution in industrial waste management public policy that has the
potential to deliver benefits not just to the their local area or the west of Melbourne,
but to all Victorians. Not only had WRATD stayed true to its non-Nimby commitment
but had done so to triumphant effect. Moreover, in doing so, it had given practical
expression to a grass-roots activism in which communities are not merely watchdogs
or—^where necessary—agents of resistance against the excesses of governments and
the corporate sector. Instead, they become both contesters and proactive makers of
public policy. Not content with inspired opposition to bad policy, WRATD had shown
the potential for inspired policy leadership by communities.
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