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ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the member for Merredin in the following 
terms - 

Mr Speaker 

In accordance with Standing Order 145 of the Legislative Assembly, I wish to raise the following 
Matter of Public Interest on Thursday, 1 July 2004: 

That this House condemns the Premier for placing political point-scoring ahead of planning for 
the environmentally sustainable supply of water in Western Australia. 

Yours sincerely, 

Brendon Grylls MLA 

Shadow Minister for the Environment 

Member for Merredin 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [2.49 pm]:  I move the motion.   

This is an extremely important issue for Western Australia.  Are we in Western Australia going to leave it until 
we get to the same stage as the Murray-Darling system in the eastern States, at which there is no environmental 
flow when the Murray reaches the ocean?  Are we in Western Australia going to wait until the Gnangara mound 
is pumped dry and the environment above the Gnangara mound is completely degraded?  That is where we are 
heading.  Make no mistake; in the next few years we in Western Australia could be experiencing the same 
problems that the eastern States are encountering at the moment.  This is a critical issue for Western Australia.  It 
needs to be put at the top of the Government’s priority list.  During this matter of public interest today, I will 
outline how the Gallop Labor Government has failed to protect the vital rivers in our environment, the vital 
Gnangara mound and the aquifers that supply the bore water that we use in Western Australia.   
Australia is the driest inhabited continent on earth.  In Perth our dams are currently running at 25 per cent of 
capacity.  Climate change has meant that the amount of water flowing into our dams has dropped by 50 per cent 
in the past 25 years.  Members on both sides of this House would have seen the alarming graphs showing the 
run-off into the dams from our catchment system.  The amount of water used in the home has increased by 
20 per cent in the past 20 years.  Water restrictions now apply not only in Perth, but also across much of the 
south west of the State.  As all members know, extra demand pressures lie ahead.  The graph is not declining.  
The pressure on the State’s environment to supply water for our growing State continues to increase.  Water 
Corporation research indicates that due to factors such as population growth, the corporation will require an extra 
150 gigalitres of water by 2031.  That figure relates only to the water the Water Corporation requires.  What 
about extra pressures from industry and agriculture, particularly our mining sector, which, as members know, has 
had an increasing growth rate in the past few years?  In fact, 68 per cent of water use in Western Australia is in 
the agriculture, mining and industry sector.   
Many of Western Australia’s water resources, especially around the metropolitan area, are at, or approaching, 
their sustainable limit.  Already, the Environmental Protection Authority has found that too much water is being 
drawn from the Gnangara mound, the largest shallow underground water resource in the Perth area.  An article in 
The Australian of 9 June quoted Dr Wally Cox, the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority, as 
follows - 

 . . . the state’s Water and Rivers Commission is repeatedly breaching its own allocation limits. 

 . . .  

 Dr Cox said water levels in local lakes and underground caves were already dropping and wetlands 
were becoming drier.   

 “We’re seeing changes in vegetation types already in some areas,” he said.   
This is happening already.  We are not even at the critical stage as seen on the Murray-Darling system in the 
eastern States.  Our critical supply river and underground systems are under terrible pressure in Western 
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Australia.  Our seasons are changing, and we face a future of global climate change.  Research indicates a 
decrease in Western Australian rainfall over the past 20 years, and this adds to the critical issue we face in 
Western Australia.  The supply of water to all Western Australians is a basic necessity, which is something no-
one would deny.   
I turn now to the National Water Initiative, which has received much publicity since the Premier came back from 
Canberra last weekend.  The coalition and I believe that the National Water Initiative would have underpinned 
future water use for many years.  Let us be clear.  The Premier has tried to make out that the National Water 
Initiative was a $500 million plan for the Murray-Darling system, but it is about much more than that.   

I outline for members its objectives: first, to improve the security of water access entitlements by clearly 
defining the risk of reduction in future water availability and by returning overallocated systems to sustainable 
levels; second, to ensure ecosystem health by implementing regimes to protect the environmental asset at a 
whole of basin, aquifer or catchment level; third, to ensure that water is put to best use through water trading 
across the districts; and fourth, to encourage water conservation in urban areas, including better use of storm 
water and recycled water.   

That fourth item is a key issue for Western Australia, and it is not currently being addressed.  Nowhere in the 
four objectives of the National Water Initiative do I read about the $500 million plan for the Murray-Darling 
system.  There are two parts to the National Water Initiative: the Murray-Darling basin plan, which is the only 
part the Premier has talked about since he arrived back after storming out of the National Water Initiative 
meeting.  The Murray-Darling project is only half the plan.  Let me make it clear.  The Murray-Darling system 
needs to be explained to Western Australians so that people are clear on what the National Water Initiative is 
about.  The Murray-Darling initiative involves many jurisdictions in the Murray-Darling basin, and will provide 
new funding of $500 million over five years to address water overallocation in that basin.  The Commonwealth 
put forward $200 million.  New South Wales and Victoria both contributed $115 million, South Australia 
contributed $65 million and the Australian Capital Territory put $5 million on the table.  Therefore, $300 million 
was contributed by the States, and $200 million by the Commonwealth Government to make the $500 million 
Murray-Darling basin plan.  The main points in the initiative relate to increasing the security of water access 
entitlements, returning overallocated systems to sustainable levels, and ensuring ecosystem health on the whole 
of the Murray-Darling basin.   

Western Australia is the only State that refused to sign the agreement.  If Western Australia had signed, the 
initiative would have provided for the return of overallocated surface and ground water systems to sustainability.  
It is important that Western Australians understand the parameters of the National Water Initiative, which is a 
framework that put in place four key objectives to allow for the future sustainability of all Western Australian 
water resources and rivers.  That overriding framework is to apply to all water bodies in Australia.  The Murray-
Darling initiative is a separate program undertaken by those States with an interest in the Murray-Darling 
system.  Obviously, that did not include Western Australia, which put no money on the table for the Murray-
Darling system, and nor should it.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Yes, we did. The Commonwealth put in $200 million, and we subsidise the Commonwealth to 
the tune of $2 billion a year.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will tell the House what happened.  As other States put money on the table for the resources 
of the Murray-Darling basin system, the Commonwealth came to the party and provided funding.  It was not 
dollar for dollar.  There was $300 million from the States affected by the Murray-Darling system, and 
$200 million from the Commonwealth.  When the Premier gets his chance to talk, let us hear about the money 
the Premier put on the table to attract matching funding from the Commonwealth.  No money was put on the 
table by the Premier. That is what the refusal to sign the National Water Initiative is all about.  It is the National 
Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality all over again.  The Commonwealth was to allocate $158 million 
under that action plan to Western Australia to deal with salinity issues.  Everybody in the House knows that the 
money sat on the table for four years under this Premier.  The agreement has only just been signed.  Projects in 
the eastern States are up and running and doing good work to remediate salinity problems in those States.  
Western Australia only just signed up.  The same program is being followed with the National Water Initiative.  
We hear the same rhetoric from the Premier as we heard on the national action plan.  Undoubtedly, WA will sign 
up to the National Water Initiative when the Premier puts money in the budget and attracts an allocation from the 
Commonwealth.  It is a matter of time before it happens.  It is the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water 
Quality all over again.  All Western Australians know that.  The same points were made in the national action 
plan debate, and the Premier will back down on the National Water Initiative, just as he did with the national 
action plan.   
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The initiative would have provided perpetual access entitlements for a share of the water available for use. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  At full cost.  Tell us about it.  Tell the truth to the Parliament! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am telling the truth.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Mr Speaker, please let me get my comments in Hansard, as this is a very important debate.  
We do not need the Premier’s interjections.  He can speak later and put across his points.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  I call the minister to order.  The member has asked for no interjections.  It is difficult for me to 
comply with that request, given the level of interjection the member engages in.  However, members should 
recognise the member’s words. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am happy to take interjections; I am not worried about that.  I need to have the Hansard 
staff accurately record this important debate.  

The initiative would have provided for perpetual access requirements for a share of the water available for use, 
instead of the current fixed-term entitlements with no guarantee of renewal.  Given the confusion about water 
rights in regional Western Australia right now, the initiative would have given industrial, horticultural and 
agricultural water users the security they need to make investments in confidence.  Widespread support was 
expressed by Western Australian industry for these water proposals.  I will outline those later in the debate.  It 
would have provided for better monitoring, reporting and accounting of water use and improved public access to 
information.  In addition, Governments would have had to compensate users for changes to their entitlements 
that resulted from changes in government policy.   

Now we see why the Premier did not sign up: the Premier does not want to entertain compensation to water users 
and returns to environmental flows, as he will not put money on the table.  Other States put money on the table 
to compensate water users so that the environmental flows can return to the Murray-Darling system.  In Western 
Australia we need a system that puts money on the table to compensate users on the Gnangara water mound, 
which is currently over allocated.  I do not think anybody is disputing that fact.  We need money on the table to 
go back to the users of that water on the Gnangara mound and to say that it is an important environmental 
resource for Western Australia, because we cannot continue to deplete that aquifer until it gets to the stage that 
we have seen in the eastern States, where it would be fair to say that environmental devastation of the Murray-
Darling system is very close to being the fact.  By refusing to sign the agreement, the Premier has ensured that 
Western Australia will have no input into the national strategy to deal with one of our most critical 
environmental issues. 
The Gallop Government has looked at only short-term solutions.  Everybody in Western Australia knows that we 
need to go well beyond that.  If the Premier were really concerned about water use, water supply, management 
and conservation, he would have ensured that Western Australia remained an active participant in the National 
Water Initiative so that our case could be actively pursued.  When the Premier makes his contribution today, let 
us see what he put on the table for that National Water Initiative.  If he did not think that the initiative suited 
Western Australia, what proposals did he put forward to change it?  What proposals did he and his colleagues 
from the other States put on the table to make changes to the National Water Initiative that would reflect what he 
believed did not exist for Western Australia?  From my reading of the initiative, it was a framework that put in 
place perpetuity of title, compensation and security.   
Dr G.I. Gallop:  Why don’t you mention cost recovery?  We want the truth from the National Party. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will mention it.  Those issues that needed to be understood and put forward to water users 
in Western Australia currently remain somewhere.  They are obviously in the Premier’s mind.  He has not put 
them on the table, but he will have a chance to do so today.  

The Council of Australian Governments agreed on 29 August 2003 to develop the National Water Initiative.  At 
no stage did the Premier say that there was nothing in it for Western Australia and that he would walk away from 
the table.  Given the walkout that the Premier staged, why did he even go to the meeting?  He had obviously 
planned to stage the walkout.  If he had concerns, why were they not on the table before he went to those 
meetings?  The framework has been in place for a long time.  The Premier raised no concern about it.  It was not 
until national media attention was focused on the Prime Minister and state Premiers that our state Premier 
decided to be the only one to walk away from the table. 

Let me turn to the state water strategy.  The Premier has said that the state water strategy in Western Australia 
will take the place of the National Water Initiative and that he will put forward the state water strategy as a 
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solution to those problems to which Western Australia cannot find solutions because he has walked away from 
the National Water Initiative.  Given that the Premier has said that water resource security for regional water 
users was the key to the National Water Initiative, I now call upon him to outline how the state water strategy 
will address these fundamental rights.  I have in my hand the state water strategy.  It is an impressive looking 
document, but if one reads through it, one sees motherhood statement after motherhood statement.  We need 
comprehensive action.  We need a plan that says how we will return that water to environmental flows.  Not one 
page in this strategy refers to the issues that the National Water Initiative covers.  I am yet to understand how the 
state water strategy could possibly be the solution after the Premier of Western Australia walked away from the 
table. 
The Gnangara water mound is a critical issue for Western Australians.  Nobody would deny that we must get it 
right.  It is Perth’s largest shallow underground water resource.  After the report from the Environmental 
Protection Authority and Dr Cox, The West Australian has made it very clear that the water from the Gnangara 
mound has been over allocated; that our wetlands are becoming drier - there is no argument about that; that the 
Yanchep caves have been affected and we face the possibility of losing unique cave fauna; and that remnant 
bushland supported by the Gnangara mound is under threat.  The Premier has the chance in today’s debate to 
outline how he will come up with a system for getting some of the water rights back from licence holders to 
return sustainability to the Gnangara mound.  There is a current plan to tap that area for a further gigalitre 
allocation to solve the current 45 gigalitre problem of the Water Corporation.   

As well as accessing that northern suburbs water aquifer, we have also talked about accessing the south west 
Yarragadee aquifer to supply that 45 gigalitres.  Right across Australia, these seem to be short-term options that 
do not provide a long-term sustainable solution to Western Australia’s water issues. 

The state water strategy has no framework that covers the problems that the Gnangara mound is currently 
experiencing.  The Premier needs to take the opportunity of today’s debate to put on the table how he will solve 
that issue.  Only today the newspaper reported the thousands of fish deaths that have occurred in the Swan River.  
We heard previously about how the marine environment is moving up the Swan because the river is becoming 
less of a freshwater environment and far more of a marine environment because of reduced environmental water 
flow into the Swan River.  This causes the concern that everybody has clearly outlined.  The Swan River is 
Western Australia’s number one icon.  It has just been voted so in the 175th anniversary celebrations.  Western 
Australia’s number one icon is under threat.  Unless we see some increased environmental flow through the 
Swan and Canning River systems, that number one icon of Western Australia will continue to be under threat.  
The state water strategy does not cover any framework for returning environmental flow to the Swan River.  The 
Premier walked away from the National Water Initiative, which covered those exact issues about returning 
environmental flows to those very important assets of the State.  Now that he has walked away from the national 
plan, he will today have the opportunity to outline his plan.  I will not have him sit back and tell me that it is the 
state water strategy, because it is not included.  

The Western Australian Rural Water Users Summit was held in Nannup last December.  The irrigated 
agricultural industry put forward a number of issues that it wanted resolved.  They included water entitlements 
and licence tenure, water security trading and guaranteed supplies, water resource management, environmental 
flows and water quality.  They included improving the sustainable yield of the aquifer, which particularly relates 
to south west Yarragadee mound that people are talking about accessing for the purpose of the extra 45 
gigalitres, and also water reuse and desalination options.  The state water strategy does not cover these issues 
outlined at the Western Australian Rural Water Users Summit at Nannup.   

If the Premier wanted to take the high moral ground on this issue by walking away from discussions on the 
national system, he could have said that he stands up for Western Australians.  The Western Australian Rural 
Water Users Summit was attended by 300 people.  The groups got together, had a meeting and wrote to the 
Premier.  They included the Western Australian Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, 
the WA Fruit Growers Association, the WA Vegetable Growers Association, the Wine Industry Association of 
Western Australia, Harvey Water and the combined south west shires group.  It was probably the best 
representative group of water users in Western Australia.  It wrote to the Premier suggesting a meeting to discuss 
these very important issues.  It received three refusals from the Premier.  The Premier does not stand up for 
Western Australians.  The only time he talks about it is when he is in front of a television camera.  These 
Western Australians wanted to meet with him to discuss those important issues, but the Premier would not give 
them the time.  That is the absolute damnation of him on this issue.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You still have not talked about full cost recovery. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will talk about it even though I do not have much time left.  The Premier talks about cost 
recovery.  It is an issue that has been put on the table under the National Water Initiative.  There are two 
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differences.  When the Premier talks about full cost recovery, he does not offer any trade-off; he just talks about 
charging water users for dam rights.  We debated it in this Parliament.  The Premier offers nothing when he talks 
about cost recovery.  The National Water Initiative refers to the perpetuity of water rights. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Do you believe in full cost recovery? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I believe in having the framework put in place so that the debate can be held.  The industry 
has said that it is prepared to negotiate on that basis -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is in the agreement, my friend.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The industry has said that if the Premier puts compensation for changes in government 
policy and perpetuity of water rights on the table, it is prepared for the Premier to put cost recovery on the table.  
At the moment all the Premier has done is put cost recovery on the table. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is not on the table; it is in the agreement.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  He has offered industry nothing.  I welcome this debate because it is critical.  Water users 
want security of tenure.  Water users want to know that, if those water rights are to be taken from them, 
compensation will be available on the table -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is riddled with National Party dishonesty!   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  Order, members!  This is a matter of public interest, which 
means that all members will have an opportunity to contribute to the debate.  Over the past few minutes, the 
debate has deteriorated into a slanging match across the Chamber.  That is not good for ongoing debate on the 
issue and I ask members to desist.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Premier has never spoken about compensation for changes in government policy.  The 
Premier has never spoken about perpetuity of water rights.  That is what this issue is about and we look forward 
to the Premier outlining his plan, especially for compensation.  Let us hear what the Premier has to say about 
compensation in his contribution to the debate.  Let us not just listen to my view on the issue; let us listen to 
what other people have said.  I will quote Ken Moore, a water policy analyst and water project manager.  He has 
said that there were two agreements.  Amazingly, the Premier said that there was only one plan.  There was an 
intergovernmental agreement on the National Water Initiative and an intergovernmental agreement on the 
Murray-Darling Basin.  That sounds like two plans to me!  One plan covers the Murray-Darling Basin and the 
other covers the National Water Initiative.  The Premier could have signed up to the National Water Initiative.  
He refused to do so.  He has certainly tried to make out that this was a $500 million plan just for the Murray-
Darling Basin.  He has walked away from a very important framework.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Before the member for Merredin continues, it is becoming increasingly difficult for 
the Hansard reporter to record the debate while members from both sides of the Chamber are trading 
conversations.  Again I ask that members allow the member for Merredin to be heard.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Mr Moore said that the National Water Initiative would provide light at the end of the tunnel 
by providing a foundation for clarifying and understanding water access entitlements, the assignment of risks 
from future reductions in water availability, the principles and arrangements for water pricing and trading, and 
national standards for water accounting and environmental management.  He went on to say that the National 
Water Initiative would establish a coherent national water policy and management framework that would have 
enormous benefits for all parts of the nation, including Western Australia.  Mr Moore also indicated that having 
clarity and consistency in the principles is essential to investors and financial institutions providing funds.  This 
is the key to the argument.  Mr Moore is saying that financial institutions and investors are now more likely to 
look to the eastern States for a stable investment climate.  What an absolute damnation of the Premier, who has 
walked away from an agreement that would have placed on the table security for the water industry in Western 
Australia.  People in the industry are already saying that banks and investment opportunities will be lost to 
Western Australia because we do not have a national framework.  The Premier should indeed be condemned for 
his failure to sign the National Water Initiative.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.13 pm]:  I fully support this motion.  This is 
one of the more serious motions to come before this place.  Let us be clear about what the Premier walked away 
from the other day.  As the member for Merredin has pointed out, there were two parts to the agreement.  Not 
many Western Australians are financially interested in the Murray-Darling Basin, but there is a national interest 
in the Murray-Darling Basin and we are concerned that money should go that way.  Let us look at what the 
Premier walked away from.  He walked away from security and sustainability of water supply.  That is the 
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Premier’s commitment to the environment.  The second part was about the quality of water supply.  He has no 
interest in the quality of water supply.  There is a continuity here.  We are talking about establishing a national 
scheme to make these matters bankable, so that banks and other individuals in this nation can look at water 
issues on an equal basis and deal with people with legal and financial equity.  It is a very important issue.  What 
has the Premier done?  He has walked away from it.  He has also walked away from rules for water trade.  The 
Premier has half an argument about full cost recovery.  Full cost recovery comes only after the rules for supply, 
quality and continuity have been put in place.  Once those rules are in place, the other side of the ledger is cost 
recovery. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  That is called full cost recovery.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  They are the rules, but the Premier does not even want to talk about the rules.  As far 
as the Premier is concerned, there should be no rules. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  This is the National Party at its best - total dishonesty!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I now know why the Labor Party is trying to change its emblem on the Crown.  It 
likes going sideways, hiding under rocks and pulling people down.  That is what it is all about.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You are unbelievable.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Rules for water trade are absolutely critical.  The Premier does not want to sign up to 
a process that will allow continuity.  The Premier will not meet with representatives from Harvey Water; he has 
knocked them back three times.  Many people are saying that we need a bankable arrangement so that we can 
spend the money on outlining the right parameters for irrigation and all types of water use.  There must be rules.  
If there are no rules, the banks will not deal with people.  If people cannot go to the bank and say that they have 
an agreement that gives them X amount of water with X amount of quality for X amount of time, no bank will 
talk to them.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  What is your view on full cost recovery?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have two minutes left.  Currently some people in this State who have licences are 
overdrawing a resource.  I do not want to apportion blame in that process, but it is a fact that the use of the 
resource by licence holders in this State will have to be pared back.  How will we do that?  Where are the rules 
for doing that?   

Another issue - we will have a debate about this in the future - is the use of stormwater.  The whole problem with 
stormwater could be sorted out, and not by spending $350 million or $400 million on a stupid desalination plant.  
The Premier has ducked this issue.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The Leader of the National Party now has limited time left, so I 
ask that members allow him to be heard without interruption.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  An amount of $400 million would fix a lot of stormwater problems in the city of 
Perth.  The Premier went to that meeting with the deliberate intention of walking away and grandstanding, as he 
did with the national action plan.   

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.17 pm]:  I will make a couple of points by way of introduction.  
Two members of the National Party have spoken on this issue.  I am not surprised that they have led the debate 
on this issue, because when I look at the attitude of the Liberal Party, I look at the attitude of the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Legislative Council, Hon Norman Moore.  Hon Norman Moore, who was until recently the 
opposition spokesperson on water issues, does not believe we have a water crisis.  He is reported in Hansard as 
saying -  

If the capacity that has been built into the system were allowed to be used, we would not have to worry 
about restrictions at all.  Let us stop this nonsense about a water crisis.  Let us start working on the fact 
that the Water and Rivers Commission is denying people the water that is available to them and the 
capacity that makes that water available.   

Is that still the position of the Liberal Party?  We have this new coalition.  The National Party says that there is a 
water crisis, but the Liberal Party says that there is not.  It will be interesting to see how the coalition sorts 
through that little contradiction.   

I turn to the issue of political point scoring.  The only person who has been engaged in political point scoring on 
this issue has been the Prime Minister.  I have supported the interests of the people of Western Australia.  I 
attended the meeting and I will give members a good example of political point scoring.  The Prime Minister 
turned to all the Premiers of the eastern States and said to them, “Unless you sign the national water agreement, 
you will not get $200 million for the Murray-Darling.”  That is an example of political point scoring.  Another 
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example of political point scoring is when the Prime Minister told the State of Western Australia that the 
Commonwealth would not put any money on the table for Western Australia as part of this agreement - we were 
told to forget about it.  Despite the fact that I have been raising Western Australia’s interest with the 
Commonwealth on a consistent basis, and despite the fact that I have written to the Prime Minister indicating the 
issues that we have to address and requesting him to contribute, on a proportionate basis, to what we need to do 
in Western Australia, the Prime Minister has completely ignored me.  That is political point scoring.  What I was 
doing was advocating on behalf of the people of Western Australia.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  There is no letter.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  That is an interesting comment.  The Leader of the National Party should ring his friend the 
Prime Minister - obviously he has a hotline to him these days - and ask whether he received a letter from me on 
these matters.   

When the Government came to power, Western Australia was confronted with the worst drought in living 
memory.  Inflow into our catchments was a meagre 25 gigalitres compared with an average of 160 gigalitres for 
the previous 25 years.  The following year the inflow was only 85 gigalitres.  The combined inflow for 2001-02 
and 2002-03 was the worst on record.  As the integrated water supply system relies heavily on ground water 
extraction, the lack of rainfall has also had an impact on the recharge of our underground aquifers.  When those 
matters were pointed out in parliamentary debate on this matter, the Liberal Party stated, through the response of 
Hon Norman Moore as I previously indicated, that there was no water crisis and that we were pretending and 
making it up.  Of course, we did not adopt that view.  We believed that there was a water crisis and that we 
needed a new methodology to handle it.  We needed a new methodology both in administrating the system and 
in our policies.  We had consultation right around Western Australia, followed by a water symposium that 
arrived at a number of recommendations.  We have put a water task force at the centre of government to drive 
these issues through all the government agencies.  As was pointed out on The 7.30 Report recently, Western 
Australia has led the way with the administrative, political and funding arrangements that it has put in place to 
deal with these issues.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Led the way?   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Obviously, clearly and without question.   

Several opposition members interjected.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The Opposition has a complete lack of self-respect for the people of Western Australia.  It 
believes that the only solution to this issue is to the take some of the economy we have in Western Australia and 
send it to Canberra so that it can tell us what to do.  That is its definition of doing something.  I define that as 
selling out the people of Western Australia.   

We put together a multifaceted state water strategy -  

Several opposition members interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The Liberals have a bit of trouble putting together two particular aspects of a problem and 
working on them at the one time.  They have trouble doing that on a number of issues.  The poor old National 
Party has trouble dealing with one issue in a systematic way.   

That strategy considers efficiency in all sectors, advancements in water reuse, fostering innovation and research, 
planning and developing new sources of water and protecting the value of our water resources.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What have you done?  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I will list what we have done since we have been in government.  We have spent 
$136 million to increase water sources by 44 gigalitres - that is an increase of 15 per cent on the annual 
unrestricted consumption, or about 295 gigalitres.  That money is being spent on new bores north of Perth.  It is 
also being spent on two new dams in the south east at Samson Brook and Wokalup.  All these initiatives have 
created 44 gigalitres of water.  We have introduced the rebate scheme to encourage households to invest in 
water-efficient appliances and improve the water efficiency of their gardens.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Shower heads will save the nation! 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Does the Leader of the National Party not believe in that initiative?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  No, I do not believe that shower heads will save us.   

Several members interjected.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 1 July 2004] 

 p4792a-4804a 
Speaker; Mr Brendon Grylls; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Judy 

Edwards; Mr John Kobelke 

 [8] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  Order, members!  Once again, a number of conversations are 
being held across both sides of the Chamber, which is not appropriate during this matter of public interest.  The 
Premier is on his feet, and he has the call.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  That $10 million initiative has allowed households all around Western Australia to put water-
efficient appliances in their homes and to improve the water efficiency of their gardens.  On top of that -  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Washing machines are really important.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  They are very important.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Really important! 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Members of the Opposition are completely reactionary.   

Our sprinkler restrictions have saved 44 gigalitres every year.  Do members know what is unique about our 
sprinkler restrictions compared with those in the eastern States?  Our restrictions are based on research.  We 
worked out that a two-day a week policy will keep our gardens intact and preserve our nursery and landscaping 
industries.  Those industries have worked with us on that initiative because we have not undermined them and 
the jobs associated with them.  We have moved ahead on that matter in a cooperative way, and in a way that is 
research based.   

I now refer to our irrigation review.  We have already put $6 million into the metering system on the Gnangara, 
which is very important.  I applaud the industry in that area for the way it is cooperating with the Government on 
this matter.  There will be more to come with our irrigation review.  We understand that this is a difficult issue, 
but we will work with industry in that area - the Water Corporation is also a player - to make sure that we deal 
with this issue.  We are working with farmers through the $500 000 Waterwise on the Farm project.  We are 
investigating major new desalination sources in the south west, and we have already invested significant 
amounts of money on that new source work.  The $11 million Kwinana recycling project, which will open later 
this year, will create six gigalitres of useable water a year.  We are investigating management practices in 
catchment areas to improve our yield.  We launched the Premier’s Water Foundation this week to encourage 
research, which is worth another $3 million.  We have commenced a water campaign with the International 
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives to implement water sustainability strategies with local governments.  
That is worth another $350 000.  The National Party asked the rhetorical question: what money has the 
Government put on the table?  I have just gone through a series of initiatives that is worth nearly $200 million.  
That is what this Government has put on the table to deal with water issues in Western Australia.  I could go on 
to look at other areas in which we have made significant progress, such as water reuse, our housing and 
gardening industries and our schools.  This Government has contributed $200  million to the future of water 
supplies in Western Australia.  On top of that, the national water strategy was put together at the commonwealth 
level in cooperation with the States.  We had to know what it would cost Western Australia to implement that 
strategy.  A conservative estimate provided by a consultant is that it will cost about $130 million to implement 
the National Water Initiative.  We are currently spending $200 million, and we will need to spend more to deal 
with these issues into the future.  It will cost us $130 million to implement the National Water Initiative.  
Interestingly, of course, the implementation of that strategy involves cost recovery.  The National Party was 
totally dishonest about this issue.  The agreement refers to full cost recovery.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  After giving certain concessions.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  It says, my friend -  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You are misleading the House.  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am not misleading the House.  The strategy reads -  

64. The Parties agree to implement water pricing and institutional arrangements which:  

. . .  

iv) give effect to the principles of user-pays and achieving pricing transparency in respect 
of water storage and delivery in irrigation systems and cost recovery for water 
planning and management; 

Another section of the agreement makes it clear -  

Point of Order 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the Premier please table that document he is quoting from? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I will when I finish speaking.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  The Premier has indicated that he will table the document. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Under the heading “Rural and Regional”, the document states - 

v) full cost recovery - 

Several members interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Members should listen to this. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the National Party! 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I will go to the section that deals with rural and regional water.  I will read it exactly as it is 
written.  It states - 

v) full cost recovery for all rural surface and groundwater based systems, recognising that there 
will be some small community services that will never be economically viable but need to be 
maintained to meet social and public health obligations: 

I repeat that it says “full cost recovery”.  It then goes on to say that there needs to be consistency in pricing 
policies across sectors and jurisdictions in which entitlements are able to be traded.  One size fits all; full cost 
recovery.  These issues matter.  Therefore, we will not sign up to something like that unless there is something in 
it for the people of Western Australia. 

Point of Order 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Premier said that he would table that document.  I request that he do so.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I will at the end of my speech. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Premier has indicated that he will table the document, as has been requested. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  There has been a charade, with the National Party running around the countryside of Western 
Australia saying, “We’ll give you full security for your water - perpetual licences.”  However, it has not told 
those people about the other side of the argument, which is full cost recovery.  That is typical of the National 
Party.  It has operated in that way throughout its history.   

I will summarise the arguments on this issue.  First of all, there is a clear contradiction between the views of the 
Liberal Party, which recently indicated that it does not believe there is a water crisis, and the views of the 
National Party, which believes there is one.  Secondly, the only political point scoring that has been carried out 
on this issue has been by the Prime Minister of Australia.  In a fit of pique after the meeting in Canberra last 
week, he shot off to his office, and the first thing he did was ring the Leader of the Opposition in Western 
Australia to get him to support the Commonwealth Government and undermine the people of Western Australia.  
Of course, that is exactly what the Leader of the Opposition did. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Prime Minister did call me, but I can assure the House that the Premier has totally 
misrepresented the Prime Minister of Australia.  That is totally inappropriate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  While I was in Canberra supporting the interests of the people of Western Australia, the 
Leader of the Opposition was running around supporting the Prime Minister.  Let us look at what that meant.  I 
said that if $200 million was to be spent on the Murray-Darling, we believed money should be spent on Western 
Australia.  That is fair and reasonable.  If this is to be a national agreement, we should have part of the money 
that has been made available by the Commonwealth.  On the other hand, the Leader of the Opposition has 
supported the Prime Minister.  There was political point scoring by the Prime Minister; the Premier of Western 
Australia was supporting the people of Western Australia. 

Thirdly, I outlined the strategy that we have put together to deal with these issues.  We have spent almost 
$200 million, and there will be more to come, of course.  We await the results of the irrigation review.  I 
congratulate our members of Parliament for the work they are putting into the consultation on this issue.  I 
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congratulate industry for the work it is doing, in consultation with the Government, on this matter.  We are very 
keen to talk with the Harvey irrigators about some of their ideas. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  We already have a water trading arrangement with the Harvey irrigators.  I note that the 
Harvey irrigators supported the Premier of Western Australia in standing up for the people of Western Australia.  
These initiatives will continue into the future.  As a State Government, we would never sign anything unless 
there was a clear benefit for the people of Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What about the Gorgon project? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  There is a very clear benefit for the people of Western Australia from that one.  The 
Opposition would have signed a document that required full cost recovery for the perpetual licences.  It would 
have signed a document that would have cost us $130 million to implement, without anything in exchange.  The 
Opposition would have signed up to that.  I will leave the other argument that we could raise on this issue; that 
is, the inconsistency that has been shown by the Opposition on the cost -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Go off and get hamburgers.  I can see why your former colleague got you to get hamburgers.  
That’s all you can do.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  It is so enlightening to see the Leader of the Opposition in full flight.  It really is enlightening 
to see the way in which he raises the standard of debate in the Parliament, and the way in which he always goes 
for the man and never plays the ball.  Every time he does things like that, do members know what I think of?  I 
think of the efforts that the former Premier put in place to try to stop him becoming Leader of the Opposition.  
Obviously, he knew something about the Leader of the Opposition, having worked with him for eight years, and 
he took extensive steps to stop him becoming Leader of the Opposition.  There must have been a reason for that.  
I have always wondered about it.  When we hear his interjections and the commentary that he engages in on 
politics, we can really start to work out why the former Premier took the steps that he did in 2001. 

We are proud of the State of Western Australia.  We stand up for our people.  We will not sign anything that is 
not in the interests of our people.  We will get on with the job of developing a water strategy that is in the 
interests of our people and allows the flexibility to deal with different parts of the State.  What is more, we will 
continue to say to the Commonwealth Government that it is about time it realised that the word “nation” includes 
Western Australia, and it is about time it put some money on the table so that it can work with us to deal with 
some of these future water issues for Western Australia.  I table the sections of the water agreement that deal 
with the pricing issue.   

[See paper No 2551.] 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [3.37 pm]:  I will start by quoting from a 
debate reported in Hansard in May 2003.  It states - 

The National Party is very concerned about where the charge on the administration of water resources 
in the south west is heading . . .  

What has changed?  What has happened?  When did the National Party backflip?  When did it change its policy?  
Is this a coalition change? 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Merredin! 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I will get on to compensation in a moment.  In the same debate, the member for Warren-
Blackwood stated - 

Some of the farmers in the Whicher Range group in the Busselton area who rely mainly on ground 
water are suggesting that a water management fee may be a good thing.  They need to be disabused of 
that view. 

The member for Warren-Blackwood went on to make other interesting comments.  He stated - 

. . . the imposition of a water usage charge for water management will lead to a significant hardship for 
farmers across the State. 

The member for Merredin made comments in the same vein, as did the member for Murray-Wellington.  I 
wonder what changed and when it changed.  What transparency are we seeing?  This is a huge policy flip.  The 
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member for Wanneroo should tell her constituents in Gnangara; they need to know about this.  The Opposition is 
like the Olympic diving team; this is some sort of double backflip with pike.   

I will go through the National Water Initiative.  I refer to the heading “Best Practice Water Pricing and 
Institutional Arrangements”.  As the Premier said, clause 64 states - 

The Parties agree to implement water pricing and institutional arrangements which: 

. . .   

iv) give effect to the principles of user-pays and achieve pricing transparency in respect of water 
storage and delivery in irrigation systems and cost recovery for water planning and 
management;   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Don’t you think people should pay for water?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The Leader of the National Party did not think they should.  When did he change his 
mind?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You are switching between full cost recovery and cost recovery.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  Although the debate has been very entertaining this afternoon, 
we do not want constant banter across the Chamber.  It is unruly.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I should contact the Avon repertory group because there is a player opposite on whom it 
has been missing out.   

That earlier debate clearly spelt out that the National Party and the Liberal Party were totally opposed to water 
resource management charges.  It was a full and vigorous debate.  They have now totally changed their minds.  I 
am glad that is out in the open and we all know about it.  

The National Water Initiative refers to consistency and pricing policies across sectors and jurisdictions in which 
entitlements are able to be traded.  We have water trading here; trades are occurring now.  It is a delight that the 
price at which it is being traded is increasing, which shows the value people place on this resource.  Similarly, 
under clause 66 of the initiative, rural and regional - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I do not think the member for Avon understands what he would be signing up to.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You don’t understand that banks like continuity; they need to know that when they are 
dealing with people they need the rules to be consistent.  If there are not the same set of rules, there will be no 
bankable arrangements. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Under the heading “Cost Recovery for Planning Management” the initiative states - 

The States and Territories agree to bring into effect - 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  The minister has indicated that she will not take 
any further interjections so I ask him to cease interjecting.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  It states - 

The States and Territories agree to bring into effect consistent approaches to pricing and attributing 
costs of water planning and management by 2006,  

That does not give people much time to get prepared for communication management or for establishing 
frameworks.  

One of the members commented that the Government had not raised any concerns on the way through.  That is 
not true.  The State Government put together a paper in which it raised concerns about pricing and pointed out 
that we had had a full debate in our community and that people did not support -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You should table that document.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  The issue is in the public arena.  We also raised concerns about other sectors that needed 
special treatment and with the mining sector.  Despite what members opposite have said, the mining sector’s 
concerns are not what members opposite have reflected.  We also raised concerns about risk sharing and water 
entitlements.  However, it is patently obvious that the Opposition does not understand that we already have a 
system of laws and a set of guidelines that allow water trading.  It currently occurs in this State.  Some of the 
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State’s legislation, amended in the past by the coalition Government, also contains the capacity to provide 
compensation under certain circumstances when those rights are removed.  Members opposite referred to the 
removal of rights.  I am not aware of areas in which water rights have been removed except when people have 
breached the conditions of their licence.  Much angst is being spread that does not reflect the Western Australian 
scenario.  Western Australia is different.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Have you ever been to Bindoon?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Of course I have been there.  Western Australia’s situation is different from that in the 
eastern States.  We must argue that difference and have it accepted.  That is precisely what the Premier did, with 
very good effect.  

I welcome the fact that, at least with this debate, the Opposition now recognises that there is a problem with 
water.  Rainfall is down and run-off is down to a greater extent; therefore, we must take steps to address that.  
However, we have a very fine water strategy, which we are working on.  

I acknowledge that there are problems with the Gnangara mound.  However, 40 bores have been turned off to 
protect the most sensitive environments that have been impacted on.  The biggest private users are horticultural 
properties, although parks and gardens for local government and industry are also reasonable users of water from 
that mound.  We have implemented a new metering program and we are spending $6 million so that government 
officers can work with the growers and insert meters to make sure that they are taking only their allocation.  
Strong anecdotal evidence indicates that they are taking much more than their allocation.  We have implemented 
the Waterwise on the Farm program, which is running through a number of areas.  We are working with people 
to make sure that they become much more efficient in the way they undertake those tasks.  We are also working 
at a very high level with the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation and examining the 
possibility of reinjecting waste water into the Gnangara mound so that it is replenished when it does not rain.  
We are also working at a grassroots level with local government on the International Council for Local 
Environmental Initiatives.  We are working with all sectors of the community and all the various users of water 
to get a much better outcome.  An irrigation review is under way, and that has been very helpful in the 
communications we have had with the people about the Gnangara mound.  There have been good interchanges 
of conversations between the growers and the irrigation review team members about the problems we are facing 
on the mound.  A lot of activity is going on.  We are addressing this issue.  However, the Opposition has totally 
missed some fundamentals and it is misrepresenting them in this debate.  
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [3.45 pm]:  The whole issue of water and water 
sustainability is incredibly important.  The debate has revealed today that the Gallop Government has been very 
proactive in implementing programs to address these issues.  We are not claiming that they will solve them; that 
would be ludicrous.  However, we are putting a huge effort into addressing them to make sure that we leave 
Western Australia better prepared to meet the problems we have in seeking a sustainable water supply in a range 
of regions within Western Australia.  
However, it has become absolutely clear from the contributions of members opposite that they do not understand 
the fundamental issues.  Their comments have shown that they do not know what is in the National Water 
Initiative.  How can we have a sensible debate about such an important area if the people who lead the debate for 
the Opposition simply do not understand the fundamental facts?  It was ludicrous for the member for Merredin to 
suggest that there is a parallel between the Murray-Darling Rivers and the Swan-Avon Rivers and that we can 
blow up a couple of dams or divert water from dams to fix the Swan, which is an estuary.  The first thing this 
Government wants to do is address the very special needs of Western Australia.  It is very clear from what the 
Premier said that we have put in place a range of investigations and scientific inquiries so that decisions will be 
well based and effective in meeting our needs.  The real issue is not about political point scoring, which appears 
to be the case in the motion from the member for Merredin - it shows that members opposite do not understand 
the issues.  The real issue is whether we follow through on our present agenda of looking to the needs of Western 
Australia or become caught up in a national political agenda that suits John Howard.  We have heard already - 
the Leader of the Opposition admitted it - that he received a phone call straight from the Prime Minister directly 
from the Council of Australian Governments asking him to jump, to which the Leader of the Opposition replied, 
“How high?”  He went outside and jumped as high as he could in support of the Prime Minister.  This Parliament 
should fall in behind this Government in standing up for Western Australia.  I cannot remember in my political 
time - I am not that old - any Liberal Party leader, either in government or opposition, before this Leader of the 
Opposition, refusing to stand up for Western Australia.  This is the first Leader of the Liberal Party I have ever 
seen rat on Western Australia to look after his political mate in Canberra.  It is absolutely astounding.  

Withdrawal of Remark 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 1 July 2004] 

 p4792a-4804a 
Speaker; Mr Brendon Grylls; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Judy 

Edwards; Mr John Kobelke 

 [13] 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I heard the Leader of the Opposition say that the member had told a lie and I ask that you ask 
him to withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I specifically said, “That is a lie.” 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Leader of the Opposition knows the use of that word is inappropriate in this 
House and I ask him to withdraw.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Given the ruling, I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This amendment is about whether this House will stand up for Western Australia; or, like 
the Opposition, are we simply playing politics as part of the Howard game?  On that basis we should declare that 
this House supports the Government and the interests of Western Australia.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

To delete all words after “House” with a view to inserting the following - 

calls on the Prime Minister to recognise and act in support of our State’s initiatives designed to 
meet Western Australia’s unique water needs. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.51 pm]:  Firstly, this Government has no policy 
on water and that was demonstrated when it called a water summit in this House.  I was not invited to the 
summit, but I attended and sat at the back.  The first question asked of the Premier was, “Who is the minister for 
water?”  The Premier could not answer that question, because Hon Nick Griffiths has responsibility for the 
Water Corporation, the Minister for the Environment has responsibility for the Water and Rivers Commission, 
the Premier has a water policy unit in his office and the Deputy Premier has a regulatory role over water.  Four 
ministers have responsibility for water.  That might just provide the key!  If a Government does not have a 
minister responsible for water it will not progress. 

Secondly, there has been no action.  The last major investment in Western Australia to develop a new water 
resource was the Harvey Dam and the associated pipeline, a project worth some $280 million, undertaken by the 
previous Government and completed during the early years of this Government.  In the most recent budget of 
this Government - its fourth budget - no dollars were allocated for new water resource development.  This 
Government has just jumped from issue to issue.  It was going to hold a water summit, and then we heard about 
what type of washing machines people should buy and what type of shower fittings they should install, yet 
household use, including garden use, accounts for only 13 per cent of water consumption.  Then there was 
discussion about the Yarragadee aquifer and a desalination plant.  Now, on the eve of the Council of Australian 
Governments’ water discussion, the Minister for the Environment appears on television all bright-eyed saying 
the Government is interested in the Harvey Water proposal.  It has been around for two years!  It was as though 
it had just been discovered.  I alone have visited Harvey Water and discussed this issue twice; other members 
from this side have done a lot more. 

Thirdly, I refer to the discussions in Canberra.  As has been made clear, there are two agreements.  The first 
relates to the Murray-Darling system, which is Australia’s most significant water issue.  The Murray-Darling is 
Australia’s greatest river.  Why would the Prime Minister and the Premiers from the other States not deal with 
that as the major, if not the number one, issue?  The National Water Initiative is about a set of principles for 
managing water across Australia.  Only one State is not part of that water initiative - the driest State, Western 
Australia.  Under that agreement we have the prospect of nationally recognised security of water rights and water 
entitlements.  If the country does not have that agreement, I can tell members what will happen, because it is 
happening already: banks will not finance water development projects or farming industries based on water 
reticulation in this State.  This Government has put farmers in this State at a disadvantage.  Where is the 
Premier’s plan?   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  I call the Leader of the 
Opposition to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He does not have one.  He does not have a plan for water after three and a half years. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Good! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I was on my feet and I know that the Leader of the Opposition was aware that 
I was on my feet. 
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Point of Order 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I seek clarification from you, Mr Acting Speaker.  My bush lawyer is telling me that 
this amendment is a direct contradiction of the motion.  I would like you to rule on that before we go any further. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This amendment is clearly not a direct contradiction of the motion.  I thought the member 
for Avon, as the Leader of the National Party, had been in this Chamber long enough to realise that quite major 
amendments can be made to a motion.  It is totally acceptable.  What he is saying would be the case only if it 
were a direct negative.  This is not a direct negative of the motion. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The original motion moved by the member for Merredin states - 

That this House condemns the Premier . . .  

It is a motion condemning the Premier for his lack of action on water.  The amendment calls on the Prime 
Minister.  Hang on!  It looks a bit different to me. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a clear contradiction.  There is no alternative but to rule the amendment out of order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I have looked at the motion and the amendment.  The amendment clearly is 
not a direct negative.  Therefore, there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin  
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman  
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley  

Noes (18) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr M.G. House Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr A.D. Marshall Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr M.W. Trenorden  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr J.P.D. Edwards 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr W.J. McNee 
 Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.D. Omodei 
 Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.N. Sweetman 
 Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.E. Walker 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


