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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 1 June on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Housing and Works) - 

That pursuant to Standing Order No 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council take note of tabled paper No 
2170A-H (2004-05 Budget Statements), laid upon the Table of the House on 6 May 2004. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.14 am]:  I believe Abraham Lincoln once said that if every 
city in the United States were destroyed by war or other means, the country would rebuild them.  If the country 
were destroyed, it would be covered in grass.  I am, of course, paraphrasing his great insight, but his observation 
was true of America then, it is most certainly true now, and it is doubly true of our own nation.  Our mining and 
other primary industries create the wealth of this nation, and the jobs in the city are created to serve, sell, 
administrate, entertain and finance the creation of this wealth.  This, although apparently not recognised by any 
of the major political parties, is an irrefutable fact. 

There have been times in the recent past when the need for decentralisation was recognised.  Certainly, Bunbury 
2000 comes to mind.  This is the most successful decentralisation ever undertaken in this country by State or 
federal Governments. 

Hon Barry House:  On paper. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It took the south west from below average employment opportunity, per capita income, 
investment, infrastructure and opportunity to average or above average.  The present Government, which is a 
captive of the Greens’ ideology and has set about destroying our well-managed and sustainable forest industry, is 
undermining this big advance.  Bunbury 2000 was an initiative of Julian Grill, and it is to the credit of Brian 
Burke that he had enough sense to support the concept at the time.  Perhaps it is ominous that they are the two 
people that Gallop will not let his ministers talk to any more, because few other Labor initiatives have looked 
capable of reaching the previous successes. 

Years ago - I believe it was in the late 1970s - the Labor Party policy was to seal the road between Kalgoorlie 
and Meekatharra.  This was recognised by the then Bureau of Transport and Communication Economics as the 
most cost-effective road in Australia.  However, soon after coming to power, the Labor Party, the interests of 
which, certainly recently, have been increasingly concentrated on this side of the Darling Scarp, jettisoned that 
sensible policy for fear that it would stop the growth of Kewdale.  Of course it would not have stopped it.  It may 
well have slowed it down, and that would have been a good thing for the State, although not necessarily for the 
Labor Party.  Largely funded by the mining industry, the bitumen has gone north, but the road is still unsealed 
between Wiluna and Meekatharra.  In a blatant example of Indian giving and political perfidy, the present 
Government promised the money for the last budget, but never kept its promise.  Now I notice that it is not in the 
budget at all.   

All this makes a mockery of Country Labor (WA).  Country Labor is an oxymoron, with the honourable 
exception of John Bowler, who I know is committed to the best interests of his electorate.  The Labor Party has 
been historically and implacably opposed to country interests.  There is no better demonstration of that than the 
fervour, frenetic energy and public funds with which Jim McGinty pursued the party’s goal of one vote, one 
value. 

Another glaring example is the decision of Alannah MacTiernan to raise the rent on pastoral properties.  The 
minister says that the rents do not cover the administration cost.  This may be true, but pastoralists have no say in 
how the Government spends the money.  The shortfall is minuscule when compared with the annual losses on 
providing public transport for the people of Perth.  With her well-known tunnel vision, the minister is simply 
looking at the wrong formula.  There is no doubt that the light at the end of that tunnel is the express train 
coming the other way.  The calculations for the pastoral industry should have been based on the cost that would 
be imposed on the Government if the pastoral industry ceased to exist.  We have already seen what happens 
when land is acquired by the Department of Conservation and Land Management, some Aboriginal groups and, 
in other cases, mining companies.  When there is no management, the land quickly becomes a haven for feral 
animals and noxious weeds, and is often a very real fire hazard.  The pastoral industry saves the Government 
money. 

I have raised in this Parliament many times the matter of wild dogs.  It is a serious scourge and is getting worse 
as dingoes get an infusion of large domestic dogs.  I challenge the Government to use the average $1 200 a year 
increase in rents to introduce a comprehensive dogging program.   

It is certainly no secret that the Greens (WA) want to get rid of the pastoral industry.  That has been their policy 
for the past 30 years.  Perhaps aiding them in their desire, the Premier has done a secret deal with the Greens in 
his foolish endeavour to secure Greens preferences.  I say foolish because there is no evidence that the Greens 
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preferences have ever won a seat for Labor or that the Greens can effectively direct their preferences in any 
direction.  As I have said before, it is necessary for members on the other side of the House to read only the 
exposé by the former Labor Party federal secretary Garry Grey to emphasise this point.  One day the Labor Party 
in this State will wake up, as did the Labor Party in Tasmania, and realise that the Greens simply cannot be 
trusted.  However the concept of Country Labor has been exposed as a hoax.  This view was expressed 
succinctly in the Kalgoorlie Miner recently when the local president of the Liberal Party said that country Labor 
died when the Labor Party expelled Graeme Campbell.  If I am wrong, it will be very easy for the Labor Party to 
demonstrate my error.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The Labor Party disendorsed him and expelled him from looking after his own 
electorate.  As I said, it is easy for the Labor Party to demonstrate my error.   

All the Labor Party must do is support drainage as the main strategy to combat salinity, which is our biggest 
environmental scourge.  I am sure if Hon Kim Chance, the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, were 
asked, he would tell members that drainage works and that the Government knows it works; yet, every possible 
obstacle is put in front of farmers who want to drain their lands.  When permission is granted, they are not 
allowed to construct their drains on the natural drainage line.  The truth is that this Government is powerless to 
expedite drainage because the Premier has done a deal with the Greens.  I believe that the Parliament and the 
people are entitled to know just what this deal involves.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I would like to know.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Obviously it cannot be in the best interests of the people, otherwise they would be 
trumpeting it from every vantage point.  A worldwide comparison of how nations tackle this serious problem of 
salinity can be observed by looking at the approach in Pakistan, which is taking salinity in the Indis Valley 
seriously.  Pakistan has negotiated a $US875 million program, which is under way and for which 
$US285 million has been borrowed from the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.  The 
difference is that Pakistan’s intention is to put the money into the ground, not into endless and repetitive studies, 
as has been done in this State.   

The coalition can take no joy from this dismal record because its legacy in the country is little better, despite the 
numerous opportunities it has had to do something.  Hendy Cowan, as Leader of the National Party and Deputy 
Premier, was a great obstacle to drainage.  He was, of course, the man who sold out the forest industry to the 
Greens, thereby setting the groundwork for the incoming Labor Party to completely destroy it.   

I am sure that some members recall the wise words of the Bible.  I cannot recall exactly where in the Bible it is 
stated, but it says that where there is no vision, the people will perish.  The federal and state budgets have one 
thing in common: a total lack of vision.  The federal budget is a mishmash of handouts without a coherent theme.  
In my view it is not a particularly intelligent budget.  If the federal Government had had the foresight to 
introduce flow-through shares for the mining industry, the scheme would in all probability have generated far 
more money than it cost and it would certainly have sent a very clear message of support to the most important 
industry in the land.  It is not necessarily a new project; it has been implemented in Canada with great success.  It 
is a great pity that our federal Government has not implemented this scheme in the latest budget.  It would have 
been very useful and saved much time and money if the federal Government had also done something to fix the 
heritage Act.  The federal Government will no doubt say it did not attempt to amend this horrendous piece of 
legislation because it knew that the Greens, the Australian Democrats and the Labor Party would not pass it in 
the Senate.  I most certainly think the Liberal Party was right in this view.  However, the Liberal Party should 
have kept introducing the legislation so that the people could plainly see the zealousness of the opposition 
parties.   

I do not intend to dwell any further on the federal sphere.  Many issues in the state budget need addressing.  
They are issues of both commission and omission.  There is no reference in the budget papers to insurance.  This 
is an area that is putting a lot of cost and social pressure on the community.  It is true that some of the crazy 
judgments that have been determined in our courts have not helped.  Most of the legal stupidity has been 
corrected by the appeal court.  However, it is interesting that the errant judgments get a lot of publicity, whereas 
the overturning of them on appeal is apparently not newsworthy.   

I believe that if anything should expose the myth that the Labor Party represents the interests of workers, it is the 
changes to the workers compensation legislation.  I would like to know why the Government is so abjectly 
enthralled with the insurance companies.  They make Graham Kierath look like a tooth fairy.  Insurance is or 
should be a service to the community.  It should not be a profit-consumed business in its own right.  The 
Queensland insurance model is far better than our system and it is much cheaper.  It involves a general 
acceptance by workers, employers, unions and lawyers.  Although it is not profit orientated, it makes a healthy 
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profit.  Workers compensation and public liability insurance should be provided by a statutory authority and the 
necessary premiums should be decided every year by actuaries to cover the real costs.  I am certainly not against 
making a profit - I approve of it.  However, I would like the profits to be made by the productive sector.  I repeat 
that insurance should be a service to the productive sector; it should not be a vulture that feasts upon it.  I made a 
speech in this Parliament in which I set out how such a statutory body could function, and I defy anybody to 
demolish the substance of that speech.  I sent a copy of it to every union and the response was deafening silence.  
That made me wonder whether the unions represent the interests of their members or whether the unions use 
their members to further whatever ideological whim catches their interest.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  That has happened for a long time. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It certainly has.  People are starting to wake up to it.  In the Farm Weekly of 22 March, 
Hon Kim Chance had two bob each way on cloud seeding.  In that article he seemed to have missed the point.  If 
cloud seeding can get water into our dams, it is worth doing.  Although often a mass of dark clouds that provide 
general rain can be seen, the fact is that we get between only one-half and one per cent of the rain potential of 
those clouds.  Cloud seeding increases precipitation and it continues to do so downwind of the targeted area.  
Although it can benefit farms, the principal purpose in our case is to get rain to fall onto the catchment areas.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  You missed a vital point.  The reason is not reducing rain; it is coastal pollution.  That is 
what the scientists are saying.  If you are to go along with that theory, at least give the full picture.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The people we have spoken to have given us a picture that I believe is complete.  The 
Tasmanian Hydroelectric Authority, which is the expert in this strategy, claims to get a 20 to one return on its 
costs.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Sure, but you are forgetting the major point.  The reason that clouds are producing less rain -   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The member can argue her point.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is what the scientists from your study are saying. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  If the member is against it, she can argue her point when she has her turn to speak.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I am not saying that; I am saying that you are giving only half the story.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon John Fischer has the call.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  As the Tasmanian authority is harvesting the rain primarily for the generation of hydro-
electricity, it values its water at only 2c a kilolitre.  It is of course worth much more to us, mainly because our 
catchments are basically in a line and it is said that it is much easier to collect the precipitation.  Furthermore, it 
is claimed that the window of opportunity is much bigger in this State; that is, from two to 12 hours as opposed 
to a much shorter time, often as short as 45 minutes, that the Tasmanian authority has to work with.  However, 
clearly it is the Water Corporation that should be pursuing this, and not the Department of Agriculture.  It is 
equally clear that Water Corporation bureaucrats, who are so immune to new ideas, cannot be trusted with it.  
The project should be contracted out to experts.   

An inspection of rainfall records for the past 100 years shows that there has not been any significant change in 
the cyclical average.  There has been a significant 25 per cent drop in the water caught in our dams.  This is 
because successive Governments and the Water Corporation have been too gutless to take on the Greens (WA) 
and thin out the catchments so that they can work as well as history shows they can.  I understand that the Water 
Corporation is belatedly starting some timid thinning operations.  It is certainly not a cheap operation and is 
certainly not as easy as slapping on water restrictions, but I am sure that, in the long term, the public would 
prefer it.  I believe that rainmaking is worth a try, and I can tell the Government how it could fund it.  The 
Auditor General recently tabled a report that shows that the number of guns in the community has been halved, 
but the number of gun-related acts of violence have significantly increased.  This exercise in predictable futility 
costs the taxpayers about $9 million.  If the Government were to stop this sort of nonsense, the savings could be 
directed into rainmaking, or certainly into hospitals, roads etc, all of which would save lives.   

While I am on the subject, I will say some more about water.  There is no shortage of water in this State.  The 
shortage that we have to put up with on a perennial basis is caused entirely by a lack of government will, 
underfunding, sloth and incompetence.  I make it very clear that I do not subscribe to the nonsense about 
bringing the Ord River to Perth.  The metropolitan area does not need this water and, in any case, it could not 
afford it.  This water belongs in the north to develop the north.  When stage 2 of the Ord River development goes 
ahead - I am sure that one day it will - there will be no spare water anyway.  The viability of the town of 
Kununurra is continually circumscribed by government action, or the lack of it.  Two-gene cotton, which is 
grown extensively in the eastern States, is a water-hungry plant and is putting a great strain on the resources of 
the Murray Valley.  Despite the fact that we know that this plant will grow very well in the Ord valley, we are 
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not allowed to grow it.  The area between the Ord and south of Broome stretching as far down as Pardoo has the 
capacity to relieve the Murray basin of its entire cotton crop.   

Returning to Perth, I note that the Water Corporation wants almost half a billion dollars to build a seawater 
desalination plant on the coast.  If this were necessary, I would be a strong advocate of it.  However, it should 
not be considered until other cheaper options are fully utilised.  We have a state asset in Wellington Dam that is 
not being utilised because of its salinity level.  I know that the Water Corporation has had an offer to desalinate 
this water using gravity pressure to force it through reverse osmosis membranes.  The company involved is a 
world expert in the field and says that if it is given a 25-year contract, it will build and pay for the plant and 
deliver water at a better quality than is currently available.  It is prepared to sign this contract at 60c a kilolitre, 
which will make it the cheapest option available to this State by far.  The Water Corporation tells us that 
Wellington Dam cannot guarantee the 45 gigalitres a year that is necessary.  However, I believe that that is 
debatable.  I suspect that with some catchment thinning and cloud seeding, there would be more than enough.  
Certainly there would be enough if the amount that is let out of the bottom of the dam every year to get rid of salt 
encroachment - in the region of 20 gigalitres a year - is taken into account.  If the saline water in the east arm of 
the Collie River is piped around the dam and mixed with the outflow, it will enhance the supply.  This is a much 
better option than the environmental vandalism that is planned at present, whereby it is proposed to pump the 
saline water into coal voids.  The water in question is about 10 000 parts of salt per million, or over one-quarter 
the salt content of sea water.  It beggars belief that, with the salinity affecting our dry areas, it is planned to pump 
this water into a fresh water environment.  It is not necessary, as the plan that has been outlined is better and 
certainly more cost effective.  The fact that we have not heard any criticism of this foolhardy plan by the Greens 
reinforces my belief that they are interested in power, not the environment.  They truly are the heirs of Joe Stalin 
and Pol Pot.   

In a different region, affordable and adequate water and power for the goldfields are important for the whole of 
the State of Western Australia.  They are absolutely crucial for the metropolitan area because so much of the 
wealth created in the mines ends up in Perth.  There is no doubt that there is no shortage of gold or nickel 
throughout the goldfields.  Proven gold resources are far greater than at any time in the past.  What is not so 
certain is the ongoing availability of water.  It takes about a tonne of water to treat a tonne of ore.  This is so 
basic that it is doubtful that this ratio will ever change very much.  At the moment, the mines draw water from 
the paleodrainage channels.  Although there is now some evidence that this ancient water is being recharged, it is 
certainly not specific information and there is no guarantee that it will continue into the future.   
Schemes to pipe water from the sea at Esperance have been discounted because of the cost.  Frankly, it makes no 
sense to force the mining industry to use desalinated water when it does not need it.  Forcing this expense on the 
industry would simply raise the head-grade cut-off point.  A better option would be to attempt to kill two birds 
with one stone.  This could be achieved if we attempted to source our water from the wheatbelt.  I have no doubt 
that adequate water is available.  From the information we have received from checking into the matter, the 
water would start at about half the salt content of sea water and would get progressively and quickly better as the 
rising salt was tapped off.  Long-term supplies would be provided by the excess rainfall that used to permeate the 
soil, causing the standing water level to rise.  This is very apparent in areas such as Merredin.  In fact, that 
township is experiencing extreme problems.  
Hon Paddy Embry:  Katanning is as well.   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes; it is happening in many areas of the wheatbelt.  Speculation is taking place in the 
mid wheatbelt area around Merredin.  Water could be batch-pumped to the goldfields using the existing pipeline, 
and salt water could be reticulated and stored in the paleodrainage systems it is currently drawn from.  The 
potable water needs could be met by desalinating the relatively fresh source, and the tailings could be pumped 
into the drainage system.  The power required to desalinate could be provided by burning sulfur dioxide, and this 
could be converted to sulfuric acid for which there is a large and growing world industrial demand.  The 
exothermic reactions involved produce heat equivalent to that generated through the burning of coal.  This could 
be a source of very cheap energy, and the ore body would need to produce only enough metal to pay the smelting 
costs.  This is not a new process.  In fact, the nickel smelter in Kalgoorlie already produces much of its power in 
this manner.  If we were sensible and embraced such an integrated scheme, the benefits would be many: we 
could prove that drainage can solve salinity, provide a permanent solution to the goldfields’ water problems, 
provide the mining industry with better water at an affordable price, develop resources to attract industries that 
require water, and establish water recreational facilities to enhance the quality of life in the regions and help to 
erode the current trend of a fly in, fly out work force.   

I now draw the House’s attention to several other budget issues.  Page 31 of the 2004-05 Budget Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook contains a table headed reconciling capital spending spree.  Oops, I got that wrong; it is 
“Reconciling Capital Spending Aggregates”.  The last line in the table tells us a lot.  It reads “global provisions 
for capital works”.  Expenditure in 2003-04 was $31 million, the projection for 2004-05 is $37 million, and other 
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payments continue in the out years.  The explanation provided under the table is that these are “provisions for 
projects yet to be committed”.  Do members really know what these provisions are for?  In my view, it is a 
provision for a plain, unadulterated slush fund.  It is a provision that the Government can dig into at any time in 
the run-up to the election to run out a few more furphies and attempt to win a few more votes.  If it is not a slush 
fund and is really a provision for projects yet to be committed, why does the Government not fund the projects 
yet to be committed in the normal way through the supplementary funding process?  It also raises the question of 
whether another part of the slush fund is tucked away somewhere in recurrent funding.   
I have also noted with rising concern statements about contingent liabilities as at 30 June 2003, as indicated on 
page 40 of the 2004-05 Budget Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  Although there is a marginal increase in the 
overall total to $1.135 billion from approximately $992 million as at 30 June 2002, this follows a 25 per cent 
reduction in the liability for the Bank of Western Australia Ltd from $649 million to $484 million.  However, my 
concern relates to the almost 100 per cent increase in the level of contingent liabilities for guarantees etc from 
$343 million to $651 million.  Given this trend, and the Government’s untempered desire to increase the State’s 
debt levels to a new high, I must question the fiscal aptitude of this Government.  I am sure the rating authorities, 
Standard and Poor’s and others, will look closely at this damaging aspect, which can signal only more 
punishment of the regional areas of Western Australia for merely being there and having the audacity to require 
certain services while attempting to produce the greatest part of the State’s revenue.   
HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.45 am]:  A few weeks ago, I attended a two-day workshop 
organised by the Minister for the Environment, the focus of which was to bring together experts in the field, 
department heads, scientists, consultants and well-known community interests to look at how to incorporate 
triple bottom line initiatives into the mainstream of resource allocation and policy.  The keynote speaker of the 
two-day workshop was Hunter Lovins from the United States, who was formerly from the Rocky Mountain 
Institute.  It was a very productive two days.  I raise this matter because it provided proof that it is possible to 
work through where we must be headed, not only in the far future, but also the immediate future.   
Interestingly, the main focus of my response to the budget this year is also water, but I take a different tack from 
the speech members just heard.   
I am indebted to the work of Matthew Chuck, a parliamentary intern attached to our office, who put together 
some notes on water and its implications relating to the budget and the way we currently manage water; this is 
perhaps problematic in terms of our operating in a way that truly recognises the social, environmental and 
economic costs of the decisions we make.  It is important that members remember that until 1995, before the 
Water Corporation and the Water and Rivers Commission were established, the Water Authority was 
empowered to carry out, as indicated in the Act, the following -  

. . . such functions related to water, water supply, irrigation, drainage, waste water disposal or sewerage, 
(including the duty and power to locate, conserve and manage the water resources of the State) as were, 
immediately prior to the appointed day, conferred or imposed on that statutory authority.   

This may appear to have been a conflict of interest.  However, it is also clear that it would not be smart for a 
water authority to take actions that damaged the quantity and quality of the water resource, as that water 
authority must pay to remedy the situation in the future.  The Water Corporation, like the Water Authority before 
it, has a specific revenue stream.  Even before it was corporatised, any water supplied by the authority was 
charged at different rates for different users.  Therefore, the Water Authority had a substantial revenue base from 
which to undertake water conservation, protection and management.  When the Water Authority split into the 
Water Corporation and the Water and Rivers Commission, unfortunately, the Water and Rivers Commission was 
not provided with anything like an adequate revenue source to undertake the important goals of water 
conservation and management.  Water conservation is not just about quantity.  If we undertake activities that 
threaten the water source - that is, if development takes place on top of water catchments or water lenses and 
those developments pollute or lead to a reduction in the quality of the water either through salinity, acidity, 
contamination or a combination of those - in the end we will all pay.  We will pay as taxpayers for the 
remediation of those problems, if remediation is possible.  We are expected to contribute to desalination 
programs or revegetation programs, or to desalination or water purification plants.  Some water sources may not 
be able to be brought back into the public arena.  There has always been a difficulty.  It was because of the in-
built conflict within the original structure of the Water Authority that it largely looked after the water resources 
from which it received revenue.  Unfortunately, when the Water and Rivers Commission split from the Water 
Authority, there was no specific direction to the Water and Rivers Commission - there was also no restriction - 
that its bailiwick included water outside the water that was currently used or was soon to be available for use as a 
public water supply.  That means that much of Western Australia’s water resources, whether ground or surface 
water resources, do not specifically fall within that direction.  It does not mean that the Water and Rivers 
Commission cannot try to protect those resources; however, if it is not specifically directed to do so, it will argue 
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that its resources are insufficient for it to do so.  A general statement in the Budget Statements outlines the goal 
of the Water and Rivers Commission as follows - 

The Water and Rivers Commission will manage the water resources of Western Australia for the benefit 
of present and future generations in partnership with the community. 

That is all very well, but how is that reflected in the outcomes and outputs?  Some outcomes and outputs state 
that it is a valued and protected environment and that the aim is to allocate water resources in a sustainable and 
equitable manner.  Despite the damning report last year from the Office of the Auditor General, it appears that 
we have not learnt very much.  I refer to volume 2 of the Budget Statements.  Despite statements that the 
resources provided to the Water and Rivers Commission have been increased, it is clear that the budget has been 
cut.  The 2003-04 budget for the Water and Rivers Commission was $49.434 million, in the next year it is 
$46.382 million, in the following year it is $44.480 million and in 2006-07 it will be $45.176 million.  That can 
be seen in the light of the fact that the 2001-02 budget was $47.705 million.  The 2006-07 projected expenditure 
is a cut from the 2002-03 budget amount.  There has been no increase in expenditure; it is actually a cut.  Despite 
increases in costs and potential inflation, a systematic cut has been made to the budget of the Water and Rivers 
Commission.  The Auditor General’s report was perhaps one of the most critical we have seen about the 
operation of a major area of government, yet the Government is ignoring it.  Not only is it ignoring it, but also it 
is going in the opposite direction.  The capital contribution in particular was just $1.4 million for 2003-04.  Quite 
frankly, if we want the Water and Rivers Commission to be able to protect water resources, we probably have to 
concentrate on making sure that it has the ability to obtain compensation for people to change their activities on 
land that is currently used in catchments or on water mounds.  We do not have a triple bottom line in our budget 
processes to indicate the real costs of our decisions. 

The Water Corporation has been pushing to thin catchments.  If catchments are thinned, there will potentially be 
a problem with weeds.  The thinning of trees is one method.  It depends also on whether it will include the 
thinning of the understorey.  In the presentations I have seen from the Water Corporation, it has continued to 
compare pictures of a Victorian forest from the turn of the century with a recent picture of a jarrah forest in 
Western Australia, and has said -  
Hon Barry House:  Just like you use images of the Boranup forest and call it pristine forest.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I have not used an image of that forest.  The Water Corporation, through various public 
consultation processes and even in its presentation to parliamentarians in the dining room a couple of years ago, 
has used a picture of a Victorian forest at the turn of the century and a recent picture of a jarrah forest and 
outlined that one can see the difference between the understorey then and the understorey now. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Can you guarantee that is correct?   
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The Leader of the Opposition should look at the caption on the photograph. 

Hon Norman Moore:  If you can prove that, I would be interested to know about it.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I invite the Leader of the Opposition to look at the caption on the photograph.  That is 
all it takes.  It did not require any detective work.  He should look at the caption on the photograph.  If members 
are interested in water, they should look at the caption. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You know that I am interested in water.   

Hon John Fischer:  What has this to do with thinning the undergrowth?   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The point is that the Water Corporation has an interest in increasing the flow of water.  
We understand that.  However, it does not have a statutory requirement to cover the cost of any problems that 
may arise.  If the level of salinity or contamination from various means increased in those catchments as a result, 
the taxpayer would end up footing the bill.  The Water Corporation can put pressure on the Government to 
increase the flow of water, whether from the Gnangara mound or other catchments that lead to dams.  It is quite 
confident about the Gnangara mound if the pines are taken off.  It is confident that it will not have to pay any 
costs of remediation.  There is no revegetation plan for the Gnangara mound.  Treasury is currently salivating at 
the prospect of being able to sell that land for various purposes, including residences.  We also know that there 
are several mining proposals for the Gnangara mound.  That area has never been given the status of a water 
reserve.  Therefore, it has no proper legislative protection.  The future cost to us of making the wrong decision 
for the most important immediate water resource in Perth is enormous.  At the moment we are being driven by 
the concept that we need extra access to water, and that the future will hopefully sort itself out.  That is short-
term decision making.   

Hon Barry House:  What is your solution for that land - to lock it up in a national park so that nobody can do 
anything with it?   
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  My solution or recommendation, as it is for many other people, is to have a 
management plan.  We should not be signing off a 20 or 30-year agreement with a company whose main role is 
to make laminated beams without having a management plan for what will be done to protect that water 
resource.  There is no revegetation plan.  That is extremely important.  We at least need to know what the 
options are for an important and absolutely vital water resource that not only supplies Perth but also helps to 
support Mundaring Weir and then goes into the golden pipeline.  We also know that there are competing uses for 
water.  In many areas an artificial distinction is made between surface and ground water, as in many ways they 
feed into each other.  Often the quality of ground water impacts on the river flow and the river flow impacts on 
the surface water that is available for all sorts of uses; yet, an artificial distinction is made between the 
management systems for these waters.  There has been much criticism of the current management structure for 
the Swan River.  However, that criticism can be made of almost every river that is important to Western 
Australia.  We must ensure that those management programs are integrated. 
Unfortunately, in the last couple of years Western Australia, in its policy discussions on water quantity and 
quality, has not engaged the major water users of the State.  Right from the beginning of the meetings leading up 
to the water symposium, the Government should have at the very least included people from those major water-
using groups.  The mining and irrigation industries should have been properly recognised.  It is bizarre that an 
entire water symposium process, which led to a report, did not incorporate those very bodies that are the major 
water users and represent the major growth in water users in this State.  The symposium, therefore, became a 
farce.  Its report focused largely on domestic water consumption.  There is no doubt that a better policy for 
domestic water consumption is a good idea; however, that misses the main point.  For instance, major water 
users have allocations for irrigation that are based on the total area under crop.  Producers tell me that those 
allocations are nowhere near world’s best practice.  Allocations are not metered.  However, the annual 
allowances provided for in a water licence do not require people to do better.  They are not required to use the 
best techniques for water conservation and efficiency and there are no in-built incentives for them to do so.  We 
know from the Auditor General’s report that the level of monitoring and assessment is woefully inadequate.  We 
know there is a backlog in the processing of licences.  We also know that the only money paid to the Water and 
Rivers Commission by major users of water for up to eight or 10 gigalitres is a licence fee of a couple of hundred 
dollars.  That does not cover the cost of monitoring their properties or the surrounding properties.  Some 
property owners in the Gillingarra region are concerned that activities up to 200 kilometres away are impacting 
on their water quality and quantity.  They need to know more about water flows in their area and the impact of 
those flows on their current levels of water logging.  They are aware that the activities in their area are not the 
only activities that impact on their water quality and they are doing a lot to try to mitigate that situation.  They 
are also aware that there must be a greater accountability in the data that is available.  There must be a greater 
information flow between the various departments that collect data on water.  I understand that there are some 
moves to improve the flow of information and data between the Department of Agriculture, the Department of 
Environmental Protection, the Water and Rivers Commission and others.  However, I still need to see proof that 
these improvements are working. 
Given that less money is being spent on the Water and Rivers Commission - as is clear from the Budget 
Statements - it is imperative, in my view, to have an improved revenue source.  At the very least that could be 
done by metering major water users.  It would not be an artificial cost, as the rest of the community is putting its 
hand in its pocket to provide an inadequate monitoring and assessment process.  It is absolutely vital that we do 
not make the wrong choice for replenishment of water and water quality.  It will not be a huge bottom line for a 
major water user to be charged 2c or 3c a kilolitre compared with the cost of water for many irrigators in the 
Murray-Darling basin who purchase water from other suppliers.   

Hon John Fischer:  You can’t compare that with what we should be trying to set up here.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Is the member suggesting that there is a lot of resentment - 

Hon John Fischer:  I am suggesting that the system in the Murray River basin is extremely bad. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes, and unfortunately the policy that was set up for Western Australia by the Council 
of Australian Governments took a system that does not work well in the Murray-Darling basin and transported it 
to Western Australia. 

Hon John Fischer:  I appreciate that. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  And we wonder why it does not work.  Instead of increasing water efficiency in 
Western Australia, the system led to an increase in water use.  It led to a rush of people applying for major water 
allocations, particularly in areas such as the Gingin ground water area, where it has been a bit of a free-for-all.  
The first 80 per cent or so of allocations were granted on a first come, first served basis, which meant that some 
individuals - often people who simply bought farmland who had not lived in the area all along - came in, applied 
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for a water allocation of up to 10 gigalitres at a time and were allocated up to 95 per cent of their subregion’s 
total water allocation. 

Members may know that water is allocated on the assumed quantity of water collection on a property; therefore, 
people can now put down a deep bore, get into the Yarragadee or Leederville aquifers and be allocated the entire 
subregion’s water supply.  That has meant that many traditional property owners surrounding that property can 
no longer get even a basic water allocation for the five hectares of vines they had planned to put in, or some 
other small water use other than for lawns, gardens and domestic use which does not need a licence.  It has been 
a shemozzle!  Unfortunately, instead of implementing a process of real social responsibility, economic fairness 
and ecological checks and balances, we have corporatised that process more.  Private water companies can now 
access that diminishing water resource and are supplying water to the regions.  Some of my constituents at 
Ocean Farms in the Lancelin area are upset because they do not get proper pensioner discounts and their water 
quality is substandard.  There appears to be no real level of accountability.  We are therefore handing over a 
public resource, charging nothing per unit for that resource and, when that resource has been fully allocated, 
allowing holders of the resource, who came in simply on a first come, first served basis, to on-sell that resource.  
There is something wrong with that process.  Western Australia, by being forced to implement the so-called 
COAG reforms - it is a misnomer because reform means change for the better - has increased that usage and in 
many senses not adopted world’s best practice on efficiency.  We are encouraging people to adopt a use it or lose 
it approach.  Although that may have some benefits, it also means that we are suggesting to people that they 
must use as much of their water allocation as they can.  Therefore, in the past few years, as a result of the COAG 
process, we have created a water shortage in areas that did not previously have a water shortage; yet, we are still 
threatened with fines by the National Competition Council for not implementing everything it said we should 
implement.  This is not a triple bottom line; it is some loony economic ideology being forced on us that will 
cripple and diminish our ability to plan for a sustainable future.   

I will talk briefly about another major issue concerning water in Western Australia.  We have now seen the 
release of the “Perth Metropolitan Desalination Proposal, Amendment of Implementation Conditions by 
Inquiry”, Bulletin 1137.  This document is obviously about the desalination plant.  I agree with Hon John Fischer 
to the extent that we should not consider desalination while there are other options.  One of the other options that 
we have not addressed is dealing with industry and major water users to encourage and implement world’s best 
practice.  Although we allocate water on an average assumption of water use per crop type and soil type, we 
have not even begun to implement world’s best practice in water conservation efficiency.  If we applied a 
relatively small per unit charge, a revenue source and an incentive would be built into those systems to increase 
efficiency.  At the same time, we could make available capacity, which would relieve some of the pressure to 
immediately launch into a desalination process.  If the Government is wedded to the concept of a desalination 
plant, any process to provide increased capacity is probably better than some other options.  However, it should 
be based on the triple bottom line, which means knowing that we are likely to have a major increase in the cost 
of fossil fuels and that there is a likelihood that the Kyoto Protocol will be signed, because Russia is in the 
process of organising that now.  The very least we should then do is ensure that by providing a water resource 
we are not adding enormously to our greenhouse gas emissions.  According to this assessment document, the 
original proposal was predicted to emit 180 000 tonnes per annum of CO2 equivalent.  We are now looking at 
231 000 tonnes per annum because it includes use of electricity from the existing grid.  This document talks 
about only the possibility of using gas; it is not committed to it.  If triple bottom line accounting were 
incorporated into the use of our water resource and other resources including energy, we would find that, given 
the absolute likelihood that the Kyoto Protocol will be signed, any electricity we produce will have to be 
produced to a certain standard.  That means that if we continue to be stupid enough to put in coal-fired 
production, we will have to put scrubbers on those coal-fired power stations, which would increase the cost of 
producing electricity.  That means that renewable energy and producing energy by energy conservation and 
efficiency will become more economical.  Energy conservation efficiency is and always has been the most 
economic means of producing new capacity.  However, if we were to produce point-source electricity, and 
include in that triple bottom line accounting, we would ensure that the most energy efficient way of producing 
electricity included the means by which we judge those forms of electricity that produce much more CO2 
equivalent and add to Australia’s problem in reducing its future greenhouse gas emissions.  We are not doing 
Western Australia any favours whatsoever in increasing even further our CO2 equivalent emissions, and then 
having to make substantial changes in the future when the Kyoto Protocol is signed.  Let us remember that, 
according to the growing consensus of scientists in the world, the Kyoto Protocol is the tip of the iceberg of what 
really needs to be achieved for us to rein back the already obvious signs of climate change on our planet.  We are 
on the same planet as other countries.  Western Australia is per capita the greatest emitter of CO2 equivalent on 
the planet.   

This Government makes nice warm furry statements about its environmental credentials.  It has conferences and 
it writes reports but its actions are often totally at odds with its statements of intent.  It talks about sustainability 
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but it does the opposite.  Within the water portfolio, we have the potential and the necessity to properly 
incorporate triple bottom line accounting processes to include the real cost of the decisions and to make sure that 
if we have a cost that is currently not being met in properly monitoring and protecting our water resources, we 
have to find a revenue source to provide it.  If that cost is being added to by the major water users, it makes no 
sense whatsoever that the rest of the community should subsidise those major water users without them making 
an effective and appropriate contribution to what everybody would probably agree needs to happen in this State; 
that is, actions so that we do not lose the quantity and quality of our water resources in the future.   

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
 


