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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Education 
and Training) - 

That pursuant to standing order 49(c), the Council take note of tabled paper 401 (2005-6 Budget 
Statements), laid upon the table of the house on 26 May 2005. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [8.32 pm]:  Before I was interrupted yesterday, I had been 
discussing the consideration of tabled papers motion, and I had shown a number of matters to be facts.  First, the 
government is currently awash with money, clearly due to the high-taxing culture of the government.  Secondly, 
in 2004-05 Western Australia was the second highest taxing state in Australia.  In 2003-04 it was the highest 
taxing state.  There is a significant impact on competitiveness as a result of high state taxes, and of course that 
can cause business, labour and capital to become uncompetitive.  It can also cause capital and labour to move to 
a more advantageous market.  I also mentioned that the surplus this year will be $521 million.  I referred to the 
$450 million transfer in this financial year to the Treasurer’s Advance authorisation account.  I talked about the 
rising net debt, despite the fact that revenues had increased significantly - almost $1 billion per annum for the 
past couple of years.  In fact, for the period ended 30 June 2004, net debt was $4.194 billion.  It is anticipated 
that, by 30 June 2006, net debt will be $6.521 billion, an increase of $2.327 billion in just two years.  I also 
mentioned that the budget shows an underestimation of the forecast for oil prices, which yesterday nearly hit 
$US60 a barrel.  Today on the New York Mercantile Exchange, oil traded as high as $US59.70 a barrel, before 
retreating to settle at $US58.90, which is a decline of A47c on yesterday’s closing price.  Interestingly, that 47c - 
being nearly half a dollar - cost the government about $7.75 million, because for every dollar that the price of oil 
increases by, the government benefits to the tune of $15.5 million.   

The major area that was I concentrating on when I was interrupted is the area of tax reform.  I acknowledge that 
the Treasurer, in his statement to the Assembly when the budget was brought down - the minister representing 
the Treasurer in this house raised it in her speech on the tabling of the papers - said that this year the Gallop 
government would initiate consultation with the Western Australian community to shape tax reform in this state 
over the next five years.  I applauded the government for taking that course of action.  I indicated that the 
opposition would strongly support any moves to review and reform state taxes in an effort to achieve what we 
would describe as genuine tax reform for individuals and business.  I remind the minister that I mentioned that 
the underestimation of revenue forecasts in the budget papers occurs on an annual basis in Western Australia.  
The underestimation is often so significant as to distort the financial position of the state.  I suggested that it was 
an imperative that the Treasurer obtain an independent assessment of the methodology that Treasury employs to 
come up with such inaccurate financial information on such a consistent basis.  Clearly, when the Treasury 
underestimates or forecasts in such a way as to be so far out at the end of a financial year, there is a significant 
credibility issue for a government that wants to portray itself as a competent manager of state finances.   

On the state finances that could be abolished, at page 103 of budget paper No 3 is a summary outline of the 
state’s general government operating revenue.  The general government operating revenue shows that the budget 
estimate for 2005-06 is $14.218 billion.  It summarises the areas from which that particular funding will come.  
For instance, for that period state taxation will raise $3.995 billion; goods and services tax revenue, $3.82 billion; 
other commonwealth grants to Western Australia, $1.997 billion; and royalties, $1.645 billion.  That is the sort 
of break-up we have.  At page 110 of budget paper No 3 there is an additional breakdown of taxation revenue; 
that is, the amount of $3.995 billion that I mentioned earlier.  We can see the specific elements that make up the 
taxation revenue from the state.  For instance, payroll tax will raise $1.242 billion; land tax, $320 million; stamp 
duties on financial and capital transactions, $1.142 billion; financial institutions transaction taxes, $8 million; 
and other taxes, $194 million.  That gives a total of $1.665 billion.  The breakdown then refers to taxes on the 
provision of goods and services; for instance, taxes on gambling will raise $129 million and taxes on insurance 
will raise $317 million, which gives a total of $446 million.  Under the item for taxes on the use of goods and 
performance activities, motor vehicle taxes will raise $642 million.  The total tax take on a state basis is 
$3.995 billion.  We believe that, notwithstanding the fact that payroll tax represents 31 per cent of the total 
taxation revenue proposed for 2005-06, there is a need to seriously consider the abolition of payroll tax in 
Western Australia.  There is no doubt that there has been an ongoing debate in the community to consider the 
abolition of this tax.  I said before in my discourse on the tabled papers that there is no doubt that both capital 
and labour are increasingly mobile and that if they face an uncompetitive environment, they will move to access 
a more advantageous environment.   

We need also to recognise the potential threat that payroll tax imposes on employment opportunities in Western 
Australia.  We need to take action to protect commerce and industry in our state from unnecessary threats of an 
uncompetitive environment.  In doing that, we also need to have regard to one other element of general business 
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expense, which is the cost of compliance and the potential additional compliance costs, given that the 
government already places considerable demands on small business by requiring small businesses to be de facto 
collectors of public money in the mining industry and rural-based industries in particular.  The government 
obviously sees those industries as a convenient, cheap delivery mechanism for what in some circumstances 
would constitute social programs.  We have seen that in particular in the mining industry. 

Members will no doubt be aware that payroll tax has been around in Australia for a long time.  It was first 
introduced in the early 1940s.  At that stage it was a commonwealth tax.  The commonwealth transferred it to the 
states in 1971.  Over a very long period it has been criticised by business owners in particular, who say that 
payroll tax is a discriminatory tax that applies only to employers; that payroll tax is an unreasonable impost on 
business - that is, it is a tax on jobs; and that payroll tax reduces the incentive for small businesses to grow.  It is 
often claimed that payroll tax discriminates against labour-intensive industries and by its nature encourages a 
substitution of capital for labour.  Further, the compliance cost of state taxes - payroll tax is certainly one that is 
always mentioned - disproportionately affects smaller organisations, notwithstanding that in the case of payroll 
tax there is a tax-free threshold. 

Other criticisms that are often heard of payroll tax are that it is a tax on exports, that it is inequitable in that it 
imposes excessive compliance costs and that that in itself increases the cost burden on businesses.  One has only 
to go to the various chambers of commerce around Western Australia and listen to business owners when they 
talk about the impost of payroll tax.  They say that if payroll tax were to be abolished, their businesses could 
afford an increase in the level of employment and, as a result, general employment would rise across industry.   

I make those points in respect of payroll tax, but there are some other taxes that are subject to review.  I refer to 
budget paper No 3 and pages 140 through to 142, where there is set out, particularly on page 141, a statement on 
state taxes that refers to the original intergovernmental agreement that was signed in 1999, in which it was 
agreed that certain taxes would be abolished.  The bed taxes were to be abolished from 1 July 2000, although 
they applied only in New South Wales and the Northern Territory.  The financial institutions duty and stamp 
duties on quoted marketable securities were to be abolished from 1 July 2001.  The debits tax was to be 
abolished by 1 July 2005.  There was also an agreement that Premiers and various ministers would meet as a 
ministerial council from time to time.  At a meeting in March this year, the commonwealth Treasurer put 
forward a proposition to state Treasurers that there should be greater abolition of state taxes.  He proposed that 
all taxes subject to review, except non-residential conveyance duty, be abolished from 1 July 2006, and that 
stamp duty on the non-real component of non-residential conveyances be abolished from 1 July 2007.  He said 
that stamp duty on real non-residential conveyances should be retained and reviewed at a later date, when all the 
states could abolish this duty without being in a net loss position under the goods and services tax funding 
position.  There is no doubt that the commonwealth believes that there is room for tax reform within the states.  
Equally, I say to the federal Treasurer that the states believe that there is significant room for tax reform on the 
commonwealth side as well.  There is no question that Australian citizens are a highly taxed group.   

Yesterday I mentioned a publication called “The State of Taxes in Western Australia”, which was put out by the 
Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia and Ernst and Young, the big accounting firm.  This publication 
contains a series of recommendations with which the opposition generally agrees.  For instance, recommendation 
1 proposes that -  

An independent review be undertaken that provides a strategic plan for the future of State taxes 
with a comprehensive analysis of the impact of changes to State taxes on taxpayers, the influence 
State taxes policy bears upon the decision making of industry and consumers and the associated 
impact on the State’s growth and prosperity.  An independent board comprising of economists, 
experts from industry, the community and the professions should undertake the review. 

On the goods and services tax, the recommendation from this group was that -  

The independent review address how the additional GST revenue forecasted to be received by 
WA is to be applied, including its role in facilitating a narrowing of the State taxation base. 

Members would be aware that yesterday I outlined the very significant increases in GST that will flow to 
Western Australia.  Recommendation 3 suggests that - 

The WA Government release for public consultation and comment, its findings on the impact of 
abolishing stamp duties on non-residential conveyances, mortgages and credit 
arrangements/rental business and its likely stance on the abolition of these stamp duties at the 
2005 Ministerial Council Review. 

This publication was put out before the 2005 review.  Recommendations 4 proposes that - 
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An independent assessment be undertaken of the methodology used by the Treasurer to prepare 
the forecasts of State taxation revenue.  Further, the findings should be made public and an 
assurance be provided annually, prior to the Treasurer presenting the State Budget to 
Parliament. 

That is something we would strongly endorse, having seen a number of budgets over a number of years and the 
underestimation of revenue that often occurs in them.  I have spoken about that already.  Recommendation 5 
suggests that - 

A State taxation information “portal” be established on the Treasurer’s website dedicated to 
State taxes.  The information in the portal should be readily accessible, relevant and 
understandable by a broad range of users and needs. 

We agree with that proposition.  Recommendation 6 proposes that - 

The DTF develop benchmarks from a taxpayers’ perspective that enable industry and consumers 
to understand better the effects of State taxation policies, such as the DTF’s policy of raising 
revenue from State taxes with a broad and growing tax base. 

Recommendation 7 is on compliance, and states - 

The DTF establish Performance Indicators from a taxpayers’ perspective to measure the 
administrative burden to industry of compliance with State taxes. 

The final recommendation is about accessibility, and states - 

All State taxation related reports, financial information and other data be made available, on-line 
and at the portal, for at least ten years from the date of its public release.  

It seems to me that this publication, entitled “The State of Taxes in Western Australia” has a lot to commend it, 
because it is the accounting profession, which deals in taxation issues every day, saying that it also supports 
reform of state taxes across the board.   

I am not able to get onto the capital aspects of the budget at this stage, because I am aware that other members 
wish to speak, but I hope to get another opportunity when the bills are formally introduced into the house.  In 
summary, the government is swimming in money due to its high-taxing policies, and the record revenue from the 
goods and services tax and state royalties resulting from the current mineral boom.  Notwithstanding the fact that 
the government is swimming in money, as is evidenced by the budget papers, net public sector debt is blowing 
out.  The government is talking about tax reform but, regrettably, on its past performance, this may be no more 
than window-dressing.  We hope that we can alter that, of course.  Both individual taxpayers and businesses 
clearly support the need for tax reform, in the form of tax relief, not just a rearrangement of the deckchairs on the 
ship of state.  If the government is genuine in wanting to achieve tax reform, and is prepared to make the hard 
decisions and cut taxes that inhibit investment and jobs growth, there will be a net benefit to the continued 
development of the state.  On the other hand, if the government is doing no more than window-dressing, and 
making excuses for its high-taxing policies, the so-called review that the minister mentioned in her speech to the 
house will be nothing more than a wasted opportunity.  In conclusion, the opposition stands for genuine reform 
of the state’s taxing system, and is happy to work closely with the government to achieve genuine state tax 
reform in Western Australia.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [8.52 pm]:  I will focus tonight on two issues of great importance 
to the South West Region.  This is a south west focus; I will not be focusing on my portfolio area of community 
development, as I am hoping to move for a specific inquiry into the Department for Community Development 
later on, and I will be talking at length on that matter.  The first issue I will raise is the government’s proposal to 
take 45 gigalitres from the Yarragadee aquifer and the second is the appalling state of the South Western 
Highway.  

On 9 June, I attended a meeting held in the Busselton shire chambers about the Water Corporation’s proposal to 
pipe water from the Yarragadee aquifer 110 kilometres into Perth.  The government has allocated $1.8 million in 
this budget for continuing investigation of the aquifer, and nine reports have been completed so far.  The meeting 
was attended by many concerned and interested people from the Water Corporation, industry groups, farmer 
representatives, and local government in the region.  The meeting was chaired by Barbara Dunnet, the Nannup 
shire president, who does an excellent job.  Some concerns have been relayed to me that the people attending 
these meetings are more government people than the people affected by these decisions.  I do not really mind 
that so much because if the government people have invested in the area, they live there.  As long as there is 
genuine interest, I do not think anybody minds.  The worry that people in the south west have, and I believe it is 
a genuine worry, is that regional needs must come first, and that future regional needs must be taken into account 
before this water leaves the area.  That seems to underpin everything I am hearing.  They want clear scientific 
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evidence that, if the water is taken, it will not have a serious environmental effect on the Blackwood or any other 
streams in the area.  They do not want to find that, if an industry comes into the area in the future to provide new 
opportunities, it is compromised because the water may not be there.   

So that members understand the importance of the Yarragadee aquifer, I will point out some facts on this aquifer.  
It is an aquifer system within the Perth basin, encompassing two separate aquifers, one south and one north of 
Perth.  It is one of our major ground water sources.  The south west Yarragadee is defined as the area from 
Australind to the south coast, bounded on the west by the Busselton fault and on the east by the Darling fault.  
The aquifer underlies a land area of at least 4 000 square kilometres and contains an estimated volume of 
400 cubic kilometres of fresh water, which is about 400 000 gigalitres or 400 million million litres.  Therefore, 
there is a vast amount of water in the aquifer.  It lies 90 to 200 metres below the land surface, under the 
Blackwood plateau and is estimated to be 2 000 metres deep.  It outcrops at the land surface in a small area south 
and west of Nannup, around the Blackwood River, and it is close to the surface in the Capel, Stratham and 
Gelorup area.  Water is extracted from the Yarragadee for the Bunbury and Busselton water supplies.  It is used 
by the mining industry and more recently for agricultural use.   

To have a mental image of a gigalitre, members should picture Subiaco Oval filled with water.  Mathematically, 
one gigalitre is 100 million litres of water.   

I have become very concerned about government legislation that includes environmental controls on private 
property and this covers water rights - that is no secret to anyone - wetlands, water rights and a raft of issues 
concerning land usage.  When I was the opposition person responsible for the Environmental Protection 
Authority legislation when it went through this house, I became alarmed at the changes to the Rights in Water 
and Irrigation Act 1914.  I became alarmed because I knew that this legislation would have an ongoing effect in 
the future for farmers, if it has not already crept in.   

The definition of a wetland is appalling.  I said two years ago that it was a grey area.  I managed to get one small 
word removed from the legislation and that was the word “impoundment”.   

I was proved right with the Swan coastal plain wetlands policy, which must be a huge embarrassment to the 
Minister for the Environment.  It is an embarrassment because of the lack of consultation, and that properties in 
the middle of the town had been classified as a wetland and it went on and on.  The public outcry that I was 
pleased to be a part of forced this minister into reviewing this policy.   

During the Legislative Assembly budget estimates hearings, I was at Parliament House and happened to be 
watching the television when a member asked the minister a question about “wetland”.  She mentioned the 
Holthouse review which, she said, would be released soon.  I believe she mentioned that there was concern about 
the definition of “wetland”.  I had a look at what she said.  She said she has extended the date of the Holthouse 
review to the end of June.  She said Simon Holthouse had a good planning background and chaired that 
committee.  She also said she has met with the committee and is meeting with it again.  Also, she said she has 
had a lot of communication with the committee and asked it to explore the whole issue, including environmental 
values, the definition of “wetland”, the economic impacts and to further explore some of the statements made, 
allegedly by banks.  A lot of the problems could have been solved when the EPA bill was before the Parliament.  
Hon Murray Criddle and I told the government that the definition of “wetland” would cause problems.  I will 
include in my speech the definitions of “wetland” and “watercourses” as well as some sections of the act because 
I hope Hon Kim Chance will read it.  Usually when I make a speech, he interjects on me, but he is not in the 
house.  The definition of a “wetland” is as follows -  

“wetland” means an area of seasonally, intermittently or permanently waterlogged or inundated land, 
whether natural or otherwise, and includes a lake, swamp, marsh, spring, dampland, tidal flat or estuary. 

A watercourse was not included in the old legislation but it is included in the amended legislation.  The Rights in 
Water and Irrigation Act 1914 defines a watercourse as - 

(a) any river, creek, stream or brook in which water flows; 

(b) any collection of water (including a reservoir) into, through or out of which any thing coming 
within paragraph (a) flows; 

In other words, the legislation defines as a watercourse all types of water, whether it is underground or 
aboveground.  A watercourse is also - 

(c) any place where water flows that is prescribed by local by-laws to be a watercourse, and 
includes the bed and banks of any thing referred to in paragraph (a), (b) or (c). 

On its own that does not mean much.  However, combined with the Environmental Protection Act it starts to add 
up.  I had another look at the Environmental Protection Act.  As I said, this is nothing new.  This is why people 
who work the land for their living are frightened whenever the government mentions taking water.  I will refer to 
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the definition of “clearing” because its definition fits in with the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act and the 
Environmental Protection Act.  In a nutshell, the definition of “clearing” in the EP act is - 

(d) the doing of any other substantial damage to, some or all of the native vegetation in an area, 
and includes the draining or flooding of land, the burning of vegetation, the grazing of stock, 
or any other act or activity, that causes -  

 . . .  

(g) any other substantial damage . . .  

I will concentrate on the grazing of stock.  Once again, that is nothing new.  I have said it before, but now more 
than ever someone on the government side should listen to the concerns that are being raised about the grazing of 
stock, wetlands and water rights.  The government needs to take grazing and stock out of the definition of 
“clearing”.  It is very dangerous for farmers for that provision to be included in the legislation.  Why is the 
grazing of stock included in the definition of “clearing”?  I consider government advisers, particularly in the 
environment sector, to be mostly unrealistic.  They are making unrealistic laws.  They want to keep everything 
pristine.  Barbara Dunnet has mentioned this matter also.  If the land is worked, it cannot be kept pristine.  There 
must be trade-offs.  At the moment there are no equitable trade-offs.  Cows and stock need to graze on open 
pasture.  God forbid they graze on the wetland in summer.  Now a farmer’s entire property will become a 
wetland by definition.  What part of grazing does substantial damage?  What is substantial damage and who 
decides what it is?  Recently I read an article in the Albany Advertiser by a person who had worked alongside the 
Water and Rivers Commission.  She said that if cattle walk into drains or in water, they increase erosion, add 
nutrients into the environment through their manure and trample vegetation.  New language is telling us that 
cows cannot drink from a river because they are trampling the vegetation.  The definition of “wetland” picks up 
all that.  I have a very grave fear.  This matter is becoming very serious.  Under the heading “Principles for 
Clearing”, schedule 5 of the Environmental Protection Act states that native vegetation should not be cleared if 
the clearing of the vegetation is likely to cause deterioration in the quality of surface or underground water.  
Paragraph (f) of schedule 5 states that native vegetation should not be cleared if - 

it is growing in, or in association with, an environment associated with a watercourse or wetland;  

When all that is put together, it is very serious for the farmers.  My fear is that, as ground and surface water 
becomes more precious, farmers will not be allowed to graze their animals where they want to.  Will somebody 
come over the top and say that they cannot graze at a certain location?  That might sound silly, but that is what is 
currently happening.  Do feed lots pollute surface and underground water?  Do fertilisers that are used to grow 
crops pollute surface and underground water?  Does intensive dairying, such as that which is occurring on the 
Scott River plains, affect surface and underground water?  The Yarragadee aquifer is right underneath the Scott 
River plains.  There are many more I could talk about but it is the grazing of stock that concerns me the most.  
The government and the greenies are not stupid.  Given that a wetland can mean a puddle and that a watercourse 
is any river, creek, stream or brook in which water flows as well as the bed and banks, it has to be a case of 
farmer beware!  The act is there and the power to stop grazing is there.  What about a river, stream or creek that 
the cows go into during summer to have a drink?  Are they doing substantial damage and will that be stopped?  
If it is voluntary and a farmer wants to fence off his drains to stop stock going here, there and everywhere, that is 
fine.  Most farmers look at the sustainability of their pasture. 

This government wonders why people on the land are nervous about 45 gigalitres of water leaving their region.  
The Minister for the Environment needs to revisit the clearing definitions just as she is revisiting the definition of 
a wetland through Simon Holthouse’s review.  She needs to remove grazing from the clearing regulations. 

I went to a meeting at Gingin last year at which a farmer asked why he had a letter in his hand that told him he 
had to fence off an area 200 metres from his streams.  He asked what was the point of putting his stock there as 
he did not have the room.  We all saw the letter.  I asked the Water and Rivers Commission why it asked the 
farmer to do that.  It could not give me an answer and it said that it was perhaps something to do with local by-
laws.  The answer I received was not a good one.  My question is where the 200-metre clearing ban comes from.  
I have seen clearing bans of 50 metres on some wetlands but I have never seen 200 metres.  The farmers are 
decent people.  If a government official comes along with the letter to state that a farmer must fence 200 metres 
back from a river, he will take it as read.  However, some of them will not.  The next thing a person finds is that 
200 metres is not in any policy; it cannot be found but somehow it is out there; it is what government people are 
doing.  My fear is that sometime in the future - one that appears to be not too far away - it will be determined 
that streams and wetlands will be kept pristine and stock will not be allowed near them.  The farmers will be 
made to use the dams they have on their properties.  That will force farmers to use different sources to water 
their stock.  Farming has to be economically viable.  The Minister for Agriculture and Forestry needs to take 
another look at this legislation.  It comes from the environment portfolio but it mostly affects agriculture.  That is 
nothing new; I have told the minister that many times.  There are a lot of loony-left people who do not 
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understand reality.  This government has allowed the legislation to come through.  It needs to be revisited.  I 
cannot say that enough.  I have been right about everything I have said about wetlands, wood and the 
Environmental Protection Act.  I hope that the minister or his advisers are listening. 

I asked a question of Hon Kim Chance today about the downturn in the dairy industry.  He and I have become 
increasingly alarmed about what is happening.  I will give him credit for that; he has been listening to the dairy 
industry.  However, sometimes listening is not enough.  We need some action and I was pleased with his answer 
today.   

I visited China at the end of April.  While I was there, I had a briefing from Michael Boddington, who is the 
general manager of the Asia-Pacific region for Alltech.  There are 11 500 Western Australian cows in China.  
Altogether, I believe there are 64 500 cows from Australia in China.  From the briefing he gave me I do not 
believe our cows are being looked after as well as they are looked after here.  Food additives are put in the cow 
feed.  Mr Boddington educates the Chinese farmers in feeding the cows correctly.  I felt very sorry for the cows.  
I just thought I would throw that comment in!   

I believe Western Australia is behind the game by not coming on board with the intergovernmental agreement 
for the National Water Initiative.  The Australian Capital Territory, New South Wales, the Northern Territory, 
Queensland, South Australia and Victoria have all signed the agreement.  Our Premier seems to be burying his 
head in the sand and this government is being irresponsible by not signing the agreement.  Water security will be 
the number one issue for regions, especially on productive land.  The commonwealth agreement states that full 
implementation of this agreement will result in a nationally compatible market, a regulatory and planning-based 
system of managing surface and ground water resources for rural and urban use that optimises economic, social 
and environmental outcomes by achieving the following: first, clear and nationally compatible characteristics for 
secure water access entitlements; secondly, transparent statutory-based water planning; thirdly, statutory 
provision of environmental and other public benefit outcomes and improved environmental management 
practices; fourthly, the completion of the return of all currently overallocated or overused systems to 
environmentally sustainable levels of extraction - that applies to the Murray Darling system and certainly not 
Western Australia; fifthly, progressive removal of barriers to trade in water and meeting of other requirements to 
facilitate the broadening and deepening of the water market, with an open trading market to be put in place; 
sixthly, clarity of the assignment of risk arising from future changes in the availability of water for the 
consumptive pool; seventhly, water accounting that is able to meet the information needs of different water 
systems in planning, monitoring, trading, environmental management and on-farm management; eighthly, policy 
setting that facilitates water use efficiency and innovation in urban and rural areas; ninthly, the addressing of 
future adjustment issues that may impact on water users and communities; and, tenthly, recognition of the 
connectivity between surface and ground water resources and connected systems managed as a single resource. 

The natural resource management ministerial council would oversee the implementation of the water initiative, 
in line with implementation plans to be developed by each state.  Each state develops its own plan.  Why would 
our state not want to be part of that?  There is extra money in it - some $400 million.  Why would our state not 
want more confidence for those investing in the water industry due to more secure water access entitlements; 
better and more compatible registry arrangements; better monitoring, reporting and accounting of water use; and 
improved public access to information?  Why would this government not want more sophisticated, transparent 
and comprehensive water planning that deals with key issues, such as the major interception of water, the 
interaction between surface and ground water systems and the provision of water to meet specific environmental 
outcomes?  Why would this government not want better and more efficient management of water in urban 
environments; for example, through the increased use of recycled water and stormwater?  Each state develops its 
own plan.  How hard is that to do?  Look at the benefits of signing as opposed to not signing.  It appears to me 
that the benefits of signing the initiative far outweigh those of not signing it. 
I have a report prepared for the Water and Rivers Commission called “South West Yarragadee-Blackwood 
Groundwater Area: Economic Value Study”.  It was written by Economics Consulting Services, in particular 
Murray Meaton and Dr David Bennett.  I have touched a little on the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, 
but in a legal sense this act vests control of water in watercourses and underground water in the state of Western 
Australia, thus abolishing common law riparian rights in proclaimed brown water and surface water areas.  The 
Whicher water group is looking at proclaiming areas that have not been proclaimed before.  The Pastoralists and 
Graziers Association is fairly concerned about this.  It believes that there should be no further proclamation of 
catchments until a fair, equitable and transparent licensing process is put in place.  Resource security can be 
delivered through perpetual and tradable water licences, as I have already said.  In the four catchments that are 
already proclaimed under other acts, the act of proclamation has not achieved resource security for either 
individual water users, regional development or the environment.  
Guidelines for the allocation of water under the act require the commission to take into account whether the 
allocation is in the public interest; is ecologically sustainable; is environmentally acceptable; may prejudice other 
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current or future users; may have a detrimental effect on another person; may be provided by another source; is 
consistent with local practices, by-laws and any approved plan under the act or previous commission decisions; 
is consistent with land use planning instruments; is consistent with the requirements and policies of other 
government agencies; or is consistent with any intergovernmental agreement.  There are no specific references in 
the legislation to regional issues, other than the need to consider water use impact on other people.  
In the State Water Strategy released in 2003, the issue of transferring water between regions was discussed.  A 
summary of this is as follows.  Western Australia has low, intermittent and unreliable rainfall, making it 
critically important that the state’s water resources can be transferred beyond regional boundaries.  The transfer 
of water from one area to another has long been a part of the history of water supply in this vast state.  The best 
known example is, of course, the pipeline to Kalgoorlie and the goldfields.  Other examples include the scheme 
operating in the Pilbara in the north west, the great southern supply scheme from the Harris Dam outside Collie, 
and the new pipeline to Perth from the Harvey River.  Before regional transfers take place, all reasonable 
regional needs, including social, recreational and projected future development, must be satisfied.  This is all that 
the residents of the south west want.  They are not saying it is their water and the people of Perth cannot have it.  
That is a ridiculous concept, because the water belongs to all Western Australians.  I am sure everyone in the 
south west understands that.  However, the people of the south west want to be satisfied, before that water is 
piped to Perth, that the needs of their region will come first.  I think that is fair enough. 
The Water and Rivers Commission issues licences for ground water extraction in proclaimed areas.  There are 
three ground water management areas covering the Yarragadee.  These are Blackwood, Bunbury and Busselton-
Capel.  These include 28 ground water sub-areas.  The Blackwood River sub-area covers over half the total 
Yarragadee formation.  There are 15 sub-areas covering the northern half to Bunbury.  Seven sub-areas lie to the 
west of the Yarragadee formation, including Augusta, Cowaramup, Naturaliste, Quindalup, Jindong, Vasse and 
Broadwater.  In total there were 3 300 defined individual water uses in the licences issued on 13 May 2003, 
when this report was tabled.  The total water allocated under licence at that date was 116.2 gigalitres per annum.  
Overall, just 60 per cent of the water entitlements allocated are being used.  Agriculture makes up 44 per cent of 
the total water use, and town water supplies and other urban uses account for 33 per cent of the estimated use.  
The Water Corporation supplies ground water to 10 towns in the area.  Members may find it interesting to know 
just how little water these towns use.  Augusta uses 0.3 gigalitres; Boyanup, 0.1 gigalitres; Capel, 0.2 gigalitres; 
Cowaramup, 0.1 gigalitres; Dalyellup, 0.3 gigalitres; Dardanup, 0.5 gigalitres; Donnybrook, 0.3 gigalitres; 
Dunsborough-Dwellingup, 0.8 gigalitres; Australind-Eaton, 2.5 gigalitres; and Margaret River, 0.8 gigalitres.  
The estimated total use for those towns is 5.5 gigalitres.  The Water Corporation’s estimated 30-year demand 
forecast takes this up to 19 gigalitres.  Bunbury and Busselton draw water from the Yarragadee for town water 
supplies.  Bunbury’s current use is 6.4 gigalitres, and Busselton’s current use is 3.6 gigalitres.  The total 
allocation for Bunbury is 14.8 gigalitres, and for Busselton it is 21.6 gigalitres.  The total allocation for the Water 
Corporation is 12.1 gigalitres.  Large-scale dairy enterprises on the Scott River plains have licences for 
20 gigalitres, and a further 7.5 gigalitres for new applications.  Of that total, 9.7 gigalitres are sourced from the 
Blackwood River sub-area, 5.1 gigalitres from Capel-Ludlow, and 4.5 gigalitres from Elgin-Capel River.  The 
estimated use for pasture and mild production purposes is 16.6 gigalitres, or 23 per cent of total water use in that 
region. 
In addition, 335 licences are attributable to horticulture operations.  The total volume of water licensed is 
17.6 gigalitres, including for table grapes, for which an estimated 11.6 gigalitres are being used.  There are 62 
licences for orchards, and 138 ground water licences for viticulture operations, with the largest in Cowaramup at 
23 gigalitres, Ludlow at 17 gigalitres and Quindalup-Vasse at 15 gigalitres.  The total viticulture allocation from 
ground water is 5.1 gigalitres, of which an estimated 3.9 gigalitres are being used.  The three ground water 
management areas have allocations covering 3 300 defined uses, totalling 116.2 gigalitres.  Estimated actual 
water use is 71.9 gigalitres, or 62 per cent of licensed allocations.  As I said, agriculture makes up an estimated 
44 per cent of total usage.   

Predicted demand for water, assuming a continuation of growth at the same rate and availability of water to meet 
the needs for total water use in agriculture, is about 105 gigalitres in 2030, which is a 50 gigalitre, or 90 per cent, 
increase in usage.  Total urban water use is expected to rise by nearly 100 per cent from the current 26 gigalitres 
to 50 gigalitres in 2021.  The urban water demand in 2030 will be about 72 gigalitres, representing an increase of 
46 gigalitres.  Therefore, the forecast increase in total water use ranges from 107.5 gigalitres to 122.5 gigalitres 
in 2030.  As I said, water security will be one of our big issues, if not the biggest. 

This government tells the public that it is very concerned about environmental issues; yet it is tossing around the 
idea of selling the Fremantle tip to Pindan to remediate the 19-hectare site.  Everyone knows that site has toxic 
chemicals in it, and the government wants to transport that to Dardanup and put it above the Yarragadee, our 
biggest ground water source.  I have been quoted in the press as saying that the business plan that Pindan has to 
remediate the site may well be okay, but that I have alerted the south west people to the fact that that could 
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happen.  Given all the information I have provided, together with the government’s Contaminated Sites Act - 
which, I might add, was initiated by a Liberal government - I would have thought that that would not have even 
been proposed.  I guess it is a little ironic that I am talking about water and water shortages in the future when 
Wellstead, near Albany, had 27 inches of rain in the nine-week period to 11 June.  It is about a metre under water 
in certain places.  I believe Hon Matthew Benson-Lidholm knows that.  He has been there to look at it.   

I will move from the Yarragadee to the South Western Highway.  I know that all those figures might have 
sounded a little boring to the people who are sitting in this chamber.  Hon Bruce Donaldson has just said that I 
am right about that!  However, the people of the south west will look at those figures and make up their minds 
about whether it will not be a problem to take 45 gigalitres to Perth or whether there is something in them and 
that perhaps there should be more investigations.  That is why I put all those references in my speech.   

I turn now to the South Western Highway.  I am a frequent traveller on the South Western Highway, which I 
have travelled at most periods of the day and night for many years.  I have been on it almost constantly for the 
past four years driving from Bridgetown to Boyanup, and then onto Dardanup through to Watheroo and back on 
the highway to Perth.  I think I could drive it with my eyes shut.  However, I could not do that as it is now a very 
dangerous road.  Traffic, heavy haulage in particular, has increased to reach dangerous levels, and the stretch 
from Manjimup to Bunbury is the worst section.  Urgent action is needed on this stretch of road, and the 
government has recognised the problem by providing a short-term solution with the injection of $10 million to 
build a bypass at Bridgetown, my home town.  That is very welcome, but it will not solve our problems in a 
regional context.  I will talk later about how much traffic is passing through small towns in the area. 

I was on the Bridgetown-Greenbushes Shire Council from 1991 to 1997, and I called for a referendum to be held 
on whether the bypass should follow the proposed route we had worked on, which was at the west side of town 
following the creek line.  Some of the land resumption had taken place, but the town was bitterly divided about 
the proposition.  The only way to get over that bitterness was to hold a referendum to resolve it one way or the 
other.  I was put off council for my troubles, but that is another story!  The referendum had overwhelming 
support in voter turnout, but the result was fairly evenly split.  In fact, the yes case won by only five votes.   
Hon Murray Criddle has disappeared; I was going to have a joke with him. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  He is away on urgent parliamentary business.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson.  Hon Murray Criddle was the transport minister 
at the time.  He came down to Bridgetown and saw that only five votes separated the yes and no case.  That 
would have been enough indication for me and the council, but the minister said no to that proposal.  That is in 
the past.  What would have been a long-term solution did not happen.  The west side bypass would have been a 
better and longer-lasting solution than the current alignment, which follows the railway line - it even takes out a 
section of that railway line, making the line between Bridgetown and Manjimup redundant, which is also not in 
the best interests of the region.  I accept that it is crunch time, and that we must go ahead with the plan as we 
have no choice.  The Department for Planning and Infrastructure will have to undertake a great deal of 
consultation with the shire about the entry to and exit from the town.  Bob Ashley, a long-term resident of 
Bridgetown, suggested that the road should be gradually sunk at the old goods shed and put under the Phillips 
Street bridge, and then it should follow the alignment of the South Western Highway.  That is not a bad idea that 
would provide a long lead into and out of town.  If the money for the transfer station at Greenbushes is going 
begging, I will be the first to put up my hand for the extra $10.93 million so that further thought can be given to 
the Bridgetown bypass.  At present, the bypass route is still in the town.  More thought is needed. 
Why does the government not have a long-term transport strategy in place for the whole state?  I remember the 
Bunbury 2020 transport strategy from when I was on the South West Development Commission many years ago.  
I guess it is sitting on a shelf somewhere collecting dust.  Admittedly, the area has increasing plantation traffic, 
but surely something could have been done before now.  I accept that responsibility for that inaction belongs 
with governments of both persuasions.  The next crunch decision to be made with trucks getting into port will be 
at Albany.  If I have time in my comments on the south west, I will refer to the southern transport route and the 
proposed Mt Barker bypass.   

A tragic death occurred on the South Western Highway in a truck pile-up outside Kirup.  This has been the 
catalyst for action.  It highlighted the fact that too many trucks are on the road.  A great deal of media attention 
has focused on that.  Mr Gunson, who would have turned 55 a few days after his horrific accident, predicted that 
a death would occur.  Sadly for his family and children, I do not imagine that he dreamed that that death would 
be his own.   

The government should never have allowed the railway line from Manjimup to Bunbury to deteriorate to such an 
extent.  I accept that both the current and previous governments are to blame.  I started hearing rumours that the 
railway line to Bunbury would close about two years ago.  I asked questions about that in Parliament, as did Hon 
Paul Omodei.  The government knew that an extra 72 trucks a day would pass backwards and forwards through 
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our towns.  What forward planning did the government do?  It undertook to provide four overtaking lanes 
between Bunbury and Boyanup - this is this government’s fault - and the reconstruction of Trotts hill, which 
included climbing and descending lanes.  What about the other sections of the highway?  The traffic count on 
that highway is no secret.  There are between 2 500 and 6 000 movements a day through Bridgetown, and so it 
goes on down the line, especially with heavy haulage trucks.  Trucks have a right to use our roads.  They do not 
like coming through the small towns along the highway because they are terrified that they will hit a small child 
or an elderly person or collide with a school bus, which is every truckie’s nightmare.  That could happen.   

The rail head for Greenbushes, which is budgeted at $10.93 million, is dependent on WAPRES getting the 
woodchip mill at the Bunbury port approved.  This would allow the logs to go by railway from Greenbushes 
while trucks continue to come through from Manjimup to Bridgetown and into Greenbushes to the rail head.  
This has never made any sense to me.  Why would the government not put the $30 million towards upgrading 
the rail line from Manjimup to Bunbury and building a bypass for Bridgetown that does not remove the railway 
line?  The government seems flush with money at the moment.  Once that rail link is gone, it is gone.  I do not 
believe that it will ever be put back.  Surely the government could have done something to make freight more 
cost effective and put strategies in place to encourage other industries to use it.  Why is it cost effective from 
Greenbushes to Bunbury and not Manjimup to Bunbury?   

The City of Bunbury rejected the planned woodchip mill at the Bunbury port on 16 June.  WAPRES said that it 
would remove the trucks from the road and move its produce onto rail rather than go along the South Western 
Highway.  I am not going to get into local politics, but it seems to me that an overall strategy and lateral thinking 
on the government’s part are needed.  Perhaps the mill must be better sited.  What is the government doing about 
that?  The council said that the structure plan WAPRES submitted was not capable of being amended in a 
manner that met the city’s expectations for a port structure plan, because it did not adequately address noise and 
air quality buffering for residential areas east of Bunbury.  Is there no solution to all of this?  Given that Bunbury 
has a mayor who was a former Labor minister, and given that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
contacted him, I thought that a solution would have been reached.  The press has made a huge issue about the 
fact that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure contacted the Bunbury mayor.  The issue has turned around 
to bite her badly, because the council did not like being told what to do.  Mr Telfer said that WAPRES would 
still submit the structure plan to the WA Planning Commission and that it would also meet with the minister.  
Does the government have no solution that will appease Bunbury residents and remove the 72 heavy haulage 
trucks from the road and put the logs onto rail?  What we will get is an extra five passing lanes on the South 
Western Highway.  Truck drivers have been told to travel at 90 kilometres an hour on a seven-kilometre stretch 
of road out of Kirup, which is where the bad accident occurred.  There are no signs to indicate that truck drivers 
must abide by that speed limit.  As for the extra passing lanes, they are welcomed, but they are not a solution to 
our problems.   

In 2001, WA Plantation Resources announced it wanted to build a $12 million woodchip mill at Donnybrook.  In 
August 2002, the Environmental Protection Authority approved the Donnybrook proposal subject to appeals.  In 
December 2002, the Donnybrook-Balingup Shire Council refused the proposal on zoning grounds.  In January 
2003, another timber company, Hansol Australia, received EPA approval for a chip mill at Bunbury port.  In 
February 2003, WAPRES withdrew from the Donnybrook proposal and in September 2003 the state government 
approved a change to WAPRES’s lease at Bunbury port to include a chip mill.  In August 2004, the council 
rejected the chip mill proposal.  In September 2004, WAPRES took its proposal to the Town Planning Appeal 
Tribunal.  On Christmas eve 2004, WAPRES, the City of Bunbury, the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure and the Bunbury Port Authority held a meeting to determine an interim structure plan for 2005.  In 
2005, Bunbury City Council rejected that plan.  WAPRES’s proposal has been in train for a long time.  It is time 
that a regional solution is arrived at so that all parties can reach some sort of agreement on the most suitable site 
for that chip mill.  Bunbury residents would like it to proceed it sited properly and WAPRES certainly would.  
The delays are holding up job prospects and putting trucks on the road, and that could mean more road deaths.  

The stretch of road from Manjimup to Bridgetown has no passing lanes.  In light of the amount of traffic using 
that road, it is very difficult to pass vehicles.  Trucks driving down the Balingup hill can pull over to a narrow 
strip on the left-hand side, but it is dangerous for them and hardly worth it, given the lack of space in which they 
can manoeuvre.  The main street of Donnybrook has been reconstructed at a cost of probably $2 million.  
However, in the same way they dislike driving through Bridgetown, truck drivers hate driving through 
Donnybrook.  It is a busy little town and dangerous for pedestrians and small vehicles; the same applies to 
Boyanup and Dardanup, although Donnybrook and Bridgetown are the most at risk.  

The Donnybrook-Balingup Shire President, Bruce Hearman, has been very vocal on radio, as has the president of 
the local chamber of commerce.  The issue of WAPRES and the three trucks that tipped over during a 10-day 
period, along with the tragic death of Geoff Gunson, has highlighted the problem.  The Bridgetown bypass will 
not start until September 2006.  I would like its construction to be brought forward, but I realise planning must 
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be done and that the weather probably will not permit the work to be commenced any earlier.  If the present high 
number of trucks stay on the highway, we must see some action sooner rather than later.  

During my travels on South Western Highway I have made a bit of a game of counting the heavy haulage 
vehicles that pass me on the road.  The other morning I left home at 10.45 and before I had reached the top of 
Trotts hill I had passed seven heavy-haulage trucks on the overtaking lanes.  Thank goodness there are passing 
lanes on that hill.  Our local policeman, Sergeant Graham Chitty, said he counted 55 trucks in one hour when the 
rail line first closed.  That means that almost one truck a minute passes through these small towns.  I am not 
talking about small trucks; I am talking about B-doubles, which are huge.  The Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure has released its planning summary report on the Bridgetown bypass.  The DPI received only seven 
submissions.  I wonder how it was advertised in the first place.  The submissions raise no new points.  

Some of the key issues that should be highlighted are that approximately 1.5 million tonnes of timber are being 
transported through Bridgetown by road and rail each year.  Agricultural production in the region is expected to 
increase considerably in the future.  Approximately 170 000 tonnes per annum of such produce is transported by 
road through Bridgetown.  Private vehicle trips are expected to increase through Bridgetown as a result of an 
anticipated growth in population, tourism and other regional economic activities.  Those economic activities will 
also result in an increase in regional and local traffic, particularly freight traffic.  This highlights that this is a 
regional issue, rather than a local issue.  The number of heavy vehicles that AUSTROADS classes 3 and above is 
350, of which about 150 are large trucks classed 6 and above.  Most of these trucks would continue down the 
highway.   

I caution the government to take note of the heritage buildings along the proposed alignment at the entry on plan 
3 for the bypass.  Mrs Sylvia Jones, one of the owners of what is called the old packing shed or P and Co, is 
concerned about their heritage building, as this bypass will run alongside the proposed route.  Of course, she is 
concerned that the government may want to resume some of the land that is used for parking.  The railway line is 
directly at the back of this building and there is some uncertainty.  The other heritage building that is directly in 
the line of sight is the old Wesfarmers Ltd building that is owned by Mrs and Mrs Noel Holdsworth.  I would 
hate to see this removed.  It is part of our history and my history.  Bridgetown is well known for its heritage 
buildings.  My family owns a heritage building on Hampton Street, which, I hasten to add, is not where the new 
alignment will go.  The vet’s building is also heritage listed; that is Dr Peter Brighton’s business.  The land at the 
entry to the bypass is owned by Kordics Holden, and the Evans family owns Richfeeds and Rural Suppliers on 
the other side.  All the issues that I have raised highlight a regional problem.  It is the government’s 
responsibility to keep our families safe on the highways.   

I said that if I had time I would talk about some problems in the great southern area.  The other day I was in Mt 
Barker and I wanted to turn right, but I was behind a huge log truck.  It was about the time that the kids were 
coming out of school.  The log truck wanted to turn right, but it had to go across the other side of the road and 
turn back in.  Traffic on both sides of the road had to stop and let the truck out.  Residents of Mt Barker have 
been asking for a proper bypass for many years, and I hope they get one soon.   

I have the figure for the estimated woodchip movements into the port of Albany.  A new entertainment centre 
has been proposed for the area, with which I have no problem.  An article in the Albany Advertiser of 16 June 
refers to a visionary deal and Albany councillors voting on plans for the foreshore in York Street.  It is a 
beautiful plan, but the government has left out one issue.  All the trucks that come into the port have to pass by 
the waterfront.  Trucks and the waterfront do not go together.  How will the road and rail line be expanded?  
There is nowhere for them to go.  The government has not been too clever about that.   

If 40 000 hectares of blue gums were planted, a million tonnes of logs would be harvested each year.  The 
number of weekly road to port movements would be 513.  The number of other weekly freight movements 
would be 1 418.  The total combined number of weekly freight movements would be 1 931, and the number of 
movements per minute would be 3.4.  If 400 000 hectares of blue gums were planted, 10 million tonnes of logs 
would be harvested each year.  The number of weekly movements of woodchips by road to port would increase 
from 513 to 4 487.  The number of other weekly freight movements would stay the same, but the total combined 
number of freight movements would increase from 1 931 to 5 546, or one truck a minute into the port of Albany.   

The government is spending millions and millions of dollars on a waterfront 72-room hotel, a 500-seat 
conference centre and a 650-seat entertainment centre.  It is proposed that the entertainment centre be built on 
the left side of the town jetty, which would open up the eastern side of the area for mixed use.  It all looks very 
good at first sight, but, as I have said, someone forgot to do the planning.  With one truck a minute passing 
through the area, it will be very dangerous. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
 


