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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Road Funding, Condemnation of Government, Motion 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.33 pm]:  I will be very brief and correct a statement that I made in the 
House yesterday.  In the debate inspired by Hon Murray Criddle, I said - not in a fit of pique but not thinking as 
clearly as I might -  

Hon Kim Chance:  A moment of passion. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, that sounds good.  I said that there was not a single overtaking lane on Chester 
Pass Road between Gnowangerup and Albany.  That was incorrect.  There is a single overtaking lane right on the 
outskirts of Albany.  What I meant to say is that there are no overtaking lanes nearer the source of the grain 
production. 

City of Belmont Inquiry 
HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.34 pm]:  I raise an issue that is involved in a question I asked Hon 
Tom Stephens during question time regarding two separate reports that have been tabled in this House.  The first 
of those reports tabled by the minister refers to my question of 10 April 2003, when I asked about an inquiry into 
the City of Belmont conducted by someone called the authorised person.  The City of Belmont response to that 
inquiry was sent to the Department of Local Government and Regional Development and to the minister.  It 
differs greatly from the response of the City of Belmont in another report, which is the consolidated report, in 
which the City of Belmont quite clearly expresses that it has no intention of taking any notice of the inquiry; in 
fact, it heavily bags the inquiry.   

The city says that it has been vindicated.  It has made that claim to the media a number of times, and the minister 
has responded that that is not the case.  These significant differences are worrying.  I am pleased that the minister 
said that he wonders which of the city’s responses he should take note of in regard to an inquiry under part 2 of 
the Local Government Act.  It is clear that the city is, on the one hand, officially - that is, when talking to the 
minister and his department - pretending to comply with the required changes but, on the other hand, publicly 
bagging the inquiry to the local community.  It is taking no notice of it.   

The significant differences between the two reports is not my only concern.  Neither report addressed or resolved 
other significant issues, such as the land dealings surrounding lot 600, known as the bowling club, in which the 
city has an interest.  My question asked about that.  Members may recall that I moved a disallowance motion 
regarding that development.  The land is right on the Swan River near Ascot Waters.  Every other property in the 
area is subject to significant exclusion zones between the developments and the river to allow community access 
for recreation.  However, the proposal for the development on lot 600 contained a gap of less than six metres.  
As a result of my disallowance motion and some negotiations, the distance was expanded to 11 metres, which 
means that people will be able to walk along the riverside during times of high water.  However, I was not told 
during those negotiations with the city that it had a pecuniary interest in the land.  A range of issues is involved.  
I understand that the land was not supposed to have been developed at all; yet, that was not addressed in the 
report.  People involved in these issues who have spoken to others in official capacities told me that this issue is 
to be addressed by a part 2 inquiry.  However, the indications from the Department of Local Government and 
Regional Development are that there will not be a part 2 inquiry.  I am very concerned that some of these issues, 
including the dealings on that section of land, will not be dealt with. 

Members may recall a land swap involving Hardey Park in the City of Belmont.  I learnt more about it after this 
place had debated my disallowance motion.  Hardey Park is some distance from the river’s edge and on much 
higher land, but it was swapped for a piece of land next to the development in which the City of Belmont has a 
financial interest.  The concern is that a trade was conducted to benefit the development by enabling the 
developers of lot 600 to reduce the area of public open space they are required to make available.  I mentioned 
that the developers tried to reduce to six metres the distance between the development and the river.  A trade 
occurred, and the developers were able to move the community access path to the open space next door to this 
development.  Many of those sorts of things are occurring in that city, and I am concerned that they have not yet 
been investigated.   
Also, the report mentioned that Bikewest funding that was to be put towards building bike paths in the area 
appeared to have been used to build a road to enhance the values of a development owned by an official of the 
City of Belmont.  That matter has not been addressed adequately either.  From the minister’s response today and 
his obvious concern that the city is playing a bit of a game, I certainly hope that these matters will be addressed 
properly.   
Another concern is that the authorised person appears to have changed.  I think five authorised persons have 
prepared this report.  I am concerned that the lack of continuity has resulted in the full import of what has been 
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going on in that city not being addressed properly.  I will be keeping a close eye on this issue.  It appears from 
the minister’s response that he is concerned about it too.  I will be keeping a close eye on it because I want to try 
to find out from some of the earlier inquirers and any draft reports whether there has been any weakening of the 
resolve of the department to get a proper outcome in this issue.  On any objective examination of the issues it 
seems to me that this is a far more serious set of circumstances than existed in the City of South Perth, for 
instance, and that council was subjected to further investigation and was eventually dismissed.  As I said, I will 
be watching this very closely.  I hope that the minister does not accept the City of Belmont playing this game, 
and that there is a proper and just outcome of this inquiry.   

Gascoyne Water Cooperative Ltd 
HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.43 pm]:  I did not intend to speak in this part of our 
proceedings tonight.  However, I went back to my office in Colin Street a while ago and found about four 
message on the desk, and also several faxes.  I am sorry that Minister Griffiths is not in the Chamber, because 
this issue comes within his department’s responsibilities.  It relates to the Gascoyne Water Cooperative Ltd.  I 
will read an advertisement that appeared in the Carnarvon Community News on Friday, 27 June 2003, and I will 
table it, if required.  It states - 

Gascoyne Water Cooperative 

Important Notice to Growers and 
other Customers Connected to the 

Irrigation Scheme Pipeline 
In the last few days, application forms for Water Entitlements and Share Certificates have been 
delivered to all properties connected to the irrigation scheme in Carnarvon. 
The applications must be signed by a person whose name appears on the Certificate of Title for the 
property, an executor in the case of a deceased estate or a director if the property is owned by a 
company. 
If the applications are not signed and returned, your membership of the Cooperative cannot be 
processed and your water entitlement will not be available to you. 

The Board of GWC must pass individual resolutions for each and every property to legally enable the 
share certificates and water entitlements to be issued.  We need to have this done by close of business, 
June 30 so that members are brought into the cooperative as of July 1, 2003.  To do this, we need the 
forms by 10:00am Monday, June 30. 

I repeat that the date of this advertisement in the Carnarvon Community News is Friday, 27 June 2003.  The 
water entitlement and shares certificates had to be signed by the applicants.  The advertisement also outlined that 
applications could be faxed.  This is totally unsatisfactory.  People are given from 27 June until 30 June to 
comply.  What about the situation of deceased owners and other such matters?  It is totally ludicrous.  I do not 
know whether prior advertisements have appeared.  I am certainly aware that issues concerning the Gascoyne 
Water Cooperative were recently discussed in the Labor Cabinet.  The advertisement indicates that application 
forms for water entitlement and share certificates were delivered in the past few days, yet people are given only 
three days to submit them.  Many people up there are extremely concerned about the situation with the Gascoyne 
Water Cooperative.  To put out something like this will only add to their genuine concerns.   

I have another fax from a grower on the river.  This gentleman is allowed 5 000 cubic metres of water from the 
scheme for irrigation each year.  He relies on pumping bore water for the rest of his water needs.  For members 
who are not aware, many growers pump water from the basin A supply in Carnarvon.  I am sure the Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries is aware of this facility.  Bores become salty because of a lack of water flow, 
and growers must then rely on scheme water.  This gentleman’s bore went salty last year.  It came good, but it 
has gone salty again because of the length of time since the river flowed.  He needs to get more water from the 
scheme.  He has been informed in the past that it would not be a problem to acquire more than his delegated 
5 000 cubic metres.  He spoke to the manager of the Gascoyne Water Cooperative, and it appears the cooperative 
has reneged on its original decision and this gentleman was advised to wait in line to see whether he can buy any 
extra water.  Five thousand cubic metres is not a huge amount of water for some of these properties.  This 
gentleman may not have enough water to continue to irrigate his produce.  It is totally unsatisfactory.  I am 
aware that the concerned growers group of Carnarvon horticultural operators has written to the minister - I have 
seen three letters - and the former Independent member and Labor Party minister Ernie Bridge has also written to 
the minister on this matter.  People seem to have been given short shrift.   

Not enough consultation has taken place.  Whether the scheme about to be introduced is right or appropriate is 
not the point.  Consultation should have occurred with all participants so they understand exactly what is going 
on.  I do not think it is speaking out of turn to say that it is difficult on occasions to get complete agreement on 
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the river at Carnarvon.  There are many people in a very varied industry.  They are an extremely hardworking 
and efficient bunch of people, the likes of whom will not be found in many other places in this State.  As a result, 
many people like to stick to their own ideas.  However, this process has been a bone of contention.  A petition 
has been lodged from 140-odd growers - the figure might even be 170 - indicating that about 68 growers are 
totally against the implementation of this irrigation scheme.  Frankly, as I mentioned previously, to place such a 
newspaper advertisement outlining the necessity to sign the water entitlement and share certificate for the 
property, and to give three days to accomplish this task, is just not good enough.  It shows that nowhere near 
enough consultation has taken place.  I did not intend to speak this afternoon, but since this advertisement was 
put out, my office has been inundated by people with very genuine concerns.  In addition, there is the matter I 
spoke about of the man who is concerned, not about whether he will get a supply of water, but whether he will 
be able to get any more.  I strongly suggest that the minister talk to these people himself.  It is no good sending 
departmental people.  They are not in a position to make the really tough decisions required in a situation like 
this.  It is unfair to put people such as Hugh Lavery under the pump in these situations.  It requires the minister 
urgently to go there and talk to these people so that their concerns can be put aside. 

I reiterate that an advertisement like this one in a local newspaper will do nothing to promote good will or good 
feeling when people’s livelihoods are at stake.  It is an absolutely ridiculous situation when people are given 
three days to make decisions that are so important to their livelihood.  It has been going on for a while; I know a 
group of people up there who have tried on several occasions to talk to the minister and got nowhere.  They have 
the feeling that they have been fobbed off.  I suggest that the minister go up there, because there will be many 
very upset people with the way it is going on now.  It has gone on far too long without someone at the top taking 
the reins and sorting it out.  

House adjourned at 4.53 pm 
__________ 

 
 


