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BRUNSWICK IRRIGATION CHANNEL 
Grievance 

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [9.37 am]:  I am sad to make this grievance to the Treasurer.  Most 
grievances are generally about money.  On Thursday, 29 June last year I brought this grievance to the former 
Minister for Water Resources, Kim Hames.  As a result, he made a commitment for the Water Corporation to 
provide money for a very important project in Brunswick.  Brunswick has a major irrigation channel that runs 
through the centre of the town and which divides it.  During the 1970s, when June Craig was the local member, a 
child drowned in the irrigation channel.  As result, an obnoxious cyclone fence was erected.  It is an eyesore and 
it divides the town.  It is a sad state of affairs.  The then Public Works Department should have taken the bull by 
the horns and covered the channel so it was more aesthetically pleasing.  Harvey used to have irrigation channels 
running through the middle of it when I first went there in 1968.  One would walk out of one’s house and cross a 
small bridge over an open irrigation channel.  They were good in some ways.  In summer time, they doubled as a 
local swimming pool.  There were problems as children occasionally drowned in them.  In due course, the Public 
Works Department piped the whole of the Harvey townsite.  For some unknown reason, Brunswick was never 
done.  It still has an open irrigation channel surrounded by a horrible cyclone fence.  The fence has been up for at 
least 25 years.  Cyclone fences deteriorate in looks after time.  It is also totally useless.  As I pointed out in my 
speech last year, I received the following letter from a lady called Rebecca Parker - 

I wish to bring to the attention of your organisation an incident in which my 2 year old son crawled 
under the fence of the main Brunswick irrigation channel, adjacent to Reading Street, on Monday 8th 
February 1999. I am extremely concerned with the ease with which my son was able to access the 
channel. 

That two-year-old could have drowned, but fortunately he was caught before he got to that stage.  Cyclone 
fencing is totally useless.  The Shire of Harvey is prepared to come to the party and has had sketch plans drawn 
up and pricing done.  The price comes in at about $600 000 to cover the channel, put in plants, beautify the area, 
and perhaps also provide barbecue areas.  

Brunswick has had a lot of “downs” over the years.  It used to be a major centre - 

Mr Dean:  It lost its police station.  Who took that away?  

Mr BRADSHAW:  I can tell the member for Bunbury that I was not too pleased with the Minister for Police at 
the time, because he had given a promise that the police station would not be closed.  The present minister will 
not put back the police station.  

Mr Dean:  The separation of powers.  

Mr BRADSHAW:  That is what the Minister for Police in the previous Government said, but that is a different 
story.  

Once upon a time Brunswick was a thriving railway centre, with the railways employing 60 to 80 people, many 
of whom lived in the town.  In due course, all that changed, and now not a single railway employee works in 
Brunswick.  With all the problems currently besetting country towns, Brunswick is on a bit of a downer.  The 
Shire of Harvey has recognised that and is prepared to attempt to raise the standards and make people proud of 
their town.  Part of that project will involve removing this ugly fence, covering the area with concrete and then 
providing materials to enable plants to be grown.  Last year when I raised this topic, the minister agreed that the 
Water Corporation would come to the party to the tune of $200 000, but now, as I read recently in the local 
newspaper, the Harvey Reporter of 17 July 2001 - 

Brunswick’s channel enhancement project has been set back by government reluctance to provide the 
funding.   

The previous State Government supported the Harvey Shire Council’s proposal to have the fence 
removed, the irrigation channel covered and a public park created on the eastern side of the Brunswick 
townsite.  

But the new Government has not honoured a promise made by former Water Resources Minister Dr 
Kim Hames to contribute $208,523 towards the $625,570 project.  

It is a disgrace that the Government has gone back on that promise, because the project will be a great thing for 
Brunswick.  The town needs some help to get going.  The Government has talked about the South West 
Development Commission.  The commission came to Brunswick some years ago, did the big trick with big 
sheets of butcher’s paper up on the wall, and asked what the people of the town wanted. Many loving things 
were written down, the commission disappeared, and nothing has happened since.  Sometimes these 
development commissions might look and sound good, but they do not do too much in some cases.  Brunswick 
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is one example of this.  It is important that the Government honour that commitment, so that the people of 
Brunswick can restore the vision to their community.  The Berlin Wall has come down, but the Brunswick wall 
is still there, dividing the community.  It is a great community, with great people, as has been noted by the 
member for Collie, who has spent plenty of time playing at the Harvey-Brunswick football club over the years.  
It is time the Government gave those people something to be proud of and came to the party on this issue.  

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [9.44 am]:  I thank the member for Murray-Wellington for bringing this 
matter to my attention.  He has been campaigning on this issue and has previously raised it, both in writing and 
in the Parliament, with the previous Minister for Water Resources.  I appreciate that, for the Brunswick 
community, this is an issue of some importance.  I have noted the member’s comments when he previously 
raised this issue and the quotes he gave from letters from concerned citizens about the dangers posed by this 
channel.  This is an issue for the Brunswick community and, as is proper, the member for Murray-Wellington 
has been campaigning on behalf of his community to have it resolved.  From the information that has been 
provided to me - I am the representing minister in this case - it appears that the asset is not owned by the 
Government, or by the Water Corporation.  In fact, the channel is owned by the South West Irrigation Asset 
Cooperative.  It is not a government obligation to deal with a government asset, nor a Water Corporation 
obligation to deal with a Water Corporation asset.  It is a community issue, in which the South West Irrigation 
Asset Cooperative has difficulty providing the funding for covering this channel, and the Shire of Harvey would 
also have difficulty.  This issue is similar to many other such issues across the State.  Many communities have 
issues that they do not feel they have the resources to deal with on their own account, and they request the 
Government to provide assistance.  I will quote from a file copy of a letter that the former Minister for Water 
Resources wrote to the member for Murray-Wellington on this issue - 

It is certainly unfortunate that SWIMCO, the owner of the asset, is not interested in funding its one-
third share of the cost.  However, if the Local Government and the Federal Government are each 
prepared to contribute one third of the cost, I would still be prepared to take a submission to Cabinet for 
consideration of providing the other one third of the funds required to pipe the channel through 
Brunswick. . . .  

I would prefer to await the outcome of the Local Government application and to know that two thirds of 
the funding is in place before placing the proposition before Cabinet for consideration.  

From reading that correspondence, my understanding of the situation is that there was no firm commitment from 
the previous Government; rather, there was a proposition that the minister might take a submission to Cabinet if 
and when the other funding was available.  

Mr Bradshaw:  That is not what he said in response to my grievance last year, however.   

Mr RIPPER:  The member for Murray-Wellington has a different impression, gained from the former minister’s 
response to his grievance.  Although I appreciate that this is a significant community issue, my understanding is 
that the funding for the solution for this issue has not been put aside in the forward estimates or in anyone’s 
budget.  This is a situation in which a community has a problem and is seeking government assistance.  This 
request will have to be balanced against all the other calls on government assistance, and considered within usual 
budget processes.  I would like to be able to offer something more generous to the member for Murray-
Wellington, but there is a huge demand on state funds, and the Government faces difficult budgetary 
circumstances.  Requests for assistance on issues like this one need to be considered in the budget process 
alongside requests from other communities.  

Mr Bradshaw:  Brunswick was discriminated against.  Harvey had all its channels piped; Brunswick missed out.  
I do not know why this happened, it was before my time, but it does seem that the community was discriminated 
against.  

Mr RIPPER:  I am not fully aware of all the history, and it is surprising that a consistent policy on this issue was 
not adopted by Governments of long ago.  I caution people against the idea that government trading enterprises 
are magic puddings.  If a function of the Water Corporation is carried out on a commercial basis, it pays a 
dividend to the Government.  If the Water Corporation is asked to carry out a non-commercial function or one 
that is outside its mandate, the dividend that flows back to the Government and is allocated through the budget 
process on statewide community priorities is reduced.  The matter must be dealt with in the proper way, through 
the budget process, rather than by taking a slice from the Water Corporation or making some other arrangement.  
When listening to the member for Murray-Wellington’s remarks, I was unsure whether the shire council had 
prepared a definite costing and plan  

Mr Bradshaw:  Yes, it has.  The preliminary costing is about $600 000.  The shire has also applied for funding 
from the federal Government. 
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Mr RIPPER:  I suggest that the shire council finalise its plans and present a request to the Government, for 
consideration during the budget process.  As members know, it will be a difficult budget, with many competing 
priorities across the State. 
 


