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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Water Resources 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.30 pm]:  I want to talk about 
water resources again.  Getting answers from the Minister for Government Enterprises about the Water 
Corporation is extraordinarily difficult, especially if one does not give some notice.  However, it is difficult even 
when some notice is given, because the answers are so brief, and often bear no relation to the question, that one 
is left with more questions after receiving the answer than when the question was asked. 

The Water and Rivers Commission was established by the previous Government to manage the State’s water 
resources.  The Water Corporation was set up as a government trading enterprise to sell water, because it was 
seen as a conflict of interest to have the organisation that made decisions about environmental issues and the 
water that should be used, at the same time, selling it and making money for the Government.  It was decided 
that it would be better to separate the two roles, and that is what happened.  I might add that the Government is 
currently disbanding the Water and Rivers Commission to put it into the Department of Environment, but that is 
another issue for another day.  It seems to me that with the Water and Rivers Commission being given the role of 
licensing the Water Corporation to allow it to extract the water it seeks, the decisions about the environmental 
consequences of the quantity of water used should be made by the Water and Rivers Commission.   

Last year the Water Corporation had a capacity of 185 gigalitres of ground water.  In the past 12 months it has 
spent $37 million getting itself another 15 gigalitres of capacity, which would take it to 206 gigalitres of capacity 
from ground water supplies.  Last year it had a licence to extract 167 gigalitres but extracted 158 gigalitres - nine 
gigalitres less than its licence permitted.  We are told by the minister that that is because of breakdowns in the 
system.  I remind members that nine gigalitres is a very significant amount of water; it is more than half the 
water needed to give people in the metropolitan area one extra watering day, which equates to 15 gigalitres per 
annum. 

We have this crazy scenario of the Water Corporation spending $37 million to get extra ground water capacity.  
The Water Corporation this year has made a submission for the same amount of water as last year - that is, 167 
gigalitres - even though it has an extra 15 gigalitres from the new bores.  I asked the minister today how the 
community will benefit from the extra 15 gigalitres of water, as the Premier described it, when in fact there is no 
extra water.  The Water Corporation has applied for 167 gigalitres for the coming year, the same as it was 
licensed for last year, even though it has this extra capacity.  I asked the minister a supplementary question this 
afternoon, about who makes the decision in respect of the application by the Water Corporation for a licence and 
who in the Water Corporation determines how much water it will apply for, bearing in mind -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Those were not the words you used.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister was not even prepared -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You are changing your words. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister can answer when I have finished.  He can then make a speech. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You keep changing your words. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let me make it as clear as I can for the minister, so that he is able to answer after I 
have sat down.  The Government told us by way of press release in 2002 that it would spend $37 million for an 
extra 15 gigalitres.  I asked how it would benefit the community.  I will paraphrase the answer.  The minister 
said that the community should benefit because extraction from the additional bores for 2003-04 should be as 
planned.  I asked him what he meant by “as planned” and, if it were planned that there would be the extra 15 
gigalitres from the new bores to replace 15 gigalitres from somewhere else because the Water Corporation is not 
asking for any more water, would the minister tell us what the planning is.  I do not know whether I am making 
myself clear, but the fact of the matter is that the Water Corporation has an extra 15 gigalitres and the minister is 
telling people that it will be used as planned, yet the Water Corporation has applied for only the same number of 
gigalitres as it was licensed for before the bores were put in the ground.  What planning is going on?  What is the 
planning involved in the decision not to apply for the extra 15 gigalitres?  How does the Water and Rivers 
Commission decide how much to apply for?  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The Water Corporation applies to the Water and Rivers Commission.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Forgive me.  How does the Water Corporation decide how much water it will apply 
for?  What the minister has told me in answers to questions over the past couple of days is that it has worked out 
the right balance between the amount of consumption and the environment.  Who in the Water Corporation 
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decides that?  I thought that was the role of the Water and Rivers Commission.  I would have thought that the 
Water Corporation would say that it needs X amount of water to deliver a proper water service to the citizens of 
Western Australia, and apply for it.  Then if the Water and Rivers Commission said that the amount was too high 
because of environmental reasons, it would reduce the amount on the licence.  This is an almost unholy alliance 
whereby the Water Corporation makes a submission to the Water and Rivers Commission for exactly the same 
amount of water it had last year because the Water Corporation believes it is the right balance.  I do not think it 
is the Water Corporation’s job to decide what the right balance is; it is the Water and Rivers Commission’s job 
to decide that.  Would the minister please tell me whether the Water Corporation makes its application based on 
a directive from the Government?  That was the question I asked before.  Does it make its decision based on its 
own assessment of what it thinks the community wants?   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That was not quite the question you asked me.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am giving the minister another chance to answer it. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The difficulty is that you keep changing the words of the point you are trying to make.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, I am doing my very best to make it as clear as I can because the 
answers the minister has given me are very difficult.  Can the minister tell me how the Water Corporation 
decides how much water to apply for?  Why does the minister give me answers on behalf of the Water 
Corporation that it has taken into account the balance between the needs of the consumers and the environment 
when it is not the job of the Water Corporation to determine that balance; it is the job of the Water and Rivers 
Commission?  How does the Water Corporation decide how much water to apply for, and how does it decide 
how much everybody will get?  Is it bound by a rule that the minister has applied that water restrictions will 
apply to everybody and that is what will be provided?  Is that a direction to the Water Corporation, or is it a 
government policy that it is supposed to implement?  

Hon George Cash:  He is absolutely bored with the portfolio, and that is why he does not take an interest in it.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He does not take an interest in it, because he does not seem to know what the Water 
Corporation does.  I am very interested in this.  For 15 miserable little gigalitres, which is available now and 
which will evaporate over summer, everybody could water their gardens on an extra day.  The same applies to 
the 15 gigalitres taken out of the ground, which the Government says will be used as planned but which is not 
part of the forward usage plans of the Water Corporation.  Can the minister understand why I am confused?  I do 
not understand what is going on.  Perhaps the minister can tell me what is going on.  I am happy to sit down and 
for the minister to respond. 

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Housing and Works) [4.37 pm]:  I do not have the 
answers in front of me that I provided to the Leader of the Opposition.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I have them and can provide them to you now. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The member asked me a supplementary question that related to question (2), which 
was -  

Given that the Water and Rivers Commission has given the task under the law to determine the level of 
ground water extraction, - 

Which is true -  

why is the Water Corporation usurping the commission’s role by not even applying for a higher volume 
ground water licence? 

I answered -  

The 167 gigalitres of ground water requested from the Water and Rivers Commission for 2003-04 is 
considered to be the maximum abstraction for a reasonable balance between environmental issues and 
water supply requirements.   

The point the member put to me, as I understand it, is that the job of water allocation is that of the Water and 
Rivers Commission; the job of the Water Corporation is to supply water, and environmental matters are the role 
of the Water and Rivers Commission to run a ruler across and, therefore, why on earth is the Water Corporation 
getting involved in these environmental considerations?   

Hon Norman Moore:  I am sorry it has taken such a long time to get to this point, but now we understand each 
other.  How does it decide how much to ask for?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The kernel of the question is: was it the Water Corporation that took into account these 
environmental issues and water supply requirements?  The proposition the member has put is that, following the 
separation of functions that occurred in 1995, that is the job not of the Water Corporation, but of the Water and 
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Rivers Commission.  I am advised by the Water Corporation that it took into account environmental issues and 
water supply requirements before making its request for the allocation from the Water and Rivers Commission.  
It did so because it was of the view that there was no point asking for an allocation that might be unrealistic.  The 
allocation was sought on the basis of past experience.  The honourable member will be aware that there are 
constant discussions at an officer level between the Water and Rivers Commission and the Water Corporation 
about what each is thinking.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why are there two organisations?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That is an interesting question.   

Hon Norman Moore:  If they are sitting down having a nice tete-a-tete about how much the Water Corporation 
can be allocated -   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I do not think it is a nice tete-a-tete.  The job of the Water Corporation is as the 
member has described it.  I have explained why the Water Corporation took on board the environmental matter.  
There is no point in the Water Corporation asking for as much as it can get.  It should take on board what has 
happened in the past.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Has it been directed about the two-day-a-week water restrictions?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  There has been only one direction in Water Corporation history, and that was about the 
south west irrigators.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Who made the decision?   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Questions can be asked outside.   

His Majesty’s Theatre 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.41 pm]:  Mr President, I want to raise two issues this 
evening.  First, many members will be aware, and others will be interested to know, that His Majesty’s Theatre 
will next year celebrate its centennial birthday.  I have been sent a draft of the first chapter of a book that is being 
written by Dr David Hough.  He has been commissioned by His Majesty’s Theatre Foundation to write the 
centennial history of the theatre, which will be published next year as part of the centennial celebrations.  From 
time to time we read in the “Can You Help?” section of Monday’s The West Australian paragraphs relating to 
the centennial history of His Majesty’s Theatre.  The most recent one asked for help on the visit to Perth of the 
Sistine Chapel choir in 1922.  It stated -  

The Sistine Choir gave one concert at The Maj on July 7, 1922.  The conductor, Monsignor Rella, 
predicted: “I would not be surprised if some of my boys came back to Australia to live, work, and die 
here.”  Does anyone know if any of them did?   

I too wonder whether any of those boys returned to settle in Western Australia.  Does anyone in the House know 
whether they might have done?  David Hough is a well-known Perth theatre critic and arts commentator.  He 
was responsible for managing the establishment of the Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts in 1980-
81 and was a university colleague of mine.  He is well qualified to write this history.  I have read the chapter 
David has written, which deals with the campaign in the mid 1970s to save His Majesty’s Theatre.  He has 
interviewed all the major players and put together a riveting story.  I hope that members on both sides of the 
House get behind this project to ensure that it is a publishing success.  It could become an envied coffee-table 
book on the cultural history of Western Australia.   

In the meantime, I congratulate the His Majesty’s Theatre Foundation for its choice of writer.   

In addition, I inform the House that the first chapter of this book makes reference to Sir Charles Court, who 
perhaps could not have anticipated at that early stage of the story that he would, as Premier of Western Australia, 
be instrumental 50 years later in saving His Majesty’s Theatre from demolition.  Credit must go to Sir Charles 
Court.  People in the arts are aware that Sir Charles is not only a musician - a cornet player - but also a great 
supporter and advocate of the arts in Western Australia.  I look forward to that book. 

Early Development Index 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I also refer briefly to a significant study in the North Metropolitan region of Western 
Australia by the Department of Health’s North Metropolitan Health Service.  This was launched by Professor 
Fiona Stanley last week.  I attended the launch.  The survey raised a question: how well are we raising our 
children in the north metropolitan area?  The North Metropolitan Health Service conducted a survey using an 
instrument that is not familiar to Western Australia known as EDI, or the early development index.  This was 
trialed in Canada and devised to ascertain how different populations of children have developed in the first 
crucial five years of their lives.  It was conducted by preprimary teachers, and funding was put aside by the 
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Department of Health to bring in relief teachers to enable it to be done.  Following the delivery of the finding, 
and prior to the launch, The West Australian of Wednesday, 26 November carried a headline “Dire warning for 
the future of WA children”.  I am not able to comment on the integrity of the instrument adapted from Canada 
for use here.  Nevertheless, the warnings in the findings in the North Metropolitan region for children under the 
age of five years was a very sobering warning for the future for our children.  The article reads - 

 Professor Stanley said that the results of the ground-breaking report were frightened and showed that by 
the time some children started school, they were already on the way to lifelong social and educational 
problems, including crime and mental ill-health.  

More people are acknowledging that the first year eight years of a child’s life are crucial for later outcomes.  
Competencies can be measured at a very early age.  I am not in a position to make a proper judgment on the 
research instrument used - maybe it is not entirely accurate.  The article further reads -  

 Using for the first time in Australia a Canadian assessment system known as Early Development Index, 
it found that WA children had lower average scores that Canadian children across all five 
developmental areas studied.   

I do not have time to expand on this subject today, other than to say that the test was financed from the North 
Metropolitan Health Service’s budget.  I asked the Minister for Health three days in a row this week what it cost 
the North Metropolitan Health Service to conduct that survey.  I do not have those figures yet.  I am deeply 
disappointed that the minister has not been able to provide to Parliament the cost of this tight and tidy survey.  
We should know what it cost the health service.  We know that $57 615 was paid to the Department of 
Education and Training for teacher relief.  In addition, approximately $3 000 was paid to Elders Market 
Research for data entry.  If this is such a significant and valid instrument and the findings are considered to be 
important to identify nodes of population that may need extra services, I call on the Government and the Minister 
for Health to find the additional money in the other three major health regions of this State to make sure that the 
use of this test is expanded across the State.  If, as we are led to believe, this is an instrument of integrity to 
measure the competence of children under five years of age, we should be using it right across the State.  
However, this is enough of a wake-up call to say we need to be better resourcing services in the early childhood 
area.  My question this afternoon, which conveniently was not answered by the Minister for Health - although 
we were not informed that he was not able to answer it - indicates that he is either avoiding answering my 
questions or not willing to do so.  I have information that indicates that the wait times for therapy in the north 
metropolitan region have reached crisis point.  The minister could not provide me with the answers but I am told 
that once a child is referred to Joondalup Child Development Centre, there is a wait of four to five months to see 
a paediatrician.  After that assessment, there is a wait of seven to eight months for speech therapy and six months 
for occupational therapy.  Once the initial assessment is performed, there is a wait of a further 10 months for 
speech therapy and four months to two years for occupational therapy.  That is unacceptable.   

House adjourned at 4.50 pm 

__________ 
 


