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SELECT COMMITTEE INTO WATER SERVICES - ESTABLISHMENT 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 9 April on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the Opposition) - 

(1) A select committee is appointed to inquire into and report on the issues confronting Western 
Australia that arise from, or relate to, the present and future supply, retention, and maintenance 
of water services throughout the State. 

(2) The committee has power to send for persons, papers and records. 

(3) Standing Orders Nos 322, 323, 330 and 331 apply to the proceedings of the committee and any 
contrary or inconsistent provision of chapter XXIII is modified accordingly. 

(4) The committee may present interim reports without a requirement for leave and is to report 
finally not later than June 3 2003. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Dee Margetts - 

In paragraph (1) -  

(1) after “future” - to insert “sustainable”; and 

(2) after “supply,” - to insert “quality,”. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [2.59 pm]:  I, along with my colleagues, am keen to see the establishment 
of a select committee into water services in Western Australia.  According to the motion, a select committee 
would be appointed to inquire into and report on the issues confronting Western Australia that arise from, or 
relate to, the present and future supply, retention and maintenance of water services throughout the State.  That is 
very relevant to Western Australia at the moment.  The amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts is also relevant 
to the remarks that I will make.  Hon Dee Margetts wants to insert into the motion the words “sustainable” and 
“quality”.   

In supporting the establishment of the select committee, I will propose some issues from the south west that the 
select committee should address very closely.  The south west is vitally important as a whole to the water supply 
in Western Australia because of the climate and the nature of the area in which we live.  It has the highest regular 
rainfall in the State.  It does not have the highest rainfall.  Some parts of the Kimberley probably have more 
rainfall in a couple of weeks than does the south west in total, but it certainly has the highest regular rainfall; 
therefore, it is important.   

There are some issues, particularly in relation to the Government’s agenda on future water supplies, that need 
airing and researching.  The agenda I am speaking of is the Government’s proposal to extract 45 gigalitres from 
the southern Yarragadee aquifer.  Real concerns are being expressed by a wide range of people across the south 
west particularly.  That is the area I am closest to.  My job as an elected representative is to know what people in 
the area are saying.  The Government can ignore them at its peril, but I suggest that this avenue, through a select 
committee, may well be the sort of avenue through which some of these matters can be fleshed out and 
researched.  A report to Parliament may provide some valuable direction for this Parliament and the 
Government.  There is widespread concern in the community at large.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  At large!  You must be joking!   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister should have a look and start talking to people. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I have spoken to members and I think their arguments are stupid and they know it.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The people who put those arguments think that the people of the south west are not as 
community minded as the people of Wanneroo.  Frankly, they are wrong.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am very pleased that the minister’s interjection will be recorded in Hansard.  He thinks 
the arguments of the people in the south west are stupid.   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  No, the people who put those arguments.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  He thinks that the people who put those arguments are stupid. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The people who put those arguments are putting forward very stupid and misleading 
arguments.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Okay; very good. 
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Hon Nick Griffiths:  They are proposing that the good citizens of Wanneroo are somehow or other different from 
the people of the south west.  That is an absolute nonsense and you know it.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister should keep digging the hole; it is getting deeper and deeper.  I was 
prepared to raise this not as a political issue, but I assure the minister that he has made it a political issue.   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  I have met with them and told them that the matter is being explored, so for the benefit of 
the community of Western Australia we know what the resource is and considered decisions can be made.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, but the minister has gone further than that, which I will explain. 
Hon Nick Griffiths:  In the meantime, people have been running a political agenda for reasons that escape me.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister has told the people of the south west.  That is the issue.  Does he not realise 
what the issue is?   

Hon Norman Moore:  You have also frightened people into believing they will run out of water.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is exactly right.  I am telling the minister that there is widespread concern in the 
community.  He can deny it if he likes at his peril.  I understand that a group of shire councils has met with the 
minister, or certainly with his officers.   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  I went down to Nannup and spoke to them.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  They have not been placated, have they?  The minister has not placated their concerns.  
Is he telling them that he knows more than they know?   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  There are people who have views and people are allowed to differ in their views.  The 
Government is causing the resource to be examined so that people can make reasonable decisions.  You would 
rather make a decision out of ignorance.  I would not.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister is adopting a very arrogant attitude, which I assure him will do him no 
good.   
The Government, emanating from the Premier, who is in charge of the water strategy, has requested 45 gigalitres 
from the southern Yarragadee aquifer.  It appears that there is a vast water supply in the southern Yarragadee 
aquifer.  Nobody is quite sure, but figures have been bandied around; for example, they are pretty sure of 90 
gigalitres or they think there may be 300 gigalitres there.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Do you think that knowledge should be found out?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Let me say what I want to say and then the minister can respond.   

It appears that there is a vast water supply at Yarragadee, but there is no certainty at this stage.  It also appears 
from the preliminary work that has been done to this stage that the profile of the aquifer is very encouraging.  I 
was at the Margaret River wine industry field day on Saturday, at which the Water and Rivers Commission had 
an information booth.  I spoke with the regional manager, Wayne Tingey, and others, who showed me samples 
of cores taken from exploratory bores.  It is encouraging.  The materials in those samples show a good water-
bearing profile.  More importantly, the indications are that there is quite a solid, impervious layer of clay at a 
depth that is very important for the amount of water that can be taken sustainably - I will throw that word in 
whenever I can because it is important - from the aquifer.  At the outset, I acknowledge that the initial signs of 
the research are encouraging.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  And it has to be done.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It has to be done; I agree.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  And that is what is occurring.  No decision has been made, and no decision will be made 
until the relevant data is available.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister is quite right; the research has to be done.  Everyone in the south west is 
grateful that the research is being done.  However, the crunch is that the minister is seeking to make a decision in 
October this year.  That is a very short time frame.  The bore field in the southern Yarragadee aquifer is not even 
completed; it is far from being completed.  A good school of thought says that five years is needed to complete a 
study of this nature.  At least two years is needed to conduct a full-blown study of this nature.  However, the 
minister is insisting that he will make a decision in October.  In fact, it sounds as though the decision has already 
been made - the water will be taken regardless.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is not so.  What is taking place is an examination with a view to having the capacity to 
make a decision in October if that should be required.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Okay.   
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Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is a matter of putting in resources, and $6.1 million is a lot of resources.  Two people 
can each spend an hour doing something and that is two hours.  Four people could spend an hour and you would 
have a lot more time and a lot more resources.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not sure what the minister’s point is. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The point is that $6.1 million is a lot of resources to find out what should have been the case 
a long time ago. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not sure of the relevance. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister thinks they are ignorant. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No.  I think some of the arguments put forward against the examination are based on rather 
silly notions of having a title to something that nobody has a title to.  Water is a resource of the whole State. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Okay, but it happens to occur in the south west where we live, where the environmental 
impacts will be felt and where the future needs should be taken into account.  If the minister has enough manners 
to sit and listen for a while, I will explain those concerns.  He can then take them on board or he can ignore them 
at his peril. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I am not ignoring the propositions, I am answering them, and I am pointing out that there is 
a bit of mischief when people are causing concern when there is no need for concern.  A proper examination is 
taking place.  Substantial resources are going into the examination, and what will come out of the examination 
has not been preordained - full stop. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I want to know how a proper examination of this resource can occur over a period of 
less than six months.  For a start, six months is not long enough to take into account any seasonal factors.  We 
know that the bore field, which will consist of 40 to 50 bore sites, is not even complete; I think about 30 bores 
are complete.  I dropped by the other day and said hello to three guys putting in one of these bores alongside the 
Brockman Highway, and their comment was interesting.  They said, “We are the blokes everybody hates at the 
moment.” 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Did you intimidate them? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, I did not say a word.  They did not even know who I was until I introduced myself 
later.  Their first comment was that at the moment they are the people everybody hates because of the job they 
are doing.  They are doing their job well, and they are producing results.  I am saying they should be given a bit 
of time.  This Government will give them only a couple of months. 

There are also some other anomalies.  This Government made a start with the bore field in the southern 
Yarragadee at Nannup and to the west, and I think nine bores were put in.  The operators were then kicked out 
because the Department of Conservation and Land Management suddenly realised that these unauthorised people 
were putting down bore fields in a CALM estate.  The operators had to renegotiate their access to the national 
parks and state forests to complete their work.  That was one hold-up, and I understand there have been a few 
others.  The fact is that a study of this magnitude needs a lot more time than the Government has given it.  That 
is one issue I would like to see a select committee examine. 

There are two other areas about which the people of the south west want some assurances.  They want to be 
assured that the environmental impacts of extracting large amounts of water are safe, because the track record in 
parts of the south west has set off alarm bells.  I am sure the Government is aware of the acid sulphate soils 
around the Scott coastal plain, and the Beenup mine that did not work largely as a result of the difficulties 
associated with mining in that environment.  Lowering the water table, even by a small amount, and exposing 
these soils to the air creates sulphuric acid, which then leaches into the waterways.  If that is allowed to occur it 
will cause a diabolical environmental disaster that will destroy the Scott and Blackwood systems. 

I am optimistic that these things can be managed and that one day somebody will come back to the BHP Beenup 
mine with the right technology to extract that valuable resource without harming the water supplies. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  When did that mine commence? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The operations of the mine commenced during a coalition Government, but all the 
planning approvals were obtained during the period of the previous Labor Government.  Is that the answer the 
minister wanted? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  And environmentalists were telling you all along that that would happen. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The environmentalists were partly right.  I am optimistic that technology will one day 
provide a method to extract that valuable resource without destroying the environment.  People also need 
assurances on other environmental concerns.  We need to be assured that the extensive jarrah forests overlying 
the southern Yarragadee will not be impacted upon if the water levels are lowered.  The Donnybrook Sunklands 
area is within the CALM estate.  I suppose there could be another argument about whether that is the right thing 
to happen to a natural resource in this State, and it needs to be treated very carefully. 

We need some solid assurances about where the recharge will come from, what is the sustainable volume of that 
recharge into the aquifer every year, and how it actually ends up in the Southern Ocean.  There is a fairly good 
picture of how it ends up in the Southern Ocean but - 
Hon Nick Griffiths:  I agree with everything you say, but I do not think it is necessary to have a select 
committee.  If the research does not provide a proper answer, a decision will be made accordingly. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  If the minister can give me an assurance that the Government will extend this research 
period by five years I will sit down.  I will have nothing more to say and I will be happy. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I will give no such assurance.  The Government is providing resources for something that 
should have occurred years ago. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is exactly the point I am making.  The fact is the Government does not want to 
open up the possibility of saline water entering that aquifer from the Southern Ocean and destroying the aquifer.  
We want to get it right.  I cannot believe the minister’s attitude. 

The other major issue, for me as an elected representative of the people in the south west, for the shire councils 
who have raised these issues, and for numerous business groups and organisations, is the water needs for the 
south west right now and into the future.  They want to make sure that the future needs of the south west are 
catered for.  That is not an unreasonable ask.  They want some assurances that the future requirements for 
domestic, agricultural, environmental, commercial and industrial uses are catered for in any proposal to extract 
water.  This is something the minister does not want to understand.  The perception is that all the Government is 
interested in doing is taking from that aquifer, which happens to be beneath the area in which we live in the 
south west, 45 gigalitres of water to put on lawns in Perth.  That is the perception.  Unless we give people a bit of 
time and a decent explanation, that is exactly what -  
Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is a nasty perception, because the proposal is to examine whether up to 40 gigalitres 
can go from the south west to the integrated system, which services the agricultural region and the goldfields.  
The integrated system also looks after our farmers, who are experiencing difficulties. What concerns me is that 
you are talking about lawns in the metropolitan area.  Forget about lawns in the metropolitan area.  Lawns in the 
metropolitan area are a good thing.  A lot of our senior citizens in particular like their lawns, and good luck to 
them.  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Let us explore some of that.  
Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Hon Dee Margetts is concerned about the irrigators, which is another interesting point. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  I have allowed some debate, but it is now 
getting a bit too much.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The irrigators are very much uppermost in my concerns, as I am sure they are to the 
Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  I am saying that the needs of the south west into the next 50 
years need to be factored into this equation very carefully.  In fact, I would go so far as to say that the 
quantification of those needs should be quarantined up-front so that that water resource is available to meet the 
needs of the people who live in the south west; and, provided the resource proves to be sufficient, we can then 
take that water for the metropolitan-goldfields water scheme.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  That is a bit selfish.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is not selfish at all.  That is proper management.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You are a front bench in opposition that purports to represent the whole of Western 
Australia.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I ask the speaker to address the Chair.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I will give the minister an idea of why these attitudes have developed in the south west 
and why there is huge suspicion at the moment.  The townships of Nannup and Bridgetown are currently 
serviced by very ordinary water supplies.  The people in those townships want some assurance that if a huge 
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amount of water is going past their doorsteps in a pipeline, they will have access to some of that water for their 
town water supplies.  I do not think that is an unreasonable ask.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No-one is suggesting otherwise.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The south west has two very efficient and capable community-based organisations that 
service the water supplies of their own communities - the Bunbury and Busselton Water Boards.  I understand 
that the Busselton Water Board is considering this matter, and it has assessed its future needs at 45 gigalitres.  It 
wants a slice of the action too, because, in case members have not noticed, the Bunbury-Busselton coastal strip, 
which takes in Dunsborough and Margaret River and goes right through to Augusta, is a rapidly growing 
urbanised area, and it will require vast amounts of good quality potable water into the future.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Where do they get their water from?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  They get their water from the Leederville aquifer, by and large, apart from Margaret 
River, which gets it from the Ten Mile Brook Dam.  There are some opportunities, and I certainly hope they will 
be explored.  The reason I am speaking on this matter now is that I do not have confidence that the Government 
is doing this properly.  If a select committee can assist by inquiring into some of these things and coming back to 
the Parliament with more research, it will be very valuable.  If water from the southern Yarragadee is going right 
past the doorsteps of the people in these growing urbanised areas of Busselton, Bunbury and Dunsborough and 
there is a real possibility that their domestic water supplies can be met from that source, that will free up the 
water that they now extract from the Leederville aquifer, and that water can then become available for 
agricultural purposes.  In the Jindong area the water licences are currently fully allocated.  That is a very rich 
agricultural area, and it could do with access to some of the water that might be freed up in the future by any 
development of the southern Yarragadee.  That would be very valuable and is a matter that also needs to be 
considered.   

In terms of agriculture and horticulture, the south west is an important food basket for this State and has the 
potential to be vastly greater.  Just as an example, some work is being done at the moment on viticulture.  The 
viticulture areas that have been developed have established a bit of a reputation for themselves.  Currently about 
4 000 hectares are under vines in the south west.  The estimated potential is 80 000 hectares.  That will be an 
enormous increase if it is taken up into the future, and it will require an enormous increase in the amount of  
water.  We can add to that the dairy industry, which is changing in its nature and locality at the moment.  Huge 
dairies are being developed on the Scott coastal plain.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The Government’s intention is to double our output to 800 million litres.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is a very good intention, and I hope it is achieved.  A lot of that is being done by 
irrigated pasture.  Large centre pivots that initially were used to grow carrots and vegetables on the Scott coastal 
plain are now being used for those purposes, because the Simplot plant in Manjimup went belly up a few years 
ago, and so too did the fortunes of quite a few local producers.  I am sure the minister is aware of that, and I am 
pleased to hear him acknowledge it.  The Harvey irrigation scheme is run by Harvey Water. That body has taken 
on that scheme quite bravely in recent years.  It is owned by the irrigators, and they have put a lot of their own 
effort and money into improving the system.   

Hon Kim Chance:  They have done a superb job.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  However, they are very suspicious of the whole thing, because they have been 
forced to operate with a resource that is declining in quality.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  We are in a drought.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I said quality.  We can understand their cynicism when the Harvey Dam is open and 
provides potable water for the Perth metropolitan area, yet the irrigators cannot access that water and are forced 
to access water from an inferior source - the Wellington Dam.  Anecdotal evidence is emerging that the 
productivity of pastures around the Harvey irrigation area is declining as a result of the poor quality water that 
the farmers are being forced to use.  There are some engineering solutions to that problem and I hope that those 
solutions will come from any proper water assessment that is made across the State.  About 40 per cent of the 
saline content into the Wellington weir comes from about 10 per cent of its catchment, which can be diverted.  If 
we were able to do that in one fell swoop, that would provide a valuable improvement to the water supply. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For the accuracy of the record, you should acknowledge that the Harvey Dam continues to be 
predominantly an irrigation dam.  Only part of its use is planned for the populace.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That was the impression I got - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Perhaps we should leave that question hanging open. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am happy to do that and I am happy to acknowledge that I also need to find out those 
facts.  However, I know that the Harvey water irrigators are very concerned at the quality of the water they are 
receiving currently.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Let me check that for the record. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  That concern goes right through to Waroona.  Another issue that must be 
considered is the Waroona Dam that the people of Waroona use for recreation; it is an important part of their 
community.  I gather that Harvey Water, which controls that resource, has applied to the Water and Rivers 
Commission for seven gigalitres of water for recreation purposes.  It is probably the first application of its kind 
in the State, but Harvey Water’s reasoning is sound.  It has said, “Industrial needs are catered for, domestic needs 
are catered for and environmental needs are catered for; what about us?”  That is a valid argument.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  People come from as far as Mandurah, don’t they, to access that water? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  It is a valid argument.  Industrial and commercial uses into the future also must be 
factored carefully into the whole assessment of that water resource.  If and when - I hope when - a pulp mill is 
established in the Manjimup area, or wherever, it will be a heavy water user.  That is just one example.  There 
are other potential needs in the south west that must be considered.   

In supporting the establishment of a select committee on water, the Legislative Council could play a valuable 
role in researching many of these issues.  Members have raised many other issues, but in my electorate those 
issues are important to the people who live there, to the businesses that operate there and to the overall future of 
the region.  It is my job to raise these issues in this place.  I hope that the committee that will be established as a 
result of this motion will carefully examine those issues and will provide, at the very least, more information to 
the Parliament and the Government. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [3.31 pm]:  I support the establishment of a select committee to 
inquire into water issues currently confronting Western Australia.  Water is possibly the most compelling of 
issues facing this State today.  In fact, in the past two years, metropolitan Perth has faced water restrictions.  
Those restrictions brought about the water summit that resulted in some 23 recommendations, one of which was 
to place another levy on water bills to fund research.  I believe a 2c per kilolitre levy was proposed.  Quite 
frankly, that suggestion annoyed me, particularly in light of the fact that the Water Corporation had made some 
$296 million in profit in 2001-02. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That suggestion was not from the Water Corporation.  The irrigators asked for that levy on 
ground water use.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The 2c levy? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Yes.  For example, people in the Gingin ground water area currently do not pay for ground 
water. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, but - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is not a levy to go into the coffers of the Water Corporation; it is to research what is 
happening with ground water and many irrigators have asked for that type of levy. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  As I said, when the Water Corporation has made $296 million in profit in 2001-02 - 
although that was down from the $305 million profit of the previous year - and the State Government has the 
audacity to milk $50 million a year from that profit into consolidated revenue, how can the Government expect 
the long-suffering taxpayers of this State to pay yet another levy to prop up a business that is clearly making a 
profit?  The whole way in which water is charged must be addressed.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  How do you think we should charge for water?  I am interested in your views. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am sure the honourable member would be interested because currently his Government 
is making a total mess of it.  I presume the minister would be prepared to sit down and listen to a few people 
from time to time so that he could improve his ability.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I am listening to you. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Good.  If the honourable member stopped talking for a while, he could listen.  Currently 
in this State water rates are in reality a water service charge.  It is a fee that one pays to use the Water 
Corporation’s water.  The water charge for the quantity of water used is an additional charge to rates and is, quite 
simply, similar to paying for electricity or telephone services.  Why are water rates based on the gross rental 
value of a property?  Electricity and telephone charges are commodities but they are not based on the gross rental 
value of a property.  Why should someone in Cottesloe pay twice as much for water rates as someone in 
Armadale pays when the quality of water, in theory, is the same?  How can we chastise someone in Cottesloe for 
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using sprinklers for more than two days a week when we charge that person two to three times more for water 
than anyone else pays?  That simply does not make sense; it is not equitable.  This is an issue that a select 
committee could address.  Why should towns in the Kimberley pay for water at a rate that far exceeds the cost of 
water when there is a vast quantity of fresh water in that region?  Quite frankly, this State Government would 
have all domestic water users believe that they are wasteful and have caused the water shortage that is perceived 
to exist.  I say that tongue in cheek, because the facts suggest that there is no water shortage and that we are 
being hoodwinked.  We are actually being conned by this Government.  The Water and Rivers Commission 
report titled “Western Australia Water Assessment 2000; Water Availability and Use” is quite useful in 
providing the figures - 

Hon Paddy Embry interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It does not matter; the Government has never listened in its life, which is why it will be 
out of government next time around. 

The Water and Rivers Commission report states that the Perth basin, which is largely a strip of land from 
Geraldton to Augusta, has a sustainable ground water yield of 1 937 gigalitres a year.  However, the public uses 
only 749 gigalitres a year of ground water, of which 279 gigalitres is used for irrigation and the rest for mining, 
industry and households.  The level of utilisation, therefore, is some 39 per cent.  That means that we would have 
to use every drop of that sustainable yield before we could affect the environment.  That means that there is 
plenty of water available. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is not what it means actually. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It does.  The member should work out the figures.  If she is upset with the figures, she 
should go back to the Water Corporation and ask it how it came to these conclusions. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is not how you interpret them. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  We may have to sink some new bores, as is being done, but there is sufficient water.  I 
accept that the sustainable level must be continually monitored so that we do not cause irreversible damage to a 
precious resource.  However, with about a $300 million profit annually, the Water Corporation has sufficient 
resources to conduct these studies.  A further reading of the statistics indicates that householders’ water use is 
13 per cent, parks and gardens four per cent and private household bores five per cent.   Therefore, on average 
people are consuming around about 22 per cent of the water resources, although the rhetoric from this 
Government would have people believe that it is householders who are the water guzzlers.  One must question 
the Government for pursuing this policy.  I believe it is because the Government regards water as a cash cow.  
By having the average citizen believe that water is rare and expensive to deliver, the Government can gradually 
increase the cost of water at a rate far exceeding inflation.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  That’s the plan.  
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, although it is a pretty open plan and most people see right through it.  It is the same 
philosophy that guides the use of Multanovas.  Despite deaths on the roads per head of population dropping for 
decades, the Government continues to quote numbers rather than percentage rates of deaths on roads so that it 
can put more Multanovas on the roads and increase the annual rip-off from the public into the State’s coffers.  As 
I said, not everyone in the community has fallen for and been hoodwinked by that rhetoric.   
I again refer to the report of the Water and Rivers Commission.  I learnt from it that ground water usage has 
tripled since 1985.  Alarm bells are ringing, and so they should be.  Catchment damming flow reduced to less 
than 50 gigalitres in 2001 compared with in excess of 300 gigalitres a year between 1911 and 1974.  In the past 
20 years, Perth’s population has almost doubled.  It is no wonder that we must rely on ground water to make up 
the shortfall, considering the increasing population and declining rainfall.  On those figures, by 2050, when the 
population of Perth will be around three million, water demand is expected to increase from about 300 gigalitres 
to some 570 gigalitres a year.  By that time we will need to have a sustainable strategy in place.  We must 
develop a strategy that does not rely solely on rainfall but rather on a combination of rainfall, ground water, 
desalination and recycled water.   
For years we have heard about schemes to transport water from the Kimberley to Perth.  The Government must 
let the public know the facts about this matter.  The average cost of water supplied in Perth is 65c a kilolitre.  
The cost of desalinated water is some 112c a kilolitre.  The cost of piping water from the Kimberley would be in 
the order of 440c a kilolitre.  Despite these facts, this option is floated in the letters to the editor in the newspaper 
and is talked about on talkback radio.  If the Government made the same effort to inform the public about the 
real cost of these alternatives as it does to inform the public on which days it can use sprinklers, everybody 
would be much better informed.  However, as I have mentioned previously, I do not believe it is on the 
Government’s agenda to inform people about those matters.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  Where did you get your facts about those prices?  Was it fundamentally from a state 
government source?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes. 

Hon Kim Chance:  What is the problem?  You have just said you can get the prices.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The point I am making is that if the Government were to come clean on water issues, it 
would explain to the public that piping water from the Kimberley is not a viable option.   

We are discussing whether we should form a select committee to inquire into water resources.  Currently, people 
believe that there is an excess of water in the Kimberley.  In fact, one of the reasons Ord 2 failed to get off the 
ground was an insufficient water supply.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Hang on, you must work out where the water is to go.  To meet the requirements of the 
Water and Rivers Commission, most of the water must stay where it is so that the environment does not get 
upset.   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I could not agree more with the member.  One of the spurious reasons that was given for 
not removing water from certain places was, for example, that the water had flowed down a river bed for 
millions of years - except for the past 40 years, because it had dried out.  Those conditions exist because of the 
pressure the Greens (WA) put on this Labor Government.  There cannot be a coalition unless someone kowtows 
to someone else.   
Hon Nick Griffiths:  You know about that.   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I would not know about that at all.  I am not in a coalition with anyone.  If I were going 
to be in a coalition, I certainly would not take the advice given to me by the Labor Party.   

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.03 pm  
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I was outlining the benefits of a select committee into water services in this State.  As I 
indicated, I am fully in favour of the establishment of such a select committee.  I believe there would be a lot of 
benefits.  In some northern areas of the State, particularly the Kimberley, people believe there is an excess of 
water which could easily and practically be brought by pipeline to Perth.  The cost of that cannot be compared 
with that of the magnificent Mundaring to Kalgoorlie pipeline.  Although benefits would certainly arise from 
doing it, I believe that in the long term, the cost of the water delivered into the metropolitan and other areas 
along the way would be prohibitive.  Without doubt, many small communities throughout the State have very 
serious water issues.  In the area I represent, for example, communities in the Murchison area have had terrible 
water quality for a long time.  Many other areas face many other issues but I doubt whether any of them are quite 
as serious as those affecting Mt Magnet and Cue.  However, they are not alone.  As I have said, many small 
communities have these water issues.  That is why I believe that a select committee is so vital.   
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  There seem to be far too many conversations going on in competition. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr President.  I believe that we need to understand the whole picture before 
solutions can be found.  I remember posing a question during the budget hearings last year on whether any 
extensive surveys had been conducted of the water basins in the Gascoyne.  We do not know how much water is 
contained in some of the basins in the larger areas of Western Australia.  Mining companies have put down bores 
and conducted very average tests on water quality and quantity.   
I believe that a select committee could put some effort into ensuring that exploration is conducted in some of 
those areas, because we are certainly devoid of a lot of knowledge at the moment.  I know from personal 
experience that many bores in west Gascoyne, which were put in place as a result of moves by the Gascoyne 
Development Commission, have been closed off recently because it looked as though a large amount of water 
was coming out of the bores into bore drains and not being used efficiently.  I doubt very much that it had 
anything to do with the quality of water or whether it was a sustainable flow.  From my knowledge of the bores 
on the properties in which I have been involved, water has been flowing from them for well over a century.  The 
only reason that the flow might have stopped was the rusting of the bore casing; it certainly had nothing to do 
with the pressure or quantity of the water that came out of those bores.   
We need a select committee because this Parliament needs to understand fully all the problems of water access, 
availability and delivery, to not only Perth but also the whole of the State.  If members of Parliament do not fully 
understand these challenges, we will never provide a plan that will serve this State into the next century.  I 
support this motion and I believe that everyone in this Chamber should do likewise.  If we get it wrong, I want to 
be sure that it is not because we failed to understand the facts or to ensure that we had enough information in 
front of us, but rather because of some unforeseen set of circumstances.  I therefore fully support the proposal for 
a select committee. 
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HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.09 pm]:  I find the whole subject quite fascinating, partly because 
during the last budget estimates I asked a question because I could see no provision in the budget for the 
employment of additional hydrologists and others to try to get over the problem of the lack of water in the 
metropolitan area.  The education program that the State has undertaken seems very understandably to 
concentrate on types of gardens and sprinkler use.  It also concentrates on front-loading washing machines and 
on those rather ineffective shower roses that do not allow much water through per minute.  I suspect that when 
some of us are soaped up in the shower, it takes two or three times as long for us to wash the soap off with a half 
flow of water as it did with the conventional rose that let out a fair bit of water.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Do you speak from personal experience? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do; I feel I am part of the human species and not alone in that matter. 

The answer to my question in this place was interesting.  The salvation for Perth will be that in future new 
projects in places like Kalgoorlie must be self-sufficient in water.  No longer will the metropolitan area supply 
water to country regions.  I find that most interesting.  Would I not be correct in saying that every above-ground 
water reservoir feeding Perth is not in the metropolitan area?  Mundaring Weir may just be in the metropolitan 
area. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I assure the member that it is in the seat of Swan Hills.  Maybe people surrounding the 
reservoir consider themselves to be country people; however, they have half the voting power of country people. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I am a little older than the average member in this House, and I may be wrong, but I 
believe Mundaring Weir was specifically built because of the gold industry in Kalgoorlie. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It was built for the goldfields pipeline and raised just over 50 years ago because of a severe 
drought in the agricultural region.  Most of the water at Mundaring Weir comes from underground water from 
the Wanneroo region.  It goes to Mundaring and services much of the agricultural area and the goldfields.  It is 
an integrated system, and very properly so. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is gratifying that the minister knows a bit about his portfolio.  I congratulate him. 
Hon Nick Griffiths:  I thank the member. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The point was made that in future, regional areas must be self-sufficient and find new 
water.  The Government followed up that response by quickly stating that it will take water from Busselton and 
move it to Perth.  Interesting.  I see problems arising in the metropolitan area in regions that traditionally grew 
most of the vegetables; namely, areas up towards Yanchep and a little south to Spearwood.  A proportion of 
those areas now contain residential housing.  As people drive down the coast road to Bunbury, they see ever-
increasing horticulture between Mandurah and Bunbury.  Large areas are moving into horticulture also around 
Busselton.  Most of this produce is not for export, but for consumption in the metropolitan area.  As our 
population increases in the metropolitan area, if we are to maintain any sort of self-sustainability in vegetables 
etc, no advantage will be found in taking water from areas like Busselton that will have a large water demand. 
Questions arise about the quantity of water that flows out to sea.  This should be fully researched.  We do not 
want salt water draining back to the aquifers.  Research has not been carried out to ascertain whether that would 
happen.  Obviously, one does not want vast quantities of water draining into the ocean from underground 
aquifers.  As our State continues to develop and its population increases, horticultural produce will be grown in 
areas west of Albany.  Some vegetables are grown there already.  The area I farm has a temperate climate, and it 
is basically frost-free.  We do not normally experience the hot weather found in other parts of the State.  It will 
be used one day for such agriculture.  Strawberries and asparagus are starting to be grown there, although not 
always successfully - it is experimental at this stage.  However, these developments do nothing for the supply of 
water for the metropolitan area.  If one expects country areas to be self-sufficient, it is fair and equitable to 
expect the same of the metropolitan area.  That may mean curtailing an increase in population.  Some hard 
decisions need to be made.   
All these factors add up to indicate that a select committee is needed to research the subject thoroughly.  I 
thought the responsible minister would welcome some good scientific research to ascertain in which direction we 
need to move, rather than have decisions made for short-term and political reasons.  Water in Australia is an 
important subject.  It is one of our most precious and scarce commodities.  Almost no expense should be spared 
to make sure that the path we follow is correct.  One can spend as much money as one likes, and some mistakes 
will be made.  However, that should not put the Government off that investment.  Unless we do the correct 
homework, more mistakes will be made.  This is not the first Government in this State to make decisions purely 
for political reasons.  As the people of Western Australia want, we must get away from decisions being made on 
every subject for political reasons.  Some subjects must be political; however, it is a shame that other subjects are 
treated in a political manner unnecessarily.  Australia’s most important and scarce resource must be treated 
properly.  I urge the minister and the Government to establish a select committee to research the matter.  I do not 
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suggest that no research has been done, but obviously it is inadequate.  The committee can produce the research, 
and if we select the right people, chances are that we will find predominantly the correct answers.  Let us do it.  
It is too important to fiddle around from pillar to post, as we seem to have done for a number of years. 

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Government Enterprises) [4.18 pm]:  A difficulty 
arises in the proposal for the formation of a select committee; I refer to the resources of this House. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You can quickly fix that, Mr Minister.  Ask the Treasurer to write out a cheque - the same 
amount the Assembly receives would be a good start. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  There are two standing committees that could undertake a review of the kind proposed 
by the Leader of the Opposition; I refer to the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance and 
the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs.  If the House were to consider the matter, it may 
decide that it should be directed to a standing committee rather than a select committee.  Of the two mentioned, 
the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance would be more appropriate given its terms of 
reference. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You might find it is a busy committee currently doing substantial work. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  A good point is made by the Leader of the Opposition.  The committee is busy.  
Having listened to comments on reports being tabled and matters referred from time to time, and in holding 
conversations and listening to comments by honourable members, the strong impression is formed that our 
committees are all very busy.  That is not surprising given the size of the Chamber.  This is a Chamber of 34 
members, with 33 members on the floor.  If one excludes office holders, including the Leader of the Opposition, 
there is a small number of members to service very active committees.  To impose on them a further select 
committee would add to the burden.  Therefore, if an investigation were to take place, I suggest that the more 
appropriate course would be for one of the standing committees of the House to carry out the investigation, 
rather than a select committee, which would impose on a number of members a further set of duties.   

Let us assume for the moment that a select committee will be established.  We have heard from members of the 
Opposition, One Nation and the Greens (WA), and Hon Dee Margetts has indicated with appropriate vigour that 
what I am about to say is the case.  Irrespective of the view of the Government, the numbers in the House are to 
the effect that a select committee will be formed.  The members who will form that select committee, whoever 
they may be, will for the most part, if not in every case, be working very hard already on a standing committee.  
Therefore, if an inquiry of the kind proposed by Hon Norman Moore is to take place, the preferred course of 
action would be for one of the standing committees to deal with the issue.  I have mentioned two standing 
committees, and I have mentioned the one I think is more appropriate, given its terms of reference.  The 
appropriate course of action would be for that standing committee to take the issue on board. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Of course, that means that that standing committee would have to put to one side the work 
it is doing now to do this.  You can’t have it both ways. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Hon Norman Moore makes a very valid and interesting point; that is, were one of 
those standing committees to take on board this inquiry, it would have to put aside or reprioritise other work.  
However, that is also true of the members who must carry out the work. 

Hon Norman Moore:  So it is six of one and half a dozen of the other. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The Leader of the Opposition again makes a very interesting point.  It is six of one and 
half a dozen of the other, or three of one, or four or five, or whatever the number may be.  However, the reality is 
that the resource about which we are talking is the time, energy and expertise of members of Parliament.  If they 
are working on a standing committee or a select committee, they are still carrying out the work.  My point is - I 
do not want to go over it again - that two standing committees have terms of reference that lend themselves to 
the carrying out of this inquiry, one of them more than the other.  I suggest that, rather than proceeding down the 
path of a select committee, that would be a better way to go.  I have made that point, and I will leave it there.  
Others may disagree, but the point is made. 

Hon Barry House made a number of observations.  Hon Norman Moore, by way of interjection, pointed out that 
I probably responded to those in my interjections, which I hope were not too unruly. 

Hon Norman Moore:  All interjections are unruly. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Okay. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You will be able to read about it in the South Western Times, because I am sure it will be 
on the front page. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am sure it will be reported with great accuracy, because on those south west issues I 
pointed out to relevant shire presidents with whom I had a conversation at their invitation several weeks ago that 
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an inquiry was being undertaken.  I said that the inquiry would cost $6.1 million and had been budgeted for.  
That is an enormous amount of resources.  The needs and priorities of the south west are very important.  
However, I said that it was important to ascertain what the resource and its sustainability was.  Nevertheless, 
proper regard will be given to the needs of the south west.  Of course, that was in the context of the Water 
Corporation’s proposal - a proposal is far from a decision - to ascertain whether up to 45 gigalitres of water 
could be taken from the south west Yarragadee.  The timing is relevant. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Did you actually call them stupid to their face at that time? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  No.  I think the word “stupid” applies to some of the arguments that have been put up 
from time to time. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You didn’t refer to the arguments; you referred to the people, and I think Hansard might 
bear that out. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The arguments being put forward are extremely stupid, with expressions such as “our 
water” being used.  Nobody holds a title to it.  The fact is that the people’s needs and requirements are being 
taken into account, and they have been told that face to face many times.  I suppose it is a bit like the matter 
raised by Hon George Fischer about the Kimberley pipeline. 

Hon John Fischer:  John Fischer. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am sorry; Hon John Fischer.  I saw Hon George Cash and Hon John Fischer.  I was 
seeing double.  I should put my glasses back on.  They are not paired. 

I believe the point Hon John Fischer was making was that he would like the Government to just tell the people 
the facts of life about the Kimberley pipeline.  This Government, its predecessor and its predecessor before that 
have told people the facts of life about the unaffordability of the Kimberley pipeline.  Hon Norman Moore made 
reference to that in his speech.  It is too expensive, and that is the end of the matter.  Every time it is raised in the 
media I receive a number of letters.  Frankly, I have a pro forma letter that I send, pointing out what I am advised 
are the facts regarding its unaffordability and what the alternatives are.  Those matters are made known at every 
opportunity.  Why continue to feed an interesting but not particularly intellectual debate?  I believe that is the 
point Hon John Fischer was making. 

Hon John Fischer:  The point I was making is that, as you just said, a lot of people are under the impression that 
it is possible and economically viable to bring water down. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It is downhill for a start. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Hon Paddy Embry has expressed with great accuracy the point of view put forward by 
many of those people.  They believe it is downhill because the Kimberley is up north and the rest of Western 
Australia is to the south of the Kimberley.  It is gravity, is it not?  After all, we are down-under. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  We understand the gravity of the situation. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Well said, and said with appropriate gravity. 

Hon Bill Stretch interjected. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  For a moment I thought Hon Bill Stretch was about to behave in an uncharacteristic 
way and engage in an unruly interjection.  However, he did not do so because, apart from anything else, it would 
be uncharacteristic of him.  In any event, he did not have the microphone.  That is why I could not hear what he 
said. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  I was supporting you.  You should encourage me more. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Okay. 

Hon Norman Moore:  One thing people need to be asked is how much they are prepared to pay. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That is always an interesting question. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Quite right; and that has never been asked. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  People always like something to happen, but they never really like to put their hands in 
their own pockets if they can avoid it. 

Hon Norman Moore:  The Government must say that if people want more water, it may cost them so much; and 
if they can have it at that price, do they want it? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  On the argument about the Kimberley pipeline, at every opportunity the matter has 
been put.  However, I do not believe we should get too excited about it, even though people do.  Frankly, I do 
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not want money to be spent on advertising in The West Australian or anywhere else stating that the Kimberley 
pipeline is a pipedream. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I was talking about a select committee when I asked the question. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I have given my view on the appropriate area to conduct an inquiry, and I have said 
that it should not be a select committee.  Hon Paddy Embry made a number of observations and the substance of 
what he said was that this was an important issue and it should be referred to a select committee.  Hon John 
Fischer referred to water pricing, and perhaps that could be one use for a select committee.  He was incorrect on 
that point and I invited him to say how water should be priced, but that can be explored down the track. 

I will now deal with matters raised by the mover of the motion, Hon Norman Moore, who made a substantial 
speech some weeks ago and dealt with some 40 points.  I will try to deal with as many of them as I can this 
afternoon, and I will refer to notes when doing so.  Hon Norman Moore expressed the view that the decision to 
restrict the amount of water that residents can use has always been something that should be very carefully 
assessed.  That is fair enough.  He put forward the proposition that the decision was made from a conservationist 
viewpoint and that the environment should be considered ahead of the needs of the community.  The 
environment is part and parcel of the needs of the community, but rather than engage in generalities I will make 
these observations.   

On 1 July 2001 I was given ministerial responsibility for the Water Corporation.  Following that I did what one 
would expect any minister to do and conferred with the Chairman of the Water Corporation, Hon Peter Jones, 
who in my view was doing a very good job, and Dr Jim Gill the Chief Executive Officer.  I made what I thought 
were appropriate inquiries about the state of the dams and our water supplies and whether there was a need for 
anything to be done.  We had a general conversation about resource development and the time to do that, and 
noted the advice that things were not particularly good - of course this was in July 2001.  The Water Corporation 
engages in quite a bit of forward planning and looks at a number of contingencies.  From that discussion 
developed the proposal to introduce the two-day sprinkler regime.  Members may recall I made a statement to 
the House in late July or early August 2001 and the two-day sprinkler regime for the use of scheme water came 
into place during the first week of September.  That decision was not made lightly.  I regularly refer to the graph 
published in The West Australian on Saturdays to monitor performance, and it indicates that over the past few 
years dams have not filled.  The dams started to fill in July, August and September, but the rain just was not 
falling.  As it turned out, that was the worst drought since 1914, and last year was not much better.  Hopefully 
this year will be better, but it is too early to say.  A decision was made to engage in a process to encourage the 
community to save 45 gigalitres of water.  That is quite a bit of water, and that program has been very 
successful.  It has been successful because of the actions of the community, and there has been a very substantial 
saving.  I assure honourable members that this was not a decision that the Government wanted to make; it was a 
decision that the Government needed to make in the interests of the community.  To a considerable extent the 
community went along with that decision, and it says a lot about Western Australians working together.  It was 
very important that those savings be made.  There were no miracles available to get 45 gigalitres by snapping 
one’s fingers.  That saving occurred, the usage went down, and it continues to be below what it was previously.  
That was done in the context of two years ago.  I hope matters will be better this year.  If matters are better this 
year, it will still be necessary to continue that program, because it is very important to allow the dams to fill.  
The water in the dams is not just for metropolitan lawns; it is also for agriculturalists and for the people in the 
goldfields; and it is also for agriculturalists who operate in the metropolitan area.  It is an important and proper 
resource. 

This two-year drought was on top of a long-term - over the past 25 years - change in the rainfall patterns in 
Western Australia.  This program was not a knee-jerk reaction; it was a proper measure, and I suspect that if Hon 
Norman Moore had been in charge he probably would have made a similar decision; but we do not know that. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I happen to believe that lawns are an important part of our environment. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  People’s gardens are very important, and that is why this was a two-day sprinkler 
regime, and not what occurred in the late 1970s.  There were three reasons for that: first - but not in order of 
priority - there was a recognition that gardens are important to many people and their way of life, particularly 
many of our senior citizens and others who get a lot of pleasure from their gardens, which is a very good and 
proper thing; secondly, unlike the period in the mid to late 1970s, extraction of underground water had taken 
place and had been developed to a considerable extent, so the dependency on dams was not what it was during 
that period; thirdly, and very importantly, unlike the situation with the water restrictions of the 1970s, we had a 
substantial range of activities generating employment and wealth to do with gardening, horticulture and the like.  
That is not to say that there was not a gardening industry and a home irrigation industry in the 1970s.  However, 
the industry that existed in 2001 was far greater in terms of the number of people employed and the wealth 
generated.  The choices were to do nothing, which I think would have been rather stupid, to use that word again; 
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to take the very harsh 1970s option; or to see whether there was some other way.  That is the origin of the two-
day sprinkler regime.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I thought that in the 1970s it was every second day - odd numbers one day and even 
numbers the next. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  For a period in the 1970s there was a total sprinkler ban.  We have had ongoing water 
restrictions for many years prior to 2001.  There was a ban on the use of scheme water for sprinklers between 
6.00 am and 9.00 pm.  That regime was introduced for bores later in 2001.  The Water Corporation does not deal 
with bores in terms of everyday suburban life.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Common garden-variety bores. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That is one way of putting it.   

Hon Norman Moore put the proposition that the community has been led to believe that we have a serious water 
shortage that we will have to live with forever.  He stated on Wednesday, 9 April, at page 6437 of Hansard -  

I have reached the conclusion that we have plenty of water in the Perth metropolitan area.  It is a matter 
of whether the Government wishes to spend the money necessary to access the water and whether it is 
prepared to say to some of the extreme green elements that it is prepared to put up with one dead tree in 
order for underground water to be accessed.   

I have mentioned rainfall.  I am not sure whether I have mentioned the state of the dams, but the dams were 
pretty low in 2001, and they continue to be low.  The inflow into the dams in 2001 and 2002 was very bad.  
Hopefully it will improve this year, but it is too early to say.  The advice that has been given to me is that 2001 
and 2002 are the worst two years of inflow on record.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Inflow is not the same as rainfall.  Do not forget that.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  No, it is not, but rain is an important component of it. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Obviously, it is.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  We need the water to come from somewhere.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know that, but it is also how much water flows into the dams as a result of the state 
of the catchments.  You know that as well as I do.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That is very true. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You cannot equate absolutely the amount of rain with the amount of inflow.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am not, but the member will note that a strong correlation exists.  It is obvious that I 
am not talking in absolutes.  The Government has undertaken a number of actions so far.  I have mentioned the 
two-day sprinkler regime.  The Government has engaged in extensive community consultation through the water 
forums and the water symposium that took place last year.  The Government has established a state water 
strategy, which has published its report, and the work of the task force is ongoing.  It has developed a greater 
supply capacity.  It has introduced its $7 million Waterwise program to encourage a conservation ethos.  It has 
commenced its investigation of the south west Yarragadee, which has been the subject of debate earlier today.  
The budget for that is $6.1 million.  Irrespective of what decision may or may not be made, that is information 
that we need to know for the benefit of the south west and the whole of the State.  The Government, through the 
Water Corporation, has completed a comprehensive feasibility study into a desalination plant for Perth that will 
enable the plant to be constructed and be operational within a two-year time frame, if required.  We have gone 
further with regard to other expenditure, which I will deal with in a moment. 

Hon Norman Moore:  What is the cost of desalinated water per kilolitre?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The definitive price for the desalinated water will depend upon the financing of the 
desalination plant, but the ballpark figure is in the region of $1.20 or $1.30, if one is very robust in one’s figures.  
Other figures have been put forward, but, from what I have seen, that is the ballpark figure.  That is far more 
expensive than accessing the rainwater tanks called dams or the current underground sources.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I understand that, but it will depend on the size of the plant and how much you will be able 
to produce. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I am contemplating a plant that will produce 30 gigalitres a year.  That will be at a cost 
of about $230 million.  I am using round figures; I am not quoting a particular figure.  That will be a substantial 
capital investment.  If we compare that with the 45 gigalitres that has been saved by having the two-day sprinkler 
regime, I think members can appreciate the importance of that saving that we have achieved.   
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Hon Norman Moore:  And the dead lawns around the place.  It is starting to sneak up.  There are more and more 
dead lawns around the suburbs.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The two-day sprinkler regime has been well received.  It has saved a substantial 
amount of water.  That decision was not made lightly.  I have given the reasons for it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I am saying that the consequence of that is not quite what you think it is.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I have acknowledged, in answer to a previous interjection, that I appreciate the 
significance of people’s gardens.  I have pointed out the fact that the decision about the two-day sprinkler regime 
was not made lightly.  I prefer to see green lawns, and what used to be green lawns are now, in some cases, 
pieces of straw.  However, it is not quite like the situation in the 1970s when lawns tended to gravel in many 
parts of the northern suburbs.  It is interesting that when we had some fairly heavy rain a couple of week ago, the 
robust suburban lawns in many parts of Perth came back to life very quickly.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I agree, and thank God for that, otherwise you would be in a bit more trouble than you are 
in. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Whether we are in trouble is a matter for people to determine in due course.  I do not 
think I need to take the blame for the fact that we have not had any rain and our water supplies are what they are.   

The member made a number of observations about the nature and management of the water restrictions.  These 
observations are set out at pages 6437, 6438 and 6441 of Hansard.  Hon Norman Moore made the observation 
that Western Australia’s climate encourages, and sometimes demands, the need for a reasonable home garden; I 
have no argument with that.  He expressed the view that some people let their gardens die because they are too 
frightened to water them.  If that is true, it is regrettable.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Some people believe it is socially unacceptable to have one; that was the impact of your 
advertising campaign.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The advertising campaign has been very successful.  It has encouraged the community 
to react in such a way that water would be conserved; and the community has been very successful in doing that.  
About 45-plus gigalitres of water for two years in a row is a substantial saving.  I referred to the capital 
investment that would need to be undertaken if the State were to go down the path of a desalination plant to 
provide 30 gigalitres. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Who is arguing for that?  I am not asking for that. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  That is an option that had to be properly examined and has been examined. 

Hon Norman Moore:  How much are you spending on the Yarragadee aquifer and how much water are you 
getting out of it? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The return in gigalitres and the expenditure on the three bores that have gone into the 
Yarragadee aquifer have provided better value than a desalination plant would have provided. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Yes, significantly better. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The capacity to deal with the Yarragadee aquifer, as the honourable member would 
know, is subject to licensing constraints controlled by the environmental regulator.   

I return to Hon Norman Moore’s comments made on a previous occasion, rather than deal with the comments he 
has just made, although I will try to deal with his comments as we go along. 

In the pages of Hansard I referred to, Hon Norman Moore made a number of references to the matters he has 
just mentioned relating to gardens and our way of life.  The Water Corporation carried out research that indicated 
a large proportion of the community has found it possible to maintain a healthy garden and lifestyle with water 
restrictions in place.  It is true that some gardens do not look as healthy as they used to look; however, according 
to the advice I have received, it is possible to have a reasonably healthy garden while continuing to observe the 
restriction regime. 

The honourable member made reference to dobbing in people.  He asserted that people have been encouraged to 
dob in other people.  Strictly speaking, that is not true.  The Waterwise campaign contact line, as it is called, was 
established to encourage people to seek information and to encourage them to engage in appropriate water-wise 
activities.  However, as the honourable member said, it could be and has been used also to report people who are 
not using water appropriately.  The thrust of the program was to encourage people to behave as good members of 
the community, not to use it as a punitive exercise.  It took more of a carrot and goodwill approach rather than a 
stick approach.  My view of these sorts of campaigns is that a large number of people in the community would 
not cooperate if a big stick were waved at them; however, if people are encouraged to behave well, they tend to 
react to something good rather than to the threat of something bad. 
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Hon Norman Moore:  How much water has the $7 million encouragement saved? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The $7 million -  

Hon Norman Moore:  How much is the one-off $7 million saving? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I cannot put a figure per kilolitre on it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Because you can’t; that is why it is just a con. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  The Waterwise rebate program is a component in a package of exercises that 
encourages a conservation ethos in the community.  Frankly, it is a very good and very well received package. 

Hon Norman Moore:  But surely you must be able to tell us how many gigalitres of water you saved for 
$7 million - or didn’t you save any - otherwise, the $7 million is just wasted? 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I have given the reason for the Waterwise rebate program. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You must quantify it.  We are entitled to know what the $7 million delivered to you.  

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Hon Norman Moore made an interesting observation at page 6441 of Hansard.  He 
said that restrictions were a nasty political issue, that no doubt they would be lifted before the next election and 
the Government would need to explain where the 45 gigalitres was coming from - perhaps from Nannup.  The 
word “political” is not a bad word.  We are engaged in politics.  It is not evil for people to engage in politics.  
There are good politics and bad politics.  Politics is a very proper form of human behaviour.  However, the word 
“political” in this context implied that there was something untoward or partisan about it; that is not true.  The 
restrictions were not implemented for an inappropriate or improper purpose.  Frankly, I regret very much that we 
had to implement them.  I would prefer to have the dams full and for people to be able to do what they wish to 
do.  That would be a better world.  I think most people would agree with that, although I suspect that not all 
would agree.  However, that was not the case; we had no reasonable choice. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I know it is not the case, but you keep avoiding the issue that there is a lot of water 
elsewhere other than in the dams, and you won’t touch it.  That is the point I am trying to make. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I have not avoided that issue.  The honourable member has made a number of points 
and I will come to them.  The imposition of restrictions was prudent and responsible, and I have given the 
reasons for them.  Again, I reiterate that if it were to rain bucket loads in the next few months, the restrictions 
would not be lifted until the dams were at a reasonable level so that the Government could have a reasonable 
degree of insurance to move forward. 

Hon Norman Moore:  And it would all just evaporate over summer. 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  I do not think so. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Come on! 

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  We have had a low inflow recently and, of course, there is evaporation over summer; 
however, the dams do fill up.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I know.  Of course, you could increase the inflow.  There are lots of things you could do to 
get more water in the dams, other than make it rain.   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Hon Norman Moore went on to make observations on the maintenance of wetland 
environments.  Those matters are set out in Hansard at page 6437.  I remind the House briefly of the points made 
by the honourable member before I respond to them.  He said that the wetlands are dry from time to time due to 
natural cycles.  That is true. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders.   
 


