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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS — CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon Graham Giffard) in the chair. 

“Local Government Structural and Electoral Reform in Western Australia: Ensuring the Future Sustainability of 
Communities” — Statement by Minister for Local Government and Regional Development — Motion 

Resumed from 9 April on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson —  

That the statement be noted.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I record my thanks to Hon Bruce Donaldson, who, in my absence the last time 
that this motion was discussed, made sure that I had the opportunity to continue my remarks. I know that he did 
that because he is dead keen to find out more about what is happening in local government, in particular what is 
happening in respect of sustainability of local government.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson: And structural reform.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. I called for the tabled paper to be brought to me so that I could recap what 
we were looking at exactly. There are two issues—local government structural reform and local government 
electoral reform. Obviously, the honourable member is already aware that the electoral reform has, in a sense, 
been introduced. In terms of it being an issue, it has been and gone. The only thing I say about the electoral 
reform is that I am particularly pleased with the way in which the electoral reform has gone. Electoral reform 
was the initiative of Hon Jon Ford when he was Minister for Local Government and Regional Development. It 
was certainly not one of my reforms, although I had carriage of it in terms of the implementation of the reform. 
The legislation was certainly initiated by him, and all credit should go to him; I refer to the way in which the 
legislation was dealt with, the way in which local government ensured that it was a seamless process to a new 
system of voting, and the way in which local government itself has responded to the new system.  

I came into the job of Minister for Local Government probably three or four months prior to the election 
occurring, and there is no doubt that everywhere I went people had concerns. Issues were raised. What will this 
reform do to the number of women elected to local government? People said, “We will not be able to get 
Indigenous people into local government” and “I got elected under the first-past-the-post system and this will 
probably mean I will not get re-elected.” It is quite amazing that, after the new system was introduced, the world 
did not cave in. People were elected and many of those people who were particularly fearful about their own 
plight were elected back into their positions. It demonstrates to me that it really does not matter which system is 
used—if elected members are doing a good job, they will be re-elected. As I travel around the state and see the 
composition of local governments, there is no doubt there is a more balanced group of individuals that perhaps 
are more representative of the broader community out there. There is no doubt that we have more women and 
more Indigenous people than we have ever had before in local government, and I think these are very good 
outcomes.  

In terms of sustainability, there is no doubt that local government is moving forward as an industry and, with the 
assistance of the state government, has made fairly significant inroads. There would not be one council that has 
not been involved in an amalgamation, a regional government arrangement, a voluntary regional council 
arrangement or some sort of resource-sharing initiative. Each and every one of the 140 local councils in Western 
Australia will, to different degrees, be involved in any one of those activities. 

I announced the other day that the Shires of Tambellup and Broomehill would be amalgamating with effect from 
1 July 2008. My next job is to appoint a commissioner for Broomehill and Tambellup. If somebody had said to 
those communities in the past that they would become one, they probably would never have believed it. 
Broomehill has a population of about 600 people and Tambellup around 400; those two shires will now 
effectively become one shire named the Shire of Broomehill-Tambellup. It has all been approved.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson: Are they putting their two names together?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, they are. It will be the two names together, and that will be the new shire. 
The two shires actually approached the Department of Local Government and Regional Development in May 
last year. The Local Government Advisory Board then looked at the proposal and made the recommendation to 
me that this was a positive way forward. Naturally, I was keen that they be allowed the opportunity to go down 
that path and that is exactly what they have done. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson: Do you know whether they are still working towards a better arrangement? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Certainly, they have not come to us at this stage. We have made our position 
quite clear; as members know we will not force any local governments to amalgamate. Every so often the media 
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try to beat it up and we had a story in the Sunday Times that had some comments about the Systemic 
Sustainability Study Taskforce report and Bill Mitchell said that he would be very disappointed if the minister 
forced any local government authorities to amalgamate. I then said that our policy position has been and will 
continue to be that we will not force amalgamations. Based on both the first and second times that I have been 
the Minister for Local Government, I must tell members that the call for amalgamation is not coming from 
ratepayers. In fact, I do not even think it registers in the minds of ratepayers. I think most ratepayers think that 
they get a good level of service from their local councils and this really seems to be a bit more of a 
preoccupation for local government authorities. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson: It has a lot to do with identification, too. They want to keep their own little spot in the 
world. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Absolutely. From my point of view, I think it is good that we have a sector that 
recognises the importance of change and the importance of addressing some of the risks, if we like, to its 
industry. No doubt falling populations, higher expectations, human resource issues and a range of issues kick in 
that pose risks to local government over the longer term. It is good that it has the foresight to consider some of 
the options that are available, and certainly in terms of the government’s response. We have our connecting local 
communities and sustainability funding program and over time we have assisted many local government 
authorities with sums of money either for partial amalgamation or to move into regional structures. The 
government has been very fortunate with its success in the full amalgamation of the Shire and the Town of 
Northam. That has gone without a glitch really and it has been very, very seamless, as has the City of Geraldton 
and Shire of Greenough’s amalgamation. There is no doubt in my mind that when there is a preparedness on the 
part of all players, these things can happen without too much disruption or problems for the community.  

I have already put on record my appreciation for the work that was done for the Systemic Sustainability Study 
Taskforce report. I certainly support the report in principle. The last time I spoke I said that it was my intent to 
meet with the Western Australian Local Government Association to go through some of the report’s 61 
recommendations. That has since happened and we can accept many of those recommendations and they are a 
positive way forward. However, other recommendations provide us with some issues that we will need to work 
through; therefore, support for those recommendations would be qualified. I am very happy to establish a 
working group, if we like, between the Department of Local Government and Regional Development and 
WALGA to work on those recommendations that we can proceed with and on those on which we have points of 
difference. One point of difference, for example, is that WALGA would like to be the policy development body 
for government on local government matters. However, government policy is a matter for government and quite 
clearly that is not to suggest that WALGA should not have a role, if we like, in feeding into any policy 
development by the department and under the authority of the government, but we cannot accept that were 
WALGA to principally undertake that function of the department, it would leave the department to become a 
regulator. The Department of Local Government and Regional Development really has an important role in not 
only the regulatory function it performs, but also its policy development function on behalf of government. 
Therefore, there will be things that we will agree to disagree on. I must say that the meeting we had with 
WALGA—Bill Mitchell was not at that meeting; I met with Ricky Burges and some other representatives from 
WALGA—was very positive indeed and everybody is quite excited by the willingness of government to work 
with WALGA to get the absolute best outcomes. Some people might want to do business differently; my view is 
that if we can work cooperatively with the industry body, we are much better off taking it with us than basically 
walking over a number of landmines to get to where we both want to end up in any event. We have been 
particularly pleased with the response from WALGA and the way that it is prepared to work with us.  

Although we accept the regional model concept, a lot more detailed work has to occur. It sounds fairly simple 
and it sounds feasible in theory etc, but putting it into practice can be quite a different thing. Reform is great in 
theory but when we are at the hard end of it and dealing with people and their positions and a range of human-
related issues, often the political dangers of it can be highlighted. However, there is no doubt that what is 
proposed by the Systemic Sustainability Study Taskforce report will also need some legislative amendments and 
it is very important that we work through what those amendments might be. In view of the fact that there may be 
a lot of legislative amendments, and I will not know until we do a detailed analysis of those 61 
recommendations, it may well be that we will get to the point at which we say that it is all a bit hopeless because 
by the time we accommodate all those amendments, the amendment bill will be three times the size of the 
substantive parent act and we may as well just start again and create a new framework for local government. I do 
not know whether that will be the outcome, it really will depend on taking a very close look at what we can and 
cannot agree to.  

I must say that overall I am very, very happy with the Department of Local Government and Regional 
Development and the work that WALGA does. I think that having a closer relationship between the industry 
body and the government agency is a positive thing. Having a sector that is focused on a brighter and more 
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efficient future in its service delivery to its ratepayers has to be a good thing. I think local government is showing 
a lot of foresight, it is pre-empting some of the difficulties that may occur and it is being very proactive. One 
good thing about the Systemic Sustainability Study Taskforce report—I do not have it with me but it is a very, 
very thick document—is that in having set up the five working groups, the task force has picked some of the best 
and brightest people not only from local government, but also from right across Western Australia, including 
people from the corporate sector and the academic sector—people who would not normally or necessarily be tied 
up into a way of thinking about local government. That was very refreshing because it gave a new set of eyes, if 
we like, to look at a set of problems from quite a different perspective from that which we would normally get. I 
am very, very pleased that the task force took that action and it gives me greater confidence in the final report.  

I think local government is in pretty good shape; no doubt some of them struggle, but at the end of the day they 
still manage to provide services to their local constituencies. There is no doubt in my mind that local government 
has a lot to be proud of. Having said those few things, I thank members for allowing me the opportunity to speak 
and I am happy to support the motion that the statement be noted.  

Question put and passed. 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations – Tenth Report – “Annual Hearings in Relation to 

the Budget Estimates 2007/08” 

Resumed from 27 September 2007. 

Motion 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I move —  

That the report be noted. 

I will not speak at length on the report. It is quite a brief report on the annual budget estimates hearings held 
almost 12 months ago to the day. It is amazing how much time passes between when reports are tabled and when 
we talk about them. Members often forget what happened 12 months ago. I want to highlight a couple of matters 
in the report. The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations adopted a relatively new approach 
to dealing with the budget; that is, ongoing hearings were held throughout the year, as well as the annual 
hearings held soon after the budget papers were tabled in the house over one to three consecutive days. This was 
a relatively new approach to scrutinising the budget estimates in the Council. In the past, estimates hearings have 
been held over three or four days, during which time members of the Council could ask questions related to the 
budget papers. In 2005 the committee commenced a program of holding ongoing estimates hearings throughout 
the year, which was supplemented by a one-day session of traditional annual estimates hearings that 
concentrated solely on the contents of the budget papers. That one-day session of hearings was held between the 
time of the tabling of the budget papers and the passing of the appropriation bills in the Council. The annual 
hearings aid the committee in identifying issues for further inquiry during its ongoing hearings. The hearings 
also provide members with the opportunity to ask questions on the budget when it is most relevant; that is, 
before the appropriation bills are passed. 

There has been some discussion—I know there was discussion after last year’s annual budget estimates 
hearings—about this relatively new process of splitting the scrutiny between the two processes of the shortened 
annual budget hearings and the ongoing hearings throughout the year so that members could address specific 
departments. Although it is very hard to get this process exactly right so that members of the opposition parties 
in particular have the maximum opportunity to scrutinise government departments and government spending, 
some members think that we should hold the estimates hearings over three or four days, as has been done 
previously. As the chair of this committee, I argue that the ongoing hearings provide an opportunity to drill down 
into departments in a lot more detail. They provide an opportunity for members to ask a series of questions, 
rather than what has occurred during the annual estimates hearings in the past whereby members could ask one 
or two questions but were then unable to follow up because of the limited time. It is fair to say that we are 
pursuing this new process, and I think it has merit. 

It is interesting to note that we engaged in a process to assist the committee to determine which agencies it 
should examine in the annual hearings by surveying members and asking them which departments they would 
like to hear from. The report also refers to the number of responses received. All members were asked to 
nominate which agencies they wanted to appear and we received only six responses that nominated 24 different 
agencies. That is okay. It is up to members to decide whether to respond. Of those 24 agencies, nine agencies 
appeared at last year’s annual hearings. The committee sought to give priority to the portfolios of the ministers in 
the Council to provide what we considered was the best opportunity for direct questioning of the minister 
responsible for those agencies, rather than of the representative parliamentary secretaries. The Council has an 
opportunity to deal directly with those ministers in the annual hearings. The annual report lists those departments 
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and agencies and summarises the scope of the questions that were asked. There are several pages of that 
summary. On the scope of the questions, the report states — 

The Committee has adopted the practice of limiting the scope of the questions that can be asked during 
the Annual Hearings to specific invited agencies or parts of agencies only. This is noted on the 
timetable for the hearings. 

It is important that members understand how questions are framed. It continues — 

This practice has been adopted to ensure that maximum benefit is obtained from each hearing, given the 
limited time available and the volume of the budget papers. 

It goes on to state — 

Members are asked to advise the Committee of any specific area of interest prior to the hearings so that 
it may ensure that relevant agency staff are present during the hearings. 

I know that this has caused some confusion, but it is useful for members to bear this in mind, particularly as this 
year’s annual budget estimates hearings will be held on 28 May. Conversely, the ongoing hearings provide an 
opportunity for a much more detailed line of inquiry. We are trying to provide both opportunities in different 
forms and at different times. That point is made in the concluding comments in the report. It states —  

The purpose of the Annual Hearings is to provide Members with the opportunity to ask questions on the 
Budget before the Appropriation Bills are passed. Thus, questions are restricted to the Budget Papers. 
The Committee reminds Members that there is complete scope to query an agency’s operations 
generally at the Ongoing Hearings. 

It also states — 

Overall the Committee believes that the new process which has been adopted . . . enables Members to 
better question and pursue lines of questioning than was provided for by the various previous formats 
for examining the Budget Estimates. 

This is a fairly short report. It is timely to remind members that at this point the committee is seeking feedback 
on which departments and agencies members would like to appear at this year’s annual estimates hearings on 28 
May. Once that process is complete, we hope to hear from members about the ongoing hearings that they would 
like to have for the rest of this year. The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations has been 
engaged in a fairly substantial inquiry, but that is coming to a conclusion. We hope to re-establish some ongoing 
hearings for departments and agencies that members wish to apply some scrutiny to. I encourage members to use 
the opportunity that the standing committee offers. We are always interested in trying to accommodate any 
ongoing hearings that members would like. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Briefly, as somebody who has seen a few budgets brought down in this place, I 
commend Hon Giz Watson and her committee for moving towards this sort of system. I think it will be far more 
effective. It is evolving into a series of hearings that are more directly relevant to members. The big challenge is 
to make the hearings more timely than they are currently. This has been a problem for as long as I have been in 
this place. A lot of the hearings are conducted over a significant period. If we are lucky, we might get to deal 
with a department three months later, but it is more likely to be six months or even 12 months after a major 
issue. I believe there is a Senate committee, of which we see snippets occasionally on television, that interviews 
defence personnel, for instance, and they seem to be talking about timely, relevant issues involving major 
expenditure by the government. That seems to me to be a challenge that the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations has in this Parliament—to achieve timely analysis and scrutiny of major government 
expenditure. That is really the brief of that committee. However, it is evolving into a pretty good pattern, and I 
am looking forward to this year’s estimates hearings. We will have one major day of estimates analysis in this 
chamber, and then a series of specific and detailed analyses of the departments identified as being most 
important. 

Question put and passed. 
Dry Season Assistance Scheme 2006 — Statement by Minister for Agriculture and Food 

Resumed from 22 August 2006. 

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON: I move — 

That the statement be noted. 
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This statement goes back quite a while, to August 2006. Unfortunately, there has been a pattern of dry season 
advisory committees and assistance schemes far too often in the Western Australian wheatbelt. I would like to 
say that a lot of water has flowed underneath the bridge since this statement was made, but I cannot even say 
that, because water has not flowed underneath many bridges in the wheatbelt during that time. Whether it be 
exceptional circumstances funding or dry season assistance, this has been very much the pattern in recent years. 
It has affected many farmers, their families, their businesses and the small businesses in the country towns. One 
only hopes that we will see a return to a more normal winter this year. This scheme in 2006 followed a similar 
scheme in 2004 and another in 2002, when the season was quite disastrous. I think the figure for assistance in 
2006 was $5.3 million. I think the minister can give us an update on the 2007 program. The assistance came in 
the form of a $7 500 grant—an increase of $1 500 over the dry season assistance package offered to affected 
farmers in 2004. Pastoralists eligible for the Nullarbor dry season assistance scheme 2006 were also eligible to 
apply for assistance from this scheme. There are many other aspects of the package but I will not say any more 
because the statement was made a fair while ago and there has been another dry season assistance scheme since 
then. I will sit down and let the minister respond. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson for those comments, and for noting that, since the 2006 
scheme, which is the subject of this statement, we have had the 2007 scheme, which has only recently been 
concluded, on 31 March. There have been so many of these schemes, as Hon Bruce Donaldson said, and I came 
to the committee fully prepared to deal with this matter only to find that I had with me the briefing notes for the 
2007 scheme, which the department gave me very quickly after its conclusion. I am therefore unable to provide 
any specific detail about the success of the 2006 scheme, although it was successful, and that encouraged us to 
move on to the 2007 scheme, which, as I said, has just concluded. I make the point that while these schemes 
have been successful, they were simple schemes involving relatively modest sums of money, and sometimes 
those modest sums of money were able to make a difference. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: What were the success factors? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The relative value that we believe we achieved from the spending of public money—what 
value did we get from the scheme? 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: How many farmers stayed on their land, and how much land was involved? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: No, we assessed the value on whether the scheme achieved its ends, which are primarily 
involved with animal welfare and land degradation issues, by assisting farmers to do the things they might find it 
difficult to do to fulfil their obligations on animal welfare and land degradation. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: Assuming it was a successful scheme, is that why we now have another scheme in 2007, 
which I have in my hand? 

Hon KIM CHANCE: These are annual schemes, and they aim only to have effect annually. Hon Paul Llewellyn 
makes a very good point, and that is exactly where I was going. When we analyse the expenditure made by the 
various state governments across Australia, and particularly by the federal government through the exceptional 
circumstances scheme, which alone has involved expenditure well in excess of $2 billion since 2000, principally 
in New South Wales and Queensland, it becomes a very serious amount of money. We should be asking the 
question that Hon Paul Llewellyn asked; that is, where did that expenditure take us? I would be the first to 
concede that, in terms of finding solutions to the capacity of farmers and landholders to deal with the issue of 
drought that we know is part and parcel of economic activity in Australia, the long-term benefits are minor, 
except if we place value on the human issues and the individual business issues. Is it a long-term benefit that 
some or even a large part of that expenditure enabled communities to stay together, prevented suicides, enabled 
individual farm businesses to move on, and prevented the economic collapse of some regions? If we start 
counting those things, we can be rather more proud of the collective achievements of governments in Australia 
in drought support. However, Hon Paul Llewellyn’s question is still legitimate. We should be aiming to achieve 
all of those human and business outcomes, but we should also be showing the taxpayers of Australia more long-
term achievements. At the very beginning of the state-based scheme we aimed some of our expenditure at long-
term water solutions for farms. We must be realistic about what farming in Western Australia is these days. 
Water is about the animal industries; farming in Western Australia is about cropping issues. Fundamentally, that 
is where we are. One of the great problems in trying to drought-proof a cereal grower is that there is next to 
nothing a cereal grower can store against a run of bad years. The only commodity that a grain grower can store 
against a run of bad years is cash, because all the grain grower’s inputs are purchased off the property, unless he 
happens to be one of those rare people growing his own biodiesel. However, once the farm has run out of canola 
seed, he still has to buy diesel or canola seeds from somewhere else.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn: What if they were compelled to invest that money in other programs, such as oil mallee, so 
that we achieve stability in the farming system and positive outcomes, instead of propping up the agricultural 
enterprise, which is clearly vulnerable to environmental factors?  
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Hon KIM CHANCE: Again, we are in furious agreement. Sustainable farming systems are very clearly one of 
the investments we need to encourage to achieve greater long-term outcomes. When advocating sustainable 
farming systems, we need to be very careful that we are not advocating something for which a market does not 
exist. At this stage we are concentrating most of our endeavours on the development of that market. Just recently 
I launched the plantation and farm forestry strategy, which is very much pointing to medium and low rainfall 
areas. From that we will see growth in the oil mallee and sandalwood industries. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson: A good harvester for oil mallee would be terrific. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: A good harvester would be terrific, yes. That is a more difficult thing than people might 
imagine. Although we have already begun our trials, in the longer term there are some exciting biofuel tree crops 
available to us, including Pongamia pinnata and Moringa oleifera, which are both Indian tree species. We are 
running trials in separate areas from Kununurra down to Katanning. In Katanning the trees have been planted on 
the edge of a salt scald and are doing okay. There are areas in which we can begin to achieve diversification. The 
essence of what we are trying to do with the plantation and farm forestry strategy is to create a greater 
opportunity for economic diversity in our regional farming and pastoral areas. The opportunities for economic 
diversity in many areas, particularly in the wheatbelt, have reversed. Where once we had a balanced 
wheat/animal industry base, the shift from animals to cropping has reduced the economic diversity of the region. 
One of the effects of that is that our communities have lost their young women. It is tragic to see these women-
deserts out there in the wheatbelt. Forestry is one industry that can help to attract women back into the drier 
areas. Any form of economic diversity will attract a more diverse cohort of people, and more diversity generally 
means more happiness in a society.  

To return to the report, I am speaking to the stakeholders about how we might better achieve the public policy 
objectives of drought preparedness by shifting the way we spend our money into another form of investment. At 
this stage, I have suggested to our stakeholders—I will not recommend this to government without the 
stakeholders saying “Do it,” and that is why I am speaking to them now—that the government could spend an 
additional $2 million or $3 million annually on developing agricultural systems towards achieving an object, 
such as decile 5 wheat yields on decile 2 rainfall, if that was the target we were aiming for; that is, to achieve our 
long-term average wheat yields based on the average of the second-driest year in each 10, which is decile 2. If 
that were our target and we were able to move towards the achievement of that target through some of the 
technology that we know we already have—we may not have the technology that would achieve that—and if we 
could achieve that kind of system with ultra-short 60-day maturity wheats, we could get away from short-term 
forms of assistance about which Hon Paul Llewellyn and many others in our society ask, “Where are we going 
with this? We don’t mind you spending money to support our farmers, but we want you to spend it in an 
intelligent way that actually takes them somewhere.” Farmers agree with that 100 per cent. 

There is also the development of new crops. If we go steady-steady, without encouraging artificial booms in 
some of these areas—oilseed trees, for example—we may well have crops that could revolutionise not only the 
agricultural area, but also the pastoral zone. There are some real possibilities out there; I am excited about the 
trials taking place in Carnarvon. 

Hon Barry House: There might even be a place for genetically modified crops. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: That is possible. People sometimes characterise me as being somewhat anti-science, but I 
am certainly sceptical about GM crops. If someone were to show me a genetically improved Pongamia plant, I 
would more than likely be as enthusiastic about it as anyone could be. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson: It could become a genetic-led recovery. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: It could be. Members should not ever confuse the issues of gene technology and 
genetically modified organisms. Although one is a function of the other, it is a relatively insignificant function. I 
am 100 per cent converted to gene technology. The government spends an enormous sum of money in the field 
of gene technology. Indeed, my trip to China prior to Christmas was all about accessing genetic capacity from 
the University of Zhejiang. In the long term, gene technology will almost certainly play a part in our capacity to 
respond to drought. 

I thank honourable members for their comments. I hope we can move this on and that honourable members 
encourage stakeholders in the field to consider what it is we are trying to do. It should be a bipartisan issue. 
Honourable members from the whole spectrum of our political endeavour should be out there trying to make the 
best use of what is a very considerable sum of money. When one looks at this little report and scheme, it does 
not seem to be the end of the world, but since 2000 somewhere between $2.5 billion to $3 billion has been spent 
on drought aid across Australia. We have to collectively respond to taxpayers about what we have achieved from 
the expenditure of that money. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: How much of that would have been spent in Western Australia, approximately? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE: It is a rough guess, but it would probably be no more than $230 million or $240 million. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: That’s how much they got for the total catchment recovery program. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: We spend a lot more than that on natural resource management every year. I am talking 
about consecutive annual expenditure since 2000, over an eight-year period. It is quite a small sum of money 
compared with our NRM commitment, but it is still a serious amount. Leaving the money aside, there are moral 
and ethical reasons for us to be able to look taxpayers in the eye and say that we have done our best to help 
people get over this for the future. 

Question put and passed. 
Standing Committee on Public Administration — Sixth Report — “Interim Report of the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration in Relation to the Inquiry Into the Governance of Western Australia’s Water Resources” 

Resumed from 27 September 2007.  

Motion 

Hon BARRY HOUSE: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I will provide a very brief background. Members will note that it is an interim report into the governance of 
Western Australia’s water resources. Members will be aware, if they read the report, that it very clearly sets out 
the historic context in which the report has been tabled. Very briefly, the terms of reference for the former 
Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance commenced in 2003. On 11 June 2003, there was a 
referral of an inquiry to the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance. According to the report, 
the motion stated — 

That the Public Administration and Finance Committee 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. 

The previous Public Administration and Finance Committee was not able to complete any substantial work on 
that inquiry, even though a lot of submissions were taken and a lot of hearings were conducted, as well as field 
trips and so on. However, that committee left the Parliament at the end of the last session with a 
recommendation, which according to the report reads as follows — 

That this inquiry and its evidence be taken up in the next Parliament by the Public Administration and 
Finance Committee, or another appropriate committee, and reported on fully. 

The Standing Committee on Public Administration took up that challenge via terms of reference into a water 
governance inquiry that it adopted in 2006. That was a broad-ranging water governance inquiry with the 
following terms of reference, as set out in the report — 

a) responsibilities and accountability of public sector agencies, communities and the private 
sector in governance of water resources; 

b) the legal and regulatory framework and its impact on effective water governance; 

c) economic and environmental sustainability of the current approach to governance of water 
resources; 

d) demand for and equity of allocation of water resources; and 

e) any other matters deemed relevant. 

The Standing Committee on Public Administration has done quite a lot of work on this issue over the past three 
years. I must say that there is a limited amount to show for it, but behind the scenes we have done a lot of work. 
Members will be aware that one bill was referred to our committee—that is, the Water Resources Legislation 
Amendment Bill—which we reported on to the chamber. A couple of amendments were recommended, and they 
were duly adopted by the chamber. Keeping in mind that this report was tabled in September 2007, it mentions 
that at that stage that legislation was nearing the completion of its passage through the Parliament. We know that 
that has been completed, the legislation is now enacted, and the Department of Water is a formal entity these 
days. 

We took extensive public submissions on our terms of reference in 2006, and they are reflected in appendices 1 
and 2 of the report. We conducted another round of public submissions in 2007, and they are reflected and 
summarised in appendices 3 and 4 of the report. We conducted public hearings with the Department of Water, 
and we also had a public hearing with Mr Jeff Camkin, who was awarded a Churchill Fellowship to study in this 
area in 2003. At that stage he was the president of the Australian Water Association, WA Branch. We found that 
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hearing very informative also. In addition, we took a lot of information from government documents and 
publications such as the “State Water Plan 2007”, from federal documents and from documentation of the 
National Water Commission and other bodies around Australia. In addition, as reflected in this report—it will be 
reflected even more so in further reports to come—we have put a lot of energy into better educating and 
informing ourselves as a committee and preparing ourselves for the role that we have adopted as a parliamentary 
oversight committee for water legislation and administration. I would like to think that we have done a pretty 
good job of informing ourselves as a committee of the issues that are important in water governance legislation 
and the issues that must be covered by water legislation, and informing ourselves of how other people are doing 
this in Australia and the rest of the world. In 2007 we attended a few conferences, and they are mentioned in the 
report. Members will note that we did not travel very far. The committee’s advisory officer attended World 
Water Week in Stockholm, Sweden, but the members of the committee did not. However, we received the 
information from that conference. 

The conclusion on page 11 of the report states that the committee has continued to inform and educate itself on 
issues surrounding the terms of reference. The committee considered that it was in the public interest that each of 
the water bills to come be scrutinised. There are three of those bills in the pipeline: the Water Services Bill, the 
Water Corporation Act Amendment Bill and the Water Resources Management Bill. The committee then put 
forward a recommendation to this chamber as follows — 

The Committee recommends that the proposed Water Services Bill, Water Corporation Act 
Amendment Bill and Water Resources Management Bill be referred to the Standing Committee 
on Public Administration immediately following the second reading speech of the Minister or 
parliamentary secretary with carriage of the legislation and the Committee be empowered to 
consider the policy of the legislation. 

That recommendation was put forward in September 2007 on the understanding that those three bills were just 
around the corner, about to hit the Parliament. We have not seen them yet. However, we are hopeful that they 
will appear any day. I am sure that the Leader of the House will be familiar with that and will be pushing that 
process through cabinet. It is important that Western Australia put this water management legislative and 
administrative framework in place, and there is a lot of work to do. I seek leave to continue my remarks at the 
next sitting of the house. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

 


