
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 24 October 2007] 

 p6727b-6745a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; 

Mr Bob Kucera; Dr Kim Hames 

 [1] 

SELECT COMMITTEE INTO WATER SUPPLY AND MANAGEMENT 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 17 October on the following motion moved by Mr P.D. Omodei -  

(1) That this house calls on the state Labor government to refer all matters pertaining to its policy 
on water supply and management to a parliamentary select committee to inquire into and 
report on - 

(a) proposed legislative changes; 

(b) the timetable of legislation and implementation; 

(c) proposals for licensing of water supplies; 

(d) the rationale for any change of riparian rights; 

(e) proposals for water resource management charges; 

(f) proclamation of areas of the state and any anomalies within the proposed 
proclamations; 

(g) proposed governance of licensing and management; 

(h) whether the National Water Initiative compels Western Australia to implement new 
water and resource management charges; 

(i) whether a “one size fits all” will work to the benefit of Western Australian farmers 
and landholders; 

(j) why the state government has excluded backyard bores in the metropolitan area from 
any charges on the basis that they are not affecting ground water levels; 

(k) the uniformity of government proposals across Western Australia; 

(l) how the government proposals will affect springs on private property and the 
definition of springs; 

(m) what is the actual cost of licensing and management in this state; 

(n) whether self-management of proclaimed areas is a more appropriate model; 

(o) what services are provided to landholders by government in relation to water 
licensing and management; 

(p) off-stream dams and dams used for aesthetic values; 

(q) cooperative and independent boards and their role in water management; 

(r) the effect of the Labor government’s proposed water charging regime on farm 
viability, householders, pensioners (senior citizens) and not-for-profit organisations; 

(s) whether it would be more equitable for any water-charging regime to be met by the 
consolidated account; 

(t) a phased implementation of fees to be introduced over the next 10 years if approved 
by Parliament;  

(u) transfer of water within and between catchments; and 

(v) any other matter relating to the state Labor government’s proposal to introduce water 
licensing and management fees. 

(2) That the select committee report to this house by 30 June 2008.   

to which the following amendment was moved by Mr D.T. Redman - 

To insert in line 1, after the word “to” where it first appears -  

(1) Immediately revoke water licence fees charged to water licence holders from 1 July this year, 
until statutory water management plans are in place following the passing of appropriate 
legislation and comprehensive negotiations with all stakeholders having taken place.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 24 October 2007] 

 p6727b-6745a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; 

Mr Bob Kucera; Dr Kim Hames 

 [2] 

(2) Immediately license the 165 000 metropolitan domestic bores to be consistent with the 
principles of the National Water Initiative, the state government’s water reform agenda and 
current domestic bore licences in Albany and Exmouth.  

(3) To 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.02 pm]:  The matter before the chair is not 
the substantive motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition to establish a committee but the amendment that 
has been moved by the member for Stirling.  I intend to move an amendment to the original motion to enable an 
inquiry to take place.  I will discuss that amendment at the appropriate time.  I have been working with the 
member for Capel and I hope that we can have some consensus and agree how to carry an inquiry forward. 

The amendment we are now dealing with seeks to use what was a call for an inquiry to make a statement 
regarding the revocation of a water licence fee and also calls on the government to license metropolitan domestic 
bores.  This is just crass politics by the member for Stirling.  Clearly, he did not see the benefit of carrying out an 
inquiry and his amendment now seeks to make a political point.  Moving a disallowance motion will revoke 
water licensing fees and charges and notice of more than one such motion has been given in the other place.  The 
matter will be dealt with by the Parliament and this amendment simply represents a way for the member for 
Stirling to jump on the bandwagon.  The government will deal with the issue of fees - discussions are already 
taking place - but the member for Stirling is simply trying to use his amendment as a means to grandstand rather 
than deal seriously with the proposal by the Leader of the Opposition to elucidate and progress certain matters by 
way of an inquiry.   

The second part of the amendment goes to the licensing of metropolitan domestic bores, which is an issue the 
inquiry could potentially look into.  However, the amendment calls for the government to immediately license 
those bores, without any inquiry and with no understanding of the costs or benefits involved.  The member for 
Stirling simply says, “Do it!”  This divide-and-conquer style of approach seeks to set country and metropolitan 
people against each other - 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thought better of the member for Stirling.  To try and play that tricky little game of 
setting country people against metropolitan people does the member no credit whatsoever, because many country 
people currently have bores that are not licensed.  He is not saying that we should license all unlicensed bores, he 
is only talking about metropolitan bores.  That is all that is in this amendment. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  So, what about the bores around Albany minister?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  They are licensed. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  Yes, they are licensed and there are clearly issues with the intrusion of salt water in the 
superficial aquifer.  They are exactly the same circumstances that exist in the city, yet you choose to ignore the 
city circumstance.  Why is that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Stirling’s amendment deals only with licensing metropolitan domestic 
bores.  What about all the bores between here and Bunbury or here and Geraldton?  Is the member going to 
cover all those?  What about all the farm dams?  Is the member going to cover all those as well?  The member 
for Stirling is playing a political game and he is not dealing with the issues on their merits - seeking to balance 
the benefits and costs.  The fact is, the inquiry proposed by the Leader of the Opposition’s substantive motion 
can look at the benefits of extending the licensing system; if indeed such benefits exist.  However, we will come 
to the inquiry’s terms of reference later.  As I have already indicated, the amendment proposed by the member 
for Stirling is not only at a tangent to the substantive motion, but - while under standing orders it is quite in order 
to move such an amendment - the amendment does not seek to add value to the original motion that calls for the 
establishment of a parliamentary select committee.  The member is using this amendment to tack on political 
issues - which are clearly important issues that need to be looked at.  However, in its current form, the 
amendment simply makes a political statement that is more about making mischief than advancing the interests 
of people and the use of water.  The government totally rejects this amendment.  However, after we have dealt 
with the amendment, I will seek to enter into the debate in a more positive and productive way to see if we can 
take up the suggestion by the Leader of the Opposition and establish an inquiry into a number of the areas that he 
has suggested in his original motion.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.07 pm]:  I wish to speak to the 
amendment moved by the member for Stirling.  Clause (1) of the amendment seeks to insert the lines - 
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Immediately revoke water licence fees charged to water licence holders from 1 July this year, until 
statutory water management plans are in place following the passing of appropriate legislation and 
comprehensive negotiations with all stakeholders having taken place. 

Clause (2) says - 

Immediately license the 165 000 metropolitan domestic bores to be consistent with the principles of the 
National Water Initiative, the state government’s water reform agenda and current domestic bore 
licences in Albany and Exmouth. 

Clause (1) seeks to revoke water licence fees charged to water licence holders.  The minister has quite rightly 
said that three disallowance motions are currently before the other place which would give effect to that.  Under 
the relevant standing orders, those motions have to be moved in the next six or seven sitting days.  There is no 
doubt that the Water Resources Legislation Amendment Bill will give a head of power to make a series of 
regulations about the licensing and management of water.  Other bills that also deal with those two issues will 
come before the Parliament in the next six to 12 months.  As I said in moving this motion, we are probably now 
seeing the most significant change to water legislation in the history of this state, bearing in mind that the 1914 
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act has been in place for almost 100 years.  I believe 1914 was a very dry year in 
Western Australia and the government of the day saw the imperative of moving that legislation. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Until last year, it was the driest on record in the south west. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is correct, minister.  It is acknowledged that stream flows have significantly reduced 
as a result of the reduction in rainfall over a period of time; in fact, for a number of reasons stream flows have 
reduced by more than the level of rainfall itself.  That is why I wanted to have a comprehensive look at the whole 
water issue in Western Australia through a parliamentary committee.  We will support the first part of the 
amendment, acknowledging that will probably happen in the Legislative Council anyway.  That does not mean 
that the government cannot move another amendment to address that issue.  If I move my amendment, I can 
continue to speak to it.   

Amendment on the Amendment 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Therefore, I move an amendment to the amendment moved by the member for Stirling - 

That the amendment be amended by deleting paragraph (2). 
Paragraph (2) of the amendment to the motion refers to immediately licensing the 165 000 metropolitan 
domestic bores to be consistent with the principles of the National Water Initiative and the government’s policy.  
I have moved the amendment because I, like the member for Stirling, have questioned why metropolitan bores 
have been left out, given that there are 165 000 of them and that they use approximately 150 gigalitres of water.  
That question should be debated.  There should be consistency across the state with these matters.  I have moved 
the amendment so there is consistency across the state.  If the government then moves to implement the same 
proposal that the National Party is suggesting - that is, that everybody’s backyard bore would be licensed - the 
next step would be that a lot of small dams that supply people’s riparian rights would also come under that 
proposal.  Rather than, as the minister said, create a difference or a conflict between country and city consumers, 
I think if we adopt a cooperative approach to try to resolve this issue in the best interests of all stakeholders, the 
best thing to do would be to leave the metropolitan domestic bores out, given that if we licence them we would 
need to licence my bore if I had a bore in my backyard.  I think this would lead to a total coverage of every 
single bit of water that individual landholders capture.  That is why I am concerned about the legislation as it will 
come forward.  People’s riparian rights have been there since time immemorial; they are the right for people to 
have enough water for their stock and their own domestic supply, which I think at one stage was two acres of 
land or garden and so on. 

We will move to delete that paragraph of the motion, purely on the basis that I do not want to create a conflict 
between country and city people over water.  I believe that everybody should be treated equitably.  In other 
words, if people were to be charged in the country for their backyard bores, if commonsense prevailed, they 
would be exempt right across the board.  That should apply to the areas that the member for Stirling is concerned 
about.  That might be the kind of recommendation that we would get from a parliamentary inquiry.  People 
would be allowed to make submissions.  The inquiry could hear expert advice and draw up recommendations 
that could form part of the legislation as we move down the track.  That is a very important issue and members 
should support my amendment to the amendment.  The alternative would be for the minister to move an 
amendment to wipe all the lines out after the first part of the member for Stirling’s amendment and replace it 
with his own amendment.  I think that is what the minister intends to do, but I will speak to that when we get to 
that stage of discussing the minister’s amendment.  The minister should bear in mind that what I am trying to do 
here, as not only the Leader of the Opposition but also the member for Warren-Blackwood, is to deal with the 
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significant issues concerning the storage of water, licensing and management.  If the government does not get 
this right, I predict that it will become an issue similar to if not greater than Yarragadee.  The government needs 
to consider that.  I do not need to advise the minister of the political ramifications. 

Water is a very topical issue.  It is almost, dare I say, like daylight saving.  If the government interferes with 
people’s water supply, they will be very angry.  If they are overcharged for their water, they will be very angry.  
If there is a two-tiered system of licensing and a management fee, they will be seen as a new tax and impost, not 
only on individuals but also on farmers and businesspeople.  When dealing with water reform and water 
legislation, it is important to be seen to be fair and even-handed to all concerned.  That is why I have moved the 
amendment.  If we agree to the National Party’s amendment, all it will serve to do is create conflict between 
country and city people.  I do not think that would be in the best interests of proper water legislation in Western 
Australia.   

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [4.17 pm]:  I do not want to go over too much old ground but I do want to 
highlight a couple of points.  The first is the whole principle behind the National Water Initiative and the 
government’s reform agenda.  The principle is to look after our water resource and to make sure that it is there 
for many generations to come.  The principle is to ensure that those people who currently use it do so in a 
sustainable way, and that if current practices are sound, they can continue, and if they are not sound, changes 
need to be made.  That is the whole principle behind these changes.  Changes will occur in a number of areas 
that will affect industry and the domestic user.  However, they are appropriate, and it is incumbent upon 
government to put those proper processes in place to ensure that the resource is sustainable. 

The position the government has adopted on city bores conflicts with the principles of the National Water 
Initiative as well as the government’s reform agenda.  People who have the 165 000 bores over the Gnangara and 
Jandakot mounds are taking 120 gigalitres of water a year, so a substantial amount of water is being taken from 
those aquifers.  My understanding, which both sides of the house have acknowledged, is that it is having an 
impact on not only the city’s water resource, but also some of the environmental values of the city.  That has 
been acknowledged scientifically and in the minister’s remarks.  The member for Wanneroo has mentioned it, 
and she is all too familiar with the issues of the sustainability of the water resource in her electorate.  It is 
acknowledged that the drawing of water from the superficial aquifers is having a significant effect on the 
environmental values and the water resource in Perth.  We therefore need to consistently apply the principles of 
the National Water Initiative and the government’s water reform agenda.  That is my concern.  The argument I 
have always maintained is simply that the scientific position of the impact of Perth bores on the aquifers is 
significant enough to mean that the use of bores in the city needs to have a level of regulation.   

I draw a comparison with the situation around Albany, where domestic water users have licences and for a short 
period of time had to pay a $200 licence fee.  The minister has responded to that appropriately.  I do not 
necessarily agree with it, but I can understand why he made the change, yet those people still hold a licence in 
that area.  As the Leader of the Opposition probably rightly points out, if we are not to take a regulatory 
approach to city bores and the city domestic use of those superficial aquifers, we should take away the licences 
from those people in the Albany area who also draw a domestic water source from the aquifers that have an 
impact on the supplies for Albany.  There is a real question of consistency of approach.  I believe that issue is 
driving a wedge between country and city people.  We cannot have one set of rules in Albany and another in 
Perth.   

It is appropriate that a regulatory regime for city bores be considered.  In reality we have no idea of the number 
of bores in the Perth metropolitan area.  There is acknowledgement by both sides of the house that in certain 
areas, particularly the Mosman and Falcon peninsulas, there is saltwater intrusion on those bores.  An article in 
The West Australian on Tuesday, 24 July this year reads - 

Mr Kobelke would not rule out increased penalties for users who flouted the restrictions - 

He was referring to the three-day restriction on water use - 

and said a study would be undertaken into suburbs where bore use had reached capacity due to 
increased salinity.   

The minister also referred to the need to conduct a study to assess it.  Resources are being invested in domestic 
bore use in the city but there has been no response to the regulatory approach that is consistent with the 
government’s reform agenda, as well as the principles of the national water initiative.  I guess that is the parallel 
I draw and it is for that reason that I do not agree with the amendment on the amendment moved by the Leader 
of the Opposition.   
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The only argument that has been put by the minister is the cost benefit of putting some sort of regulatory regime 
over city bores.  I understand that the minute that is done, yes, there will be an increased cost and that cost needs 
to be borne by somebody.  Members should bear in mind that my amendment does not refer to imposing licence 
fees on those bores, but it does refer to a licence regime.   

We have a situation where it is quite possible to have a minimal level of compliance.  The government, as 
governments do when they need to change something, could put out a notice indicating that people need to get 
their bores registered or licensed.  That information could, over six months, be sent in by email, or whatever else, 
and be put onto a database.  I agree that there is no need to meter the bores.  However, there is not a problem 
with having a minimal level of compliance by having a register or licence that is consistent with the national 
water initiative to gain an understanding and have control over how many bores are in metropolitan Perth and the 
impact they have on our resource.  It could be in the form of a licence that lasts for 10 years and does not need to 
be renewed annually.  It is appropriate that that be seriously considered.   

The Leader of the Opposition has highlighted, as I understand, the need to register city bores.  I refer again to the 
article in The West Australian from which I quoted.  It states - 

Opposition Leader Paul Omodei said he expected households which had been encouraged by 
Government rebates to install bores would be angry about the new restrictions.  Without registering 
backyard bores there would be enormous problems enforcing the restrictions.   

I do not see much of a gap between registering and licensing.  Therefore, for that reason, it would be totally 
appropriate to have a regime that is set up specifically for domestic bores that have an impact on the wider water 
resource.  That is the issue that the national water initiative is trying to address.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Let’s get it straight.  You want to have licensing of all backyard bores.  What is the good of 
having licensing without metering?  If we licence we have to meter, otherwise it is a waste of time.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The government’s reform agenda does not make it compulsory to meter to a certain level; 
it involves a certain level of licence.  The minister put forward a strong argument that groundwater levels in 
Perth can be monitored by means other than metering bores.  I understand and accept that position.  The 
necessity is not to meter bores but to have control over how many bores there are and their impact on the water 
supply.   

I understand that the sustainability study will be out next week and it might include something on this matter.  
The member for Wanneroo highlighted that.  She sees strong inconsistencies in the government’s position in 
giving rebates to people who put down bores and trying to take care of the fragility of our environment as it 
relates to water use in the metropolitan area.   

The other position the minister has taken that I find hard to reconcile is that if we look at some sort of regulatory 
regime over bores in the city, that automatically transfers to farm dams being licensed or charging a fee for a 
farm dam.  I cannot put the two together.  The national water initiative and the government’s reform agenda 
consider the areas in which there is a likelihood of over-allocation.  Those principles must be consistent across 
the areas that we look at when we consider a regulatory process.  Therefore, in areas where the dams or bores do 
not have an impact on water supplies, the deeper aquifers and the environment there is no need to implement a 
regulatory regime.  However, where there is a need to do that, the requirements of this government’s water 
reform agenda mean that there must be regulation over it.  That is entirely appropriate.  I highlight that there is 
an inconsistency with the government’s approach to city domestic bores and that is the reason I moved my 
amendment.  I do not see this as a city-country divide, but as an inconsistency in the application of the 
government’s agenda to two groups.  The government has made the choice that it is a city-country divide.  
Therefore, I cannot support this amendment on the amendment and will push for members to support the 
amendment I moved to the motion.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.26 pm]:  The government will support the 
amendment to the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition.  The arguments have been made clear.  
What the member for Stirling is seeking to do is a poorly thought out idea and it does not deal with ensuring that 
where there is pressure on a water resource it is properly monitored.  In some areas domestic bores are an issue 
and that is being investigated.  They might require licensing, but licensing does not need to apply to the 60 000 
bores across the metropolitan area.  If this amendment to the amendment is carried, we will need to debate the 
remaining part of the motion and we can deal with that issue then.   
Amendment on the amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (40) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr A.D. McRae Mr G. Snook 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P.D. Omodei Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr P. Papalia Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr M.J. Cowper Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Dr K.D. Hames Ms S.M. McHale Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

 

Noes (5) 

Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.K. Waldron (Teller)  
Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams  

 

            

Pair 

 Mrs J. Hughes Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment on the amendment thus passed. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.30 pm]:  The question now before the 
house is an amendment, as amended, to the original motion.  The effect of this amendment would be to seek the 
immediate revocation of water licence fees charged to water licence holders until statutory water management 
plans are in place following the passage of appropriate legislation and after comprehensive negotiations with all 
stakeholders have taken place.  We have had quite extensive negotiations.  Perhaps the member for Stirling did 
not engage in them but consultation occurred throughout the state on licences and licence fees.  Another issue 
regarding the amendment, which we cannot support, is that we would have to wait until the legislation was 
passed.  That provision fails to recognise the whole reform agenda, which requires that we put in place water 
plans and requires licensing up-front.  If we do not have an effective licensing system, we will not have the 
validity to put together the water plans. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  We are talking about fees, not licences.  The licences are still there. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point I make is that without the fees we would not give validity to the licensing 
schemes.  At the start of this process we found that many people had licences that they no longer required.  They 
were not using them and there was no value to them.  Once a fee is put on them, people relinquish them.  We do 
not want to put in place prohibitive fees; we want to charge a fee that makes people think about whether they 
want a licence.  If a person has a licence but the water is not being used and there is no chance that it will ever be 
used, we cannot plan properly.  We have been using numbers on water usage which, on paper, do not bear any 
resemblance to the reality of the environment. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  It is very difficult for the Hansard reporter 
to hear what the minister is saying, so I ask members to take their conversations outside. 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will take an interjection from the member for Stirling. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  What confidence do you have that once the statutory water management plans are in place, 
substantial changes will not be made to the number of people who have a licence, and hence the validity of what 
you are talking about? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The licences can change in two ways.  There could be fewer licences because of the 
changes in the economy and because the products that people are producing no longer require water, or changes 
could occur because more people require licences.  Therefore, we need to know whether the water is available to 
grant those licences to let people use that water.  It is a very dynamic planning situation.  We need a water plan 
to work from.  Those water plans can simply be readjusted.  We want to start the water planning by having the 
best information and scientific knowledge available.  We do not want to seriously start the water planning 
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process and then find out that the actual licensing basis from which we are working is shot full of holes and is 
invalid.  Since the start of the process in July we have shown that the system is getting greater validity all the 
time because people are saying that they are licensed for X amount of water but that they need more water and 
must increase the licence or, alternatively, that they do not need the water and can hand in the licence.  The 
licensing system must capture a range of individual circumstances. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  You seem to be arguing against yourself.  You said that it is a very dynamic process, which I 
concur with, but you also said that we need to start from a sound position and therefore we can move forward 
with the process.  That is an inconsistency.  It cannot be dynamic and yet need to start from a sound position. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There is no inconsistency.  Climate change is impacting on us.  We do not want to wait a 
year or two and then get serious about water planning.  We must get serious about water planning as early as 
possible.  We have already started that planning even though we do not yet have the necessary statutory powers.  
We have started water planning in a serious way by putting together all the data we need to begin the planning 
process.  If we do not have in place a valid and authentic licensing system that means something - fees are an 
important part of delivering that - we will have a poor quality planning process from the start.  We need the best 
quality planning system we can devise and we should not simply defer it.  That has been shown since 1 July 
when the process began.  I reject the amendment now before us because it wants to hold off until a later stage a 
proper licensing system that includes fees.  That would create huge disadvantages to the whole system and to the 
guarantees for water that industry requires. 

Amendment, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

 

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens  

 

            

Pair 

 Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs J. Hughes 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment, as amended, thus negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.41 pm] - without notice:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as would enable the following motion to be moved 
forthwith - 

To delete all words after “house” with a view to inserting the following words - 

refers the following terms of reference to the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee to report to the Legislative Assembly by 28 February 2008 - 
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The Economics and Industry Standing Committee inquire into and report 
on -  

(1) the benefits to, cost to and imposts on irrigators, industry, 
community and environment of a licensing system for the taking of 
water from groundwater or stream flow; 

(2) the full cost incurred by the Department of Water for administration 
of the current water licence system; 

(3) the extent to which the water licence administration fees meet cost 
recovery requirements the National Water Initiative (NWI) places 
on the state with respect to services delivered to water users; 

(4) the penalty or cost that might be applied to Western Australia by the 
commonwealth under the NWI, if there was minimal or no cost 
recovery for services provided to water users by the Department of 
Water; 

(5) whether water licences and/or licence administration fees should be 
required for taking water under arrangements that are currently 
exempt; for example, residential bores drawing from an unconfined 
aquifer; 

(6) what recognition needs to be given to the cost incurred by 
landholders in harvesting water, including dam construction costs; 
and 

(7) the extent to which the NWI provides for a range of different 
licensing systems. 

The reason for moving for the suspension of standing orders is that the amendment that was moved last week by 
the member for Stirling was further into the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition than where this 
amendment would kick in.  Because this amendment goes back to an earlier part of the motion, we need to 
suspend standing orders so that I will be able to move it.  It is clearly not my intention - it would not be 
appropriate for me to do so - to speak to the amendment.  It has been developed in consultation with members of 
the Liberal Party.  However, we will have that debate if we suspend standing orders so that the amendment can 
be moved.  Without the suspension, we are not able to do that. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [4.43 pm]:  This is a bit unusual, but the opposition will agree to this 
procedure. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Amendment to Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.44 pm]:  I move - 

To delete all words after “house” with a view to inserting the following words - 

refers the following terms of reference to the Economics and Industry Standing Committee to 
report to the Legislative Assembly by 28 February 2008 - 

The Economics and Industry Standing Committee inquire into and report on -  

(1) the benefits to, cost to and imposts on irrigators, industry, community and 
environment of a licensing system for the taking of water from groundwater 
or stream flow; 

(2) the full cost incurred by the Department of Water for administration of the 
current water licence system; 

(3) the extent to which the water licence administration fees meet cost recovery 
requirements the National Water Initiative (NWI) places on the state with 
respect to services delivered to water users; 

(4) the penalty or cost that might be applied to Western Australia by the 
commonwealth under the NWI, if there was minimal or no cost recovery for 
services provided to water users by the Department of Water; 
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(5) whether water licences and/or licence administration fees should be required 
for taking water under arrangements that are currently exempt; for example, 
residential bores drawing from an unconfined aquifer; 

(6) what recognition needs to be given to the cost incurred by landholders in 
harvesting water, including dam construction costs; and 

(7) the extent to which the NWI provides for a range of different licensing 
systems. 

The intent of the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition is to set up a select committee.  As members are 
aware, it is the government’s policy, as far as possible, to use standing committees.  Therefore, if the motion is 
amended, instead of the matter being referred to a select committee, it will be referred to the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee.  The situation is that we have all these matters going on currently with the whole 
water reform agenda, but particularly relating to licensing and licensing fees and our requirements under the 
National Water Initiative.  The matters raised by the Leader of the Opposition were far more expansive.  They 
are very important issues, but they are issues that go to the whole water reform agenda.  Although the terms of 
reference proposed by the Leader of the Opposition would be very valuable to the members of the committee - I 
certainly support that, because it would help inform them about the huge agenda that we have underway - the 
difficulty is that the inquiry would take a lot longer, and that excellent exercise by members of the committee 
would not necessarily be translated into action, because they would produce a report that in many respects would 
mirror the reports which the government has already put out and which lay out that reform agenda.  While the 
Leader of the Opposition’s terms of reference might add extra value, and add support or criticism, the report 
would be just a commentary on a huge process that is already underway. 

What I am seeking to do by moving this amendment to the Leader of the Opposition’s motion is to make sure 
that we have far more targeted terms of reference.  These terms of reference will really go to the licensing system 
and whether the area covered by the licensing system should be expanded, which is what the member for Stirling 
suggested in his amendment; that is picked up.  What are our requirements under the National Water Initiative 
and to what extent does the current cost recovery meet those requirements?  All those sorts of matters, along 
with the benefits and the costs to the various players, could be looked into by the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee, which hopefully could present a report when we sit at the end of February next year.  It is 
always difficult when we deal with terms of reference.  I have worked with the member for Capel to try to come 
up with these terms of reference, and I accept that he has expanded the terms of reference beyond what I really 
wanted.  However, to try to get bipartisan support for them, I have expanded the terms of reference a little 
beyond those which I had accepted.  However, I recognise that they are much narrower than what was originally 
intended by the Leader of the Opposition.  Therefore, there is a sense of compromise to try to ensure that the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee can proceed in an expeditious way and provide a report to this 
place that will add real value to this important area of water licensing.  It is a very contentious one, as has 
already been indicated by previous speakers.  Water is an issue that raises great emotions, particularly when 
people have been used to having water available under a particular regime and the conditions applying to that, 
such as the licensing and the pricing.  When those conditions change, it certainly causes people to take a great 
interest. 

I certainly look forward to the committee providing a report that will help with this major water reform agenda.  
There may be criticisms in the report, and the government will cop those, if the committee finds areas in which 
we can do things better.  That is what this whole process is about; that is, how we can do things better in the face 
of the real challenges of a changing climate.  I thank the opposition for being willing to try to reach a 
compromise, from a very broad approach to a much narrower one.  I trust that the work of the committee will 
help inform this process by way of an excellent report to this house.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.48 pm]:  I want to speak to this 
amendment to my motion.  I think it is a pretty sad day in this place when we must compromise our position to 
satisfy the government.  The fact of the matter is that if the government did not agree to our motion - it is quite a 
targeted motion, contrary to what the minister said - it would be seen as reneging and not allowing people to give 
evidence to a parliamentary inquiry.  I can accept that it will not be a parliamentary select committee but will 
instead be a standing committee.  However, as I have said before about other select committees, the members of 
a select committee would comprise people from inside and outside Parliament who have expertise in the area.  
With standing committees, the members are nominated by the political parties.  That is not to detract from any 
members who are on standing committees.  However, I believe that a select committee inquiry could be a little 
more expansive.  I expect that the minister will agree to coopt some people to the standing committee. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is a role that the committee plays and has the power to do it. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, I know and accept that.  I thank the member for Capel for his genuine effort in talking 
to the minister.  At least we will get a standing committee inquiry out of this, albeit with reduced terms of 
reference.  The terms of reference as proposed are all points that assist the government’s own position on water 
licensing and charging.  The first term of reference reads -  

the benefits to, cost to and imposts on irrigators, industry, community and environment of a licensing 
system for the taking of water from groundwater or stream flow; 

That is welcome, and will result in some good evidence being presented.  The second term of reference states -  
the full cost incurred by the Department of Water for administration of the current water licence system; 

There is nothing in that point that talks about a self-managed arrangement that has already existed for 40 years.  
It is aimed at making sure that the costs to the Department of Water will be revealed.  The government’s 
argument will be that costs to the Department of Water will need to be recovered.  The other way to cover the 
cost is to take money out of the consolidated account, so that everybody who benefits from the use of water in 
Western Australia pays part of the cost.  Everybody who consumes food in the state is consuming water.  I repeat 
that farmers in this state do not consume any more water than anybody else.  They do not drink any more, and 
they do not wash any more - they probably wash a little bit less!  They do not consume a drop more water than 
anyone else.  Who consumes the water?  At the end of the process, the people who live all over Western 
Australia and consume horticultural and dairy products, bread and so on are the consumers.  Therefore, there is a 
very strong argument that the taxpayer should pick up the cost of managing and licensing water in Western 
Australia. 

That is why I have argued against the National Party’s idea.  I do not want backyard bore owners in regional 
Western Australia to be charged a fee or to be required to have a licence.  If the government can already check 
the water levels - it already knows that there are 165 000 backyard bores in the metropolitan area - and knows 
how much is being used now, why is a licensing fee needed?  Why do we have to have another layer of 
bureaucracy and another impost on consumers in Western Australia?  I am genuinely trying to put in place a 
system that will be fair to everybody.  The National Party might say that this gives the Liberal Party a problem in 
the metropolitan area.  I have only supported the licensing of backyard bores in metropolitan Perth because I 
believe that if everybody else around Western Australia is to be licensed, they should be licensed as well.  In 
reality I do not think any of them should be licensed.  If the government has the capacity, with today’s science, 
to know how much water is being consumed from the superficial aquifer, why do we need licences?  The third 
point in the minister’s motion states -  

the extent to which the water licence administration fees meet cost recovery requirements the National 
Water Initiative (NWI) places on the state with respect to services delivered to water users; 

That is all about the government using the National Water Initiative as an excuse to implement licensing and 
management fees in Western Australia.  The government always intended to do that, long before the National 
Water Initiative was even discussed.  It is a bit rich for the government and the minister, time and again, to 
blame the National Water Initiative.  The minister knows full well it is not the National Water Initiative; this is 
an initiative of the government of Western Australia for full cost recovery for licensing.  The next point reads - 

the penalty or cost that might be applied to Western Australia by the commonwealth under the NWI, if 
there was minimal or no cost recovery for services . . .  

As far as I am concerned, if we are to charge the people of Western Australia a huge amount to pick up a few 
measly dollars from the commonwealth, the commonwealth can keep its money.  This state has a $2 billion 
budget surplus at the moment; we should be able to do a lot more water projects in this state.  The fifth point 
reads -  

whether water licences and/or licence administration fees should be required for taking water under 
arrangements that are currently exempt; for example, residential bores drawing from an unconfined 
aquifer; 

At least we will get to the bottom of that issue.  The sixth point reads -  
what recognition needs to be given to the cost incurred by landholders in harvesting water, including 
dam construction costs . . .  

That is a worthwhile exercise.  The final point reads -  
the extent to which the NWI provides for a range of different licensing systems. 

Again, that is a good initiative, and will enable us to compare what happens in other states.  It is worthwhile.  
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The minister said that his new terms of reference are far more targeted, but I will now tell the house about the 
things he has left out, that were included in my original motion.  He has left out the description of the proposed 
legislative changes, the timetable for legislation and implementation, and the rationale for any changes to 
riparian rights.  This goes to the heart of the issue of backyard bores and dams that farmers or landholders in 
special rules zones and small holdings take their water from.  Also excluded is an examination of the proposals 
for water resource management charges.  We wanted to inquire into why water resource management charges are 
being developed, and whether they are needed.  My motion called for the proclamation of areas of the state and 
any anomalies within the proposed proclamations.  There are areas of the state that have been proclaimed for the 
past 30 or 40 years, including the Warren-Lefroy, the Capel and the Preston, to name just a few.  Now there will 
be new proclaimed areas that are much larger, encompassing some of the areas already proclaimed.  One area 
that has been proclaimed is the Whicher, in the Busselton- Margaret River area.  It is worthwhile for the people 
of Western Australia and the Parliament to know what these proposals will do.  The proposed governance of 
licensing and management is another area excluded.  What is wrong with people knowing about the proposed 
structure?  Where will it come from?  How will the licensing process take place?  Surely that is something 
worthwhile for the committee to look at. 
My motion called for the committee to examine whether a “one size fits all” approach will work for the benefit 
of Western Australian farmers and landholders.  Is that not a worthwhile proposal for investigation by a 
parliamentary committee?  I suggest that a one size fits all approach will not work in Western Australia.  It does 
not work anywhere.  To say that the Murray-Darling issue is applicable to Western Australia is arrant nonsense, 
and everybody knows that.  Another point for examination that has been left out is the uniformity of government 
proposals across Western Australia; in other words, the comparison between the situation with backyard bores in 
Perth, Albany, Mt Barker, Denmark, Manjimup or Pemberton.  Some of those areas do not have significant 
groundwater, and draw their water from small dams.  We should be investigating those comparisons and whether 
they are comparable at all.   
Another point that my motion called for was consideration of how the government proposals will affect springs 
on private property, and the definition of springs.  Under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, springs are 
exempt.  The people of Western Australia will be very angry if the springs on their land, which they regard as 
their own regardless of whether the water comes from hundreds of miles away, suddenly become subject to 
licensing and a management fee.  It will not go down too well with the people of Western Australia.  It is 
fundamentally important that we investigate that issue.  We need to define a spring, where the water comes from 
and the quality of the water.  
Another point in my motion was whether self-management of proclaimed areas is a more appropriate model.  
We know that self-management models currently in existence in Western Australia have worked very well in 
places like the Warren-Lefroy proclaimed area for 40 years.  Harvey Water is another excellent model; so much 
so that Malcolm Turnbull wants to apply it in the eastern states.  The Gascoyne cooperative is another, on a 
totally different catchment on the Gascoyne River, where a mere 1 000 hectares of land produces $65 million 
worth of horticultural products annually.  Compare that to 15 000 hectares on the Ord River producing only 
$50 million worth of products.  They are totally different.  One is run by flood irrigation, the other by micro-
irrigation.  The Gascoyne cooperative brings farmers together.  The water comes from bores, some of them 
owned by the government and others owned by farmers who bore into the bed of the river.  That river has no 
water in it at certain times of the year.  It is known as the upside-down river.  Compare that to the Ord, where 
massive amounts of water crash through the hydroelectric scheme.  Pacific Hydro is charged for that water, and 
the government then charges farmers downstream for the same water going into the irrigation area.  It is 
important that we sit it down in a sensible way with all the scientific advice and all the people who know about 
these issues.  We should allow the farmers from the Ord and the Gascoyne to put their case to the committee.  
When the committee reports to the Parliament it will provide a comprehensive view on how water should be 
managed in Western Australia.  Is that unreasonable?  I do not think it is.  
Mr M.J. Cowper:  And the Harvey Water people.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Of course.  I mentioned Harvey Water; it is a very good model.   
The other issue is off-stream dams that are used for their aesthetic values.  That is a matter that the government 
will have to address under regulation.  The lake at Karri Valley, which covers 52 acres and was built to supply 
the hop gardens in the 1950s, is now used for aesthetic purposes.  The waterfall at Beedelup crashes into the 
back of the dam.  It is a magnificent place.  What kind of licensing system will be applied to that dam?  How will 
that catchment, which is all forested catchment, be managed?  It is managed already by the Department of 
Environment and Conservation, formerly the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  The same 
applies to a range of places in Western Australia.  Artificial lakes are being developed in the Swan Valley for 
aesthetic purposes.  Is the government going to charge a licence fee for them?   
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Ms J.A. Radisich:  They’re not artificial lakes; they are drainage places.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Come on, member for Swan Hills.  She should have a look.  She obviously has not 
travelled very far around the wineries of Western Australia and seen how many of them overlook a pond, a dam 
or a lake.  There are lot of them.  The important question is: on what basis will people be charged if they are 
using water for aesthetic purposes?  It is worth the committee’s examining that so that it can make some 
recommendations to the government on how it should implement any kind of management fee, if it is to impose 
one at all.  

The issue of cooperative independent boards is not in the minister’s terms of reference.  Surely it is vitally 
important to establish cooperatives and local management.  To me, local management is the solution.  Those 
involved can create any charging mechanism necessary, as does Harvey Water.  It buys bulk water from the 
government, because the government supplies the dam.  Harvey Water then distributes that water and meters it.  
Harvey Water manages the water.  There is some rationale for management charges to be handled on a private 
enterprise basis.  However, there certainly is no argument to create a huge bureaucracy in this state that will run 
around Western Australia driving people to break the law.  

The other issue that is not in the minister’s amendment is the effect of the government’s proposed water charging 
regime on farm viability, householders, pensioners and senior citizens and not-for-profit organisations.  They all 
use water at some time.  Again, the committee could take evidence from those people and take their concerns on 
board.  Out of the total terms of reference in my motion from paragraphs (a) to (v), only four or five of them 
have been committed to by the government.  

Another matter that has not been included is whether it would be more equitable for any water charging regime 
to be met by the consolidated account.  Again, the committee could take evidence from the Treasurer - the 
flasher - and he can give all the rationale for why the government of Western Australia must charge people for 
every drop of water they use.  The government is already charging for water that is delivered to the door, and we 
have no problem with that.   

Another omission is consideration of the transfer of water within and between catchments, known as the 
consumptive pool in water parlance.  That is a fundamentally important matter for a Parliament to understand 
when it is making new water laws.  If we transfer water from one catchment to another, which we do now - we 
transfer water to the metropolitan area from the 12 or 14 dams that supply Perth - that has an impact on the 
environment.  I am not saying it should not be done; I am saying that a parliamentary committee should 
investigate that matter and make recommendations to the government based on scientific and local advice.   

The last term of reference that is not in the minister’s amendment - I am not surprised - is the catch-all paragraph 
that states  - 

any other matter relating to the state Labor government’s proposal to introduce water licensing and 
management fees.   

That catch-all line is in, I think, almost every single parliamentary select committee’s terms of reference that I 
have ever seen.  The final part of the motion states - 

That the select committee report to this house by 30 June 2008.   

That was included deliberately because of the importance of this issue, and to give the committee enough time to 
make very good recommendations to the Parliament of Western Australia.  I will tell members why.  If the 
committee is to report, according to the minister’s amendment, by 28 February 2008, the committee will have to 
meet throughout the holiday period.  Not only that, during that period all the farmers in the south west will be 
harvesting their crops.  Farmers who work from half past four in the morning until dark, and as soon as 
harvesting starts straight after Christmas, will be expected to give up their time.  I believe they will manage their 
time and appear before the committee.  The period until 28 February is nowhere near enough time for a 
committee to examine these issues.   

The minister might think I am being a little unkind, but if we are to hold some kind of an inquiry, I must concede 
all those terms that were in my motion.  I prefer to concede them and have at least some kind of inquiry than 
have no inquiry at all.  Again, I might be being a bit harsh, but I think the minister is being disingenuous in 
gutting virtually the whole of my proposal to include his terms of reference, which relate more to what he 
intends to do than what is good for Western Australia and for landholders.  In the end, the government will be 
judged on how genuine it is on this matter.  I will say again: water is an issue that is on the lips of people not 
only in Western Australia but also throughout the world.  People have died and fought wars over water, and there 
could be another war coming the way of the minister if this matter is not handled fairly.  The government might 
think it can win the election in the city.  Twenty-five years ago, half the population lived in regional Western 
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Australia.  The ratio is now 75:25 in favour of the city.  However, the families of many of those 25 per cent live 
in Perth; they do their business in Perth.  It is a much smaller world now than it was before.  They will be 
watching very closely this issue of licensing of water supplies.  Charging for the management of those water 
supplies will be a very big issue.  I will make sure it is because I want to make sure we have the best possible 
water laws in this state that are fair and equitable to all concerned.  

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [5.07 pm]:  Firstly, I acknowledge the comments of the Leader of the 
Opposition.  I concede the numbers in this house, and note that we are far better off having an inquiry than not 
doing so.  If we agree to the amendments to the original motion, an inquiry will be held and there will be an 
opportunity for all those people who will be affected to make representation to the committee.  

I refer to a brief comment made by the minister last week when this motion was first moved; that is, about 
comments I made when I used the example of Peter McGinty in Manjimup who made the decision to pull out 
2 000 cherry trees in response to the water licence fees.  Peter McGinty made the point that the fees were the 
straw that broke the camel’s back and led to his decision about that part of his business.  Later in the debate, the 
minister highlighted that he wanted price signals on which people could make decisions.  When he commented 
on the Peter McGinty case, he played it down by asking how someone could possibly decide to shut down a 
business and pull out trees on the basis of what might be $2 000 in fees.  Not much later, he highlighted that we 
need price signals, and said that a $2 000 fee happens to be a price signal from his perspective capable of forcing 
people to decide exactly how much water they need and hence how much water their licence should cover.  I 
happen to agree that it is a price signal and that people will make decisions based on that, but I saw a little 
hypocrisy in the minister’s comments.  

I make the comment because now in the upper house, in response to the disallowance motions on the Legislative 
Council notice paper, a number of negotiations are occurring.  I guess I want to put the minister on notice, 
because throughout those discussions there will be deliberations over what might be a replacement set of fees.  
The minister has a very strong agenda to put something in place, so it will not be left blank; the government may 
well add its own fees and wait for the next disallowance motion, or reach an agreement with the Liberal Party or 
the Greens (WA) to reach a compromise that will enable the motion to be passed.  I hope that in those 
negotiations he finishes up with something that supports the point that he is making in this place and that there is 
still a price signal.  If the minister comes up with something that does not put out the appropriate price signals, I 
will be the first person to stand in this place and point out the hypocrisy of that position.  It also puts a bit of 
pressure on the Liberal Party and the Greens (WA).  The Liberals have just supported an amendment that I 
moved to revoke the licensing fees from 1 July this year until statutory water management plans are put in place.  
I think that is entirely appropriate.  It is a bit disappointing that that amendment was not supported by the 
government.  A fee regime that could well be adjusted in response to the outcomes of the inquiry should not be 
in place while an inquiry is underway.  The Liberal Party does not like the idea of there being fees, but it will 
probably be a key player in the deliberations with the government about any outcome, so it is under some 
pressure to be consistent as well. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How do you know that we’re going to agree to any plan for water? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I was about to make the point, Leader of the Opposition, that the Greens are still a player.  
It could well be the Liberal Party’s position that it does not -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is more likely that the government will do a deal with the Greens than with the Liberal 
Party. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  It could well be the Greens that agree to a position.  However, I know that the government 
has a very strong agenda to impose licence fees.  I am putting the government on notice that I will be watching 
those outcomes very closely to ensure that they are consistent with the position that is taken.  The only 
reasonable position would be to take the fees right out of play in the short term, or at least until the outcomes of 
this inquiry hit the ground.  Then we would be in a position to determine whether some substantial changes are 
needed and to consider the strong positions put by both the committee and the people who will make 
representations to the committee. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.11 pm]:  I will make some brief comments on where we have ended up in this 
process.  It has been quite a long process to get from the original motion of the Leader of the Opposition to this 
point.  I am pleased that at least there will be an investigation into the process.  It would have been something of 
a tragedy if, at the end of the debate, the result was simply nothing; that the vote went along party lines and it 
was decided that no investigation would occur.  I accept fully the comments of the Leader of the Opposition that 
the original motion would have provided far more information on which the house could base its decisions and 
on which the government, eventually, could base its development of a licensing system.  We have to some 
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degree accepted a second-rate outcome because the process will not give us all the information that we would 
have liked. 

I acknowledge the time constraints that the Minister for Water Resources has placed on us.  However, there is 
some merit in previous comments that this system is being foisted on the people of Western Australia and, in 
particular, those people who are water harvesters in the areas that I and the Leader of the Opposition represent.  
The people who will be impacted on are in the food bowl of the state of Western Australia.  Although it is true 
that the majority of the state’s agricultural produce comes from the wheatbelt, fruit and vegetables and, to a large 
degree, meat are produced in the south west and the areas represented by me and the Leader of the Opposition.  
To my way of thinking, those farming communities have the greatest interest in the schemes that have been 
presented so far.  Although these people feed the state of Western Australia, they will be charged some imposts.  
These people are water harvesters, as well as producers of food.  They happily say that they are harvesters of 
water.  They take a resource that must be managed very carefully.  It is a limited resource and it is on the decline; 
therefore, it must be managed carefully.  No-one would suggest that there be open slather on water usage in the 
south west agricultural region and that water usage does not need to be managed.  There has been an advisory 
committee on the Warren and Lefroy Rivers in the electorate of Warren-Blackwood for a long period.  The 
Preston Valley Irrigation Co-operative Ltd has been managing water in the Preston River for a long period and it 
has done a very good job.  Harvey Water is doing the same sort of thing.  Everybody recognises that water is a 
limited resource on which the community feeds itself to a large degree.  We are dealing with a very important 
issue. 

The minister made the comment that it is only a relatively small fee in the overall agricultural production, and he 
is right.  It is a couple of thousand dollars for a large dam.  One of the largest dams in the south west, which is in 
my electorate, is subject to a fee of close to $3 000.  It is a very big dam and it supplies a range of agricultural 
pursuits.  It feeds three farms and has an environmental flow all year round.  It is a good dam.  That $3 000 fee is 
not a huge impost compared with the returns received by the three enterprises that rely on it.  However, the point 
that must be made is that it is one more impost.  The most important point that must be made is that, 
unfortunately - this is not directly the fault of the government - the farming communities in the south west have 
no capacity to pass on that impost by charging higher prices for their produce.  Farming communities are price 
takers, not price setters.  That is the problem that farming communities face.  It is one more impost upon one 
more impost.  The rising Australian dollar - we would love to blame the minister for that, but that is a bit 
difficult - which is at US88c, is an enormous impost on agriculture in the south west region.  It makes our 
products uncompetitive and it drives down the returns to producers.  If members do not think that occurs, they 
need look only at the price of beef that farmers are getting today.  The rising price of fuel, fertilisers and 
chemicals and herbicides, which control the weeds that are running rampant on the public estate, are enormous 
imposts.  The difficulty that the farming communities face is that they have no capacity to pass on those rising 
costs.  I remember my father selling off cull cows in about 1976, 1977 or 1978. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Cull cows. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Cull cows - C-U-L-L. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I thought the member said “cold” cows. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Cull cows are cows that are beyond their useful breeding life or, for those who breed sheep, 
cast for age. 

An opposition member interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Let us not get personal about it.  I am sure that they are very nice animals.  Those animals 
were sold for just over $1 a kilogram.  Thirty years ago farmers received $1 a kilogram for their produce.  
Somebody in my electorate sold cull cows the week before last for between 70c and 80c a kilogram.  In a good 
season, cull cows are sold for $400, whereas 30 years ago farmers got $600.  I remember my father employing 
somebody to work on his farm for $80 a week.  I will not go back into history. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We never got paid; as farm children, we were slave labour, but, member for Roe, we were 
well used to that. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is right.  The price that is paid to the producer has not changed.  The producer is a 
price taker.  At the same time, the price of prime beef in the shop has gone from about $4 a kilogram to about 
$24 a kilogram.  A massive financial increase has gone into the consumer’s pocket because the average wage has 
gone up, even on a farm, by $80 a week, which is something like $4 000 a year.  If someone tried to get a full-
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time farm worker for $40 000 a year now, I suspect he would struggle and he would be paying a lot of money in 
fringe benefits tax for all the other bits that I suspect he would have to provide to make it happen.  Although all 
those costs have gone up dramatically, the price the farmer gets at the end of the process is unchanged in many 
areas, because not many farming products are significantly more expensive than they were many years ago.  
Whether it is the dairy industry which is getting prices back up to 34c to 36c a litre for milk, when it was getting 
42c for prime milk -  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It was 47c. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That was a decade ago.  I do not know if the price of potatoes has changed much, but I 
suspect that it has not changed significantly.  The issue is not the fact that the proposed fee is $2 000 but the fact 
that the farming community has price takers whose income from the farm is largely unchanged over the past 
25 years and for whom $2 000 would be a significant impost on their remaining profit.  That important 
component needs to be considered when contemplating the impost of another licensing system. 
We accept that we need to manage water resources much better than we have done.  It could be argued, and it is 
in many circles, that government should have been managing water resources over a long period of time.  We are 
fully aware that much more work needs to be done on managing the water systems.  It could be argued that 
should be the natural role of the Department of Water.  However, the Department of Water has been in a bit of a 
mess because it has been part of the Department of Environment and Conservation, in and out, part of the Water 
and Rivers Commission, and it has changed its name so many times it does not know which coffee cup to use or 
which T-shirt to wear at the annual picnic.  However, the Department of Water should have been doing these 
jobs over a long period of time.  The argument then comes back to who should be paying for that process.  
Before I get on to that, I want to mention something I would like the Minister for Water Resources to take on 
board.  The minister has excluded from the licensing process domestic users and users of a relatively small 
amount of water for stock.  Is that a fair assessment? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They were never picked up under licensing. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  This is not a political attack but something I would like the minister to take back to his 
department.  This government or the previous one made changes to the legislation so that people who stole 
marron could be appropriately charged because marron would be considered stock.  I would like the minister to 
take back to the department the question of whether marron are stock.  If marron are stock, it seems to me that 
those people with small aquaculture projects in which they are raising marron for their own consumption should 
be excluded from the licensing system, and they are not.  The Department of Water at one stage sent a letter to a 
constituent of mine who was raising marron in a dam.  It said that he needed to be licensed, not because the 
marron drank too much water but because of the evaporation from the dam.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will get to the member for Bunbury’s point in a minute.  If marron are stock, these dams 
are excluded.  However, a letter was sent to my constituent because of the evaporation of water from a marron 
dam.  That is the bizarre set of circumstances that have arisen in this debate.  I hope that the minister will take it 
on board.  We need a ruling on whether marron are stock and excluded from the process.  If someone has a large 
commercial marron licence and half a dozen marron dams and is a significant user of water, fair enough, but for 
the most part people put marron in their very small backyard dams.  Theirs are not large enterprises and they 
occasionally pull out a few marron to eat themselves.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  And koonacs. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, koonacs and, depending on how far north, red claws perhaps and all the rest.  I would 
like the Minister for Water Resources to take on board the question of people who produce marron for their own 
consumption, because some of them are unsure of where they stand under the proposed regulations.  The 
Minister for Water Resources should also look at the issue of small commercial dams and aquaculture.  That 
issue needs to be explored far more fully than it is at the moment.  These issues need to be looked into, and I am 
glad that the government is accepting this proposal. 

We also need to look at other issues.  The National Water Initiative is driving a lot of issues on the way in which 
we manage water.  However, it remains my opinion that the guidelines set down by the National Water Initiative 
have some flexibility that allows us some negotiating space on the scheme, the level of fees and the types of fees 
that might be applied.  We need to look at that process and the flexibility that would allow us to negotiate a 
better outcome for everybody who is impacted upon by water harvesting.  That flexibility and freedom seem to 
be missed in many cases.  The issue is important because eventually there will be a financial impost.   
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I have a problem with the way in which this is going forward, because I think we could negotiate a better 
outcome.  My biggest problem is not with the Minister for Water Resources but with the Treasurer.  As was said 
last week, the Treasurer has taken $5.8 million - his expected cost of licensing - out of the budget of the 
Department of Water and told the department to find the money itself.  That is our problem and one of our 
biggest concerns.  If the Treasurer put the money back into the department until the government came up with a 
better system and said that it would put the horse first and then get the cart, we might have a better outcome and 
not the sort of pain and confusion that is being felt in the country.  Letters have been written to farmers, some of 
which were over the top.  Both farmers and the water harvesting community found them insulting and 
confronting.  I think the minister has acknowledged that and said that the letters could have been done 
differently.  However, if the government was not rushing into this process and the department had not been 
stripped of $5.8 million and told to get it from the community that harvests water, we would not have that 
confrontation.  That is our major concern and problem, not with this minister but with the Treasurer and the 
agenda that he is running.  We need to make sure that the Treasurer understands the anger that is felt in those 
communities.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I call the member for Mindarie to order for the first time. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That telephone call must be from Burkie.  Can the member for Mindarie say that he is in 
the chamber and cannot speak now? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I suggest the member for Capel get on with it and I will worry about everything else 
that is happening in the chamber. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I hope that the committee will look very carefully at this 
issue and the potential flexibility that is available in the system to get a better outcome.  I hope it looks at the 
costs and the imposts involved in water harvesting as a component of the industries that make use of it, such as 
agriculture, horticulture, viticulture and aquaculture.  All those industries are very water intensive and provide 
not only an income for one person or a family but also an economic base for a community.  They are very 
important matters that sometimes get forgotten, particularly with a centralist policy that might be driven by the 
National Water Initiative.  It must have flexibility to allow those economic bases to develop.  It is in the National 
Water Initiative and if a bit of blunt force is required to be imposed on Canberra or anybody else to recognise 
that, we need to do that.  We need to drive that process forward by not accepting something that is merely 
imposed and is to the detriment of the industries in the south west corner of this state.  I look forward to the 
debate when the committee’s report is presented to this house.  If we need to go to Canberra to have that 
argument, let us do that.   

At the moment there is some inflexibility.  It is possible to have a better outcome.  I thank the Leader of the 
Opposition for the original motion and, although truncated, I appreciate that the government is supporting a 
slimmed down version that might not deliver everything that we had hoped for, but might deliver a large amount 
of information which, we hope, will lead to a better decision being made.   

MR R.C. KUCERA (Yokine) [5.30 pm]:  I will not speak to the substance of the motion, but I will comment on 
the issues surrounding the committee’s terms of reference.  As chair of the committee I can assure members that 
issues involving the terms of reference will be considered.  All members of the committee will be given the 
opportunity to speak, should they wish to.  I remind the opposition and the Leader of the National Party that 
standing order 249(4) states - 

The Assembly may on motion co-opt any member of the Assembly - 

If the members of the parties opposite consider they are not getting a fair hearing they will have the opportunity 
to co-opt a member to the committee.   

Members of the committee include the member for Greenough, the member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale, and the 
member for Collie-Wellington, who has very firm views on this issue that I am sure will be made known in the 
committee.  I was concerned at some of the comments made by members opposite on whether this issue would 
restrict in any way what is required to be investigated by the committee.  I assure members opposite that as chair 
I will make sure that all members are heard on this issue.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Maybe you should have supported my motion.   

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I was hoping that the Leader of the Opposition would not criticise the committee system.  
By implication, the Leader of the Opposition was doing that.  I assure him that will not occur.   

The committee does have the capacity when examining the costings etc put forward by the department to employ 
the services of the Office of the Auditor General or other departments if it is felt that there needs to be a degree 
of independence.   
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I make the point that the committee system has worked well under this and previous governments and there is no 
reason that it should not work well on this inquiry.  Given the concerns that have been expressed by the 
opposition on the terms of reference, I wanted to contribute to this debate and make that point.   

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [5.33 pm]:  I concur with members’ comments about committees.  In many 
instances I prefer select committees because they provide the opportunity for members with experience or 
expertise in the subject matter of the inquiry to be appointed to serve on those committees.  My experience of 
committees is that they are rewarding.   
It is interesting to be on this side of the house talking about this issue when previously I was on the other side of 
the house and, as the then minister, I introduced the Rights in Water and Irrigation Bill.  The minister opposite 
was on this side of the house and he attacked me for all he was worth, over a prolonged time, over country areas 
and he dragged up all sorts of furphies.  His favourite furphy was the supposed plan to tax farm dams.  It is 
interesting that the boot is now on the other foot. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  The worm has turned.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, the worm has turned - what an excellent saying!   
The reality is that it was good legislation and it was not driven by me, but by the Water and Rivers Commission 
and Roger Payne, who was the then chief executive officer.  I struggled to gain a full understanding of the 
legislation because it was detailed, complex and broad-ranging.  It took me a while to reach that point.  As a 
result of that legislation a system of licensing of bores, that both sides of this place agreed was necessary, was 
implemented.  It was good to have that expertise in the Water and Rivers Commission to balance the Water 
Corporation.   
What this government did with the Water and Rivers Commission disappointed me immensely.  The Water 
Corporation was the service provider - the hard-nosed business group - and the Water and Rivers Commission 
was always arguing with it about environmental issues.  The commission made sure that the Water Corporation 
toed the line on environmental issues.  Sadly, when the commission was amalgamated with the Department of 
Environment and Conservation, people like Roger Payne, Tim McAuliffe and others who had the expertise were 
sacrificed and lost to the commission.  Now when I try to get information about water issues, I find it difficult.  I 
recently gave the minister a range of questions to which I knew the answers.  The minister’s answers were 
extremely disingenuous and some of them did not give me the answers that I knew were correct.  My questions 
referred to the use and licensing of metropolitan bores and where the water comes from.  What happens to those 
people in the metropolitan area who have access to water for their domestic bore?  Western Australia, 
particularly Perth, is so lucky.  We have a huge underground supply of water that lies under the sand.  In areas 
such as Morley a huge aquifer is about a metre from ground level.  What happens to that aquifer?  It runs out into 
the area and in those areas close to the ocean the aquifer flows into the ocean.  Some areas, such as the peninsula 
at Cottesloe, experience difficulty because there is not much water flowing into the ocean and the result is salt 
incursion caused by the overuse of bores in that area.  In most areas, bores are good.   
The Water and Rivers Commission told me that one large gum tree cleared from an average block pumps the 
equivalent of one bore’s worth of water per year.  That was one question I tried to get an answer to and I was 
given a nonsense answer on how many bushes were on the property.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It may have been the lack of accuracy in your question rather than a poor answer.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I toyed with the idea of rephrasing and resubmitting the questions to try to get what I know 
are the correct answers, but, to be honest, I gave up.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The question was vague.  You asked how much water is used by the vegetation.  Different 
vegetation uses different amounts.   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Sure.  The point I was trying to arrive at from my series of questions was that roughly one 
tree pumps up the equivalent of one bore.  Therefore, if one tree is removed from a block that is being cleared to 
erect a house, a bore’s worth of water is lost.  The watertable rises and that is what happened as the metropolitan 
area was developed.  As more people put in domestic bores they were doing the government a favour in two 
ways.  Firstly, people no longer had to use expensive scheme water to water their gardens; and, secondly, they 
were preventing the watertable from rising.  The Water and Rivers Commission estimated when we were in 
government and I was the minister that there was room for another 100 000 bores in the metropolitan area before 
a neutral situation was reached and the watertable would fall.  We did not want to get anywhere near that stage.  
One might ask what happens to the water when a bore is used.  If it is used at the proper time of day, which is at 
night, according to Water and Rivers Commission figures 70 per cent of the water - that is the other answer I did 
not get - goes back into the aquifer.  Only 30 per cent is used by the plants or evaporates.  To use a bore in the 
middle of a hot day is stupid because a higher proportion of water evaporates.  Seventy per cent goes back into 
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the aquifer and runs off into the river or ocean.  How does that affect the water we get from the Gnangara 
mound?  The Gnangara mound is the same surface aquifer, but it covers mainly the Gnangara region and extends 
to Wanneroo.  It is a very large mound.  The Water Corporation uses that water and it also has bores that go to 
the deeper aquifers; most of it comes from the Yarragadee and some of it comes from the Leederville aquifer.  If 
we were to overpump the water from Morley, we would not affect the water from the Gnangara mound unless it 
was sucked absolutely dry so that the watertable was below the Gnangara mound and water flowed away from it.  
That water used now does not make a difference.  The government has put restrictions on the bores in Mandurah 
but that has nothing to do with where all the water comes from in the metropolitan area.  The water in Mandurah 
either comes from the dams, the desalination unit or from bores in the metropolitan area or the southern bores 
that are located south of the metropolitan area.  There are a lot of those bores.  The consumption of water by 
home bores in Mandurah has nothing to do with all those.  Putting restrictions on those is silly in the context of 
saying that it will save water for drinking purposes.  The water in Mandurah flows into the estuary or into the 
ocean.  That is not a bad thing and I am not saying it is wrong.  The government is doing the wrong thing by 
saying it is all about saving drinking water.  They are the words the minister used in the announcement about the 
reason water restrictions were being placed on Mandurah. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I think you are a little bit confused there.  There are issues concerning the overuse of the 
ground water in Mandurah and the surrounding areas. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  There are, but it is only in certain areas - mainly in my electorate, because it is a peninsula. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And to the north.  The City of Mandurah wants to put in a major park at Meadow Springs.  
We have a huge issue about providing that water for playing fields.  There are issues with the overuse of ground 
water to the north and south of Mandurah. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I was not aware of that.  That influences my thinking in that area.  I was under the 
impression when I listened to the minister’s statements and read his press releases that he was relating this issue 
to saving the drinking water by restricting the amount of water that could be pumped by bores. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That was never intended. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Okay.  That is certainly not the case.  It is important to have that flow of water, which would 
otherwise flow to the ocean or to the estuary.  We get a huge amount of stormwater run-off when it rains because 
of the network of roads that we have built.  That water would have otherwise gone underground but it now 
flushes out the system and goes to the ocean.  Today we do not need as much of the water that flows 
underground and is used for households to flush out the rivers because we are getting a huge flow of water from 
the stormwater drains, which has the same effect and flushes into the ocean. 

It is good that we are looking into the issue of household bores, but I do not believe that they need to be licensed.  
People cannot put them down forever and they must recognise that that is not safe.  However, household bores 
should not be linked to the issue of drinking water because there is no connection.  Household bores have a 
positive effect by reducing the expense of water that must be provided and by stopping the rising of the 
watertable in those areas.  People in farming communities are very familiar with the issue of rising watertables, 
particularly in places such as Merredin where there was a major issue that needed to be addressed.  When we 
introduced the licensing system, we created the opportunity for the Harvey irrigators to do exactly what the 
government is trying to claim credit for now.  The government is saying that the Harvey Water scheme is 
wonderful because Harvey Water pipes its water and the government is buying the excess.  When we created the 
Harvey Dam and made that water totally available for the irrigators, the plan was that they would then pipe the 
water and they would have ownership of it so that they could use the water much more efficiently and then sell 
the excess back to the government.  That was always anticipated to be a future supply of water that the 
government could buy back. 

The Leader of the Opposition made an extremely good point that farmers do not use more water than anyone in 
the metropolitan area.  It is important to licence water users, which is why we introduced the scheme.  We must 
be cognisant that we should charge only the money it costs to operate the scheme, without placing huge 
administrative burdens on it, to make sure that the cost of water is not forced up.  When the previous government 
talked about the water in Carnarvon, there was an issue with what should be grown there.  We worked out the 
cost of water for growing bananas.  The consumer was paying less for the bananas than the cost of the water 
used to grow them.  We do not want water to be used for products that consume huge amounts of water.  We 
must look at what is being produced.  The price of water is a significant component of whatever is grown.  We 
must be careful that we do not push up the price of water because it pushes up the price of the produce.  That 
cost is then passed on to everyone in the metropolitan area and contributes to the inflation rate. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 24 October 2007] 

 p6727b-6745a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; 

Mr Bob Kucera; Dr Kim Hames 

 [19] 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Harvey Water has a list of products and of how many litres of water it costs to produce each 
of those items.  It is staggering how much water is consumed. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is a huge amount.  Many litres of water are used to grow each banana.  It is amazing.  It 
was only because the water was so cheap that the farmers could afford to produce them. 

Mr G. Snook:  That Gascoyne scheme is one of the most efficient in Australia in terms of productivity per 
kilolitre. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is.  We did a lot of work to expand the water bores and added new bores further east.  One 
of the problems with the Water Corporation, which is a difficult beast to deal with, is it wants every dollar back 
for the cost of putting the scheme in place.  I am concerned that everyone is saying that the metropolitan area 
subsidises the country in a range of things.  The reality is that the country subsidises the metropolitan area in 
administration fees for the Water Corporation.  The Water Corporation charges an administration fee, depending 
on the value of an asset.  If the asset is a water pipeline that is worth X millions of dollars, the corporation has a 
formula - I think it is 10 per cent - which is the administration fee for the asset.  That amount is charged to the 
asset, even though the administration by the Water Corporation is just about zero for the pipeline and most of the 
administration issues that the Water Corporation deals with are in the metropolitan area.  That is why I had an 
issue when I was trying to take water to the farmers.  We laid a pipeline, similar to the pipeline south of 
Geraldton down to Greenough Hamlet, and worked out the cost of water to the farmers along the way.  The 
Water Corporation came up with the figure of about $10 000 per farm and $3 000 or $4 000 of that amount was 
for the administration of the value of the asset because the asset was worth quite a lot.  It is the same thing with 
the value of the dams.  That is all included.  The administration fee is included when the Water Corporation 
works out the value of the assets.  It adds the assets and multiplies it by a percentage.  That is the asset fee that is 
charged.  The Water Corporation charges the government a fee for the money it loses - the community service 
obligation. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  But the CSO that goes to country water and sewerage is in the order of $250 million a year. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is right.  The government, and therefore the taxpayers, are paying money to the Water 
Corporation for the value of an asset for administration when the Water Corporation has to do - excuse my 
French - bugger all administration. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is only a small part of the $250 million. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is.  Nevertheless, the minister should look at the figures.  The Water Corporation adds on 
that asset.  It took me a while to find out it was doing that because it is built into the cost of what it claims as a 
cost. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It does that for the metropolitan services as well. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It does, but that is where most of the administration is.  The metropolitan area, without 
question - the member should ask Jim; he will confirm it - subsidises the country in administration fees.  That is 
where it became very difficult in the sewerage - 

Mr G. Snook:  It is the other way around. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The metropolitan area subsidises the country.  No, sorry, the member is right.  The country 
subsidises the metropolitan area.  Can Hansard please reverse that!  The country subsidises the metropolitan 
area, because those large valuable assets, such as the pipeline to Kalgoorlie, have a value, and an administration 
fee is attached to them.  That is how the Water Corporation works out the value of the water, and the money it 
loses is the CSO. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Member, that’s a bit misleading when that’s only a small fraction of the overall cost. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is a lot more than one would think. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Most of the subsidy flows the other way, from the metropolitan area to the country. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That amount is a lot more than one would think.  The value of the pipeline to Kalgoorlie is 
the replacement value of the pipeline.  The Water Corporation has not built in whatever the traditional historic 
value of the pipeline is; it has built in the replacement value.  It is the same with the dams and with all the 
pipelines that go to all those country areas.  They have a value, and that value has an administration fee that is 
worked out as a percentage.  Most of the large, expensive assets are in fact in the country, not in the metropolitan 
area.  Therefore, that fee is worked in.  From that the Water Corporation works out the cost of water, and from 
that it works out what money it will get back from selling that water, and the difference is what it charges as a 
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CSO.  That is why the price of water to Kalgoorlie is $4.60.  It is not because it costs $4.60; it is because that is 
what the Water Corporation has worked out is the replacement value of the asset. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is quite different from an administration fee.  The administration fee is in there, but 
that’s very different from amortisation of the capital cost. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Let us suppose the value of the pipeline to Kalgoorlie was $100 million, to pick a figure.  
The Water Corporation adds up whatever its normal operating and managing costs might be for maintaining the 
pipes, for replacing sections, for running Mundaring Weir, for getting that water to Kalgoorlie, for distributing it 
and all those things.  It then adds a percentage of the value of the asset to that cost to work out the total cost of 
the water.  One might say that it is not much on big things, but when I have looked at things such as a water 
pipeline to a farm, it can cost a house $3 000 out of a $10 000 cost.  Therefore, it can be a lot more than one 
might think.  I do not know that there is a lot we can do about that.  However, I am saying that the government 
needs to be aware that those things exist when it is working out what it will charge a farm as an administration 
fee for an asset that is a licence on a farm, because the Water Corporation will make sure that it slots that 
administration fee in, whether it is its real administration cost or not. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


