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Division 44:  Water and Rivers Commission, $58 425 000 - 
Hon Barry House, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Tom Stephens, Minister for Housing and Works. 

Mr R. Payne, Chief Executive Officer, Water and Rivers Commission. 

Mr D. Miller, Acting Manager, Swan River Trust. 

Mr G. Ticehurst, Manager Finance and Administration, Department of Environmental Protection. 

Ms A. Maggs, Chief of Staff, Minister for the Environment and Heritage. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome you to 
today’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament 
to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The Committee values that 
assistance.   

Members are asked to sit towards the front of the Chamber where practicable so that witnesses will not have to 
turn their heads when answering questions.  It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget 
Statements volumes or the consolidated fund estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, 
and so on in preface to their questions.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I ask for your 
cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the Committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the 
questions.  An example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.   

May I remind those members of the public in attendance that only accredited media representatives may take 
notes.  However, full Hansard transcripts will be available to the public within a week of the close of these 
hearings.   

The Committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have read, understood and 
completed the Information for Witnesses form.  Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of 
the provisions of that document? 

WITNESSES:  Yes.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The chief executive officer of the Water and Rivers Commission will make some 
introductory remarks. 

Mr PAYNE:  I will go through the highlights of the 2001-02 budget for the Water and Rivers Commission.  One 
of the main areas of emphasis is water allocation.  The Water and Rivers Commission will look at the licensing 
of surface and ground water, with increased surveillance and field activities, and will establish and support some 
resource management committees.  We will also construct a computerised licence transfer system equivalent to a 
titles office system and accelerate some environmental water assessments and allocation plans.  Under the area 
of state development, we will pursue the west Kimberley and Ord systems, where we are undertaking work on 
irrigation.  We will push on with allocation plans in the Pilbara and Murray Basin areas and will continue with 
our support of statutory referrals, with about 4 000 referrals expected this coming year.  We will look at 
implementing the salinity action plan.  The specific issue relating to that plan is the Government’s new initiative 
to provide $10 million in funding over four years for engineering projects and to establish prototype catchment 
management systems.  The Water and Rivers Commission will continue to pursue waterways policies 
concerning wetlands and ground water systems in areas like Gnangara and Jandakot.  We will also look at 
improving our water information systems by maintaining and updating them to make them more comprehensive. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Water and Rivers Commission has obviously played a major part in the salinity action 
plan.  I have had difficulty in finding out who is responsible for the Land Monitor program, which detects 
clearing.  I understand it is a joint venture between six agencies.  Is the Water and Rivers Commission one of 
those agencies? 

Mr PAYNE:  Yes. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Is the continuation of the program generally under consideration, and, if so, why would you 
not continue it? 

Mr PAYNE:  I consider it to be a good program and one that the department supports.  As Hon Peter Foss 
mentioned, it is a joint venture between a number of agencies.  I understand that it is going forward and we are 
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continuing to support it.  Off the top of my head, the Water and Rivers Commission supports the program by 
providing hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of funding.  That is all I can say at this time. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I refer to the major initiatives for 2001-02 on page 724 of the Budget Statements.  The 
fifth dot point under “Salinity” refers to demonstration sub-catchments for salinity control.  Can Mr Payne 
elaborate on the purpose and function of the demonstration sub-catchments? 

[12.20 pm] 

Mr PAYNE:  The demonstration sub-catchments are used not only to engage the community, but also to 
demonstrate workable solutions and to help provide understanding of those solutions.  The process is to evaluate 
former projects and to undertake further evaluation and trials.  We will carry the community with us as we go.  
The lead agency in the demonstration catchments will be the Department of Agriculture.  The full $10 million of 
funding was allocated to the Water and Rivers Commission budget, but a percentage of that will go to the 
Department of Agriculture for the engineering and general demonstration catchment projects.  The Department 
of Agriculture will have the lead on the general demonstration catchments, and the Water and Rivers 
Commission will have the lead on the engineering demonstration catchments.  The basic split is in the order of 
$4 million for the engineering demonstration catchments and $6 million over four years for the general 
catchments program. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Do the suburban water catchment areas, such as the Claisebrook catchment area, fall into 
this category, or is that catchment area a separate item? 

Mr PAYNE:  No.  The Water and Rivers Commission is interested in the urban or suburban catchment systems 
under our arterial drainage, our part in the Swan-Canning clean-up program and our relationship with local 
government.  It is a separate program, but we pursue improvements in catchment management in the urban area 
as well. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  To what extent is salinity a problem there, with a catchment area for the Swan River 
feeding into it?   

Mr PAYNE:  Salinity is not a great issue in the urban area.  It cannot be ignored in some places.  However, the 
predominant issue in the urban area is nutrients and pollutants getting into the river system.  At present, the 
Swan-Canning clean-up program is run by the Water and Rivers Commission and the Swan River Trust.  That 
program is allocated roughly $3 million a year over five years.  In addition, the Water and Rivers Commission is 
currently pursuing the revitalisation of the arterial drainage legislation and implementation, which, in the longer 
term, will supplant the catchment management component of the Swan-Canning clean-up.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I will pursue the issue of the ground water allocations.  It is a contentious issue.  
From the start, the first in, first served process has been used, and I believe it is now under review.  How far has 
that review progressed?  There has been a lot of unhappiness among groups of people who apply for allocations 
for a large project or projects in a zone or licensed area.  That has left very little for later subdivisions, or for 
agricultural or horticultural use.  The local water resources management committees have been established as 
required under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Act, which also gives trading rights.  Where is the 
Water and Rivers Commission at currently?  This will be an ongoing saga as demands for different horticultural 
pursuits are growing.  I understand that the Water and Rivers Commission must ensure that it is not over-
allocated, as occurs in some of the other States, which now have clawback exercises in place, and that makes 
people more unhappy.  I want to clarify some of the points that are currently being looked at in the process.   

Mr PAYNE:  We are looking at shifting from the traditional first in, first served allocation process that has been 
the tradition around the world and certainly in Australia; that is, whoever puts in an application is considered 
first.  Effectively, people work their way through a queue.  At the moment we are looking at switching to a 
merit-based system, which will be based on criteria that are transparent and are in the interests of the State or 
region.  A trial case is coming up in the Gingin-Dandaragan area.  We are starting the process of simultaneously 
consulting the water resource management committees, to which the member referred, and consulting about 
switching from a first in, first served system to a merit-based selection, and getting the communities and the 
users to understand how that works and to accept that system.   

In general terms, we are very conscious of the fact that there has been a rush of people seeking allocations.  Last 
year, particularly in the Gingin area, we were concerned when the requests jumped to cover almost 70 per cent of 
the available water in that period.  We slowed down that process and entered into the consultation process about 
which we are talking.  We are considering negotiating with the community and consulting about how we should 
change from the first in, first served basis, and using the water resource management committees to help us 
establish the right sort of policy and criteria so that people can see that everybody is treated fairly. 
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Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Is there still provision after water has been allocated to monitor the usage, such as by 
way of a meter?  Is the user required to continue to justify the amount of water he sought and was allocated 
under licence?  

Mr PAYNE:  That is definitely the case.  People come to us and request a certain amount of water, and we give it 
to them in stages.  If they perform in the first stage, they can have the second stage of water.  We also audit water 
use.  We are auditing a number of places to make sure that they did not acquire water to hold it in a bank for 
future use.  One of this year’s budgetary issues is greater field surveillance to ensure that people are using the 
water for the purposes they specified.  We monitor large users through a meter, and use our monitoring bore 
system to keep track of smaller users. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  How much of the available water is the Water and Rivers Commission allowing for 
contingencies?  What resources are available to be allocated, and what is the safety margin for that allocation?  

Mr PAYNE:  Across the State only 20 per cent of the total water that is perceived to be available for use has 
been allocated.  Of course, that amount varies across the State.  Demand is not high in some parts of the State.  
We are concerned that the ground water system in the Perth metropolitan area is being driven hard, and are 
closely monitoring that with the Water Corporation.  It is likely that that will be an issue.  The system has been 
under stress for 20 to 25 years.  Although ground water has a longer time frame than does other water, stocks 
must still recover.  We are watching the issue closely, although we are not yet in the red.  We take a 
precautionary approach to defining the optimum sustainable use and safety margin.  An indicator lets us know 
when we are approaching that level, which at the moment is 70 per cent of the stock.  When we hit that figure in 
an allocated area, we start paying greater attention.  We are debating whether we should move that indicator 
down to 50 per cent in some areas because of the rate of change of activity.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I know my colleague Hon Robin Chapple would like to follow up with a number of 
questions about the value of water.  This is a preliminary question.  A number of dryland irrigators and 
stakeholders, especially in the Gingin and Arrowsmith ground water areas, have called for a 2c a kilolitre levy on 
ground water to ensure there are no excuses for a failure to implement problem monitoring and management.  
What revenue would be available to the Government if it charged 2c a kilolitre for ground water or irrigation 
water?  That answer should include the irrigation water which is available but which is not charged, including 
large irrigation projects like the Ord River scheme.  Is there any estimate of the volume of water that is not likely 
to be subject to any charge under the state agreement Acts?  Given that water is such an important public asset, 
does the Water and Rivers Commission have an idea about the volume of water that is tied up in state agreement 
Acts and therefore cannot be levied?   

[12.30 pm] 

Mr PAYNE:  I am not sure of the exact volume within the state agreement Acts; therefore, I will need to get 
back to the member with supplementary information, if I may.  In general terms, about 3 000 gigalitres of water 
has been allocated, and I will need to do some mental arithmetic to turn that 2c a kilolitre into dollars, but 3 000 
gigalitres is about three million kilolitres, which when multiplied by 2c a kilolitre is about $60 million. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Therefore, with just that 2c a kilolitre for the water that is currently not being charged 
for, we could add $60 million to government revenue?   

Mr PAYNE:  I am not sure that is right.  I will get back to the member with a proper calculation. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Act came into force this year.  Does that 
Act control the use of both ground and surface water?  Given that the State does not own the water as it does the 
mineral rights, does the State expect legal challenges on this issue?  With regard to the issue of water trading, 
what money has the Government put into definitive hydrogeological studies across the State to characterise the 
State’s various aquifers? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Is the member referring to a particular page?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is not referred to specifically in the Budget Statements, but I raise the question because 
in the major initiatives on page 724 I cannot find any money committed for hydrogeological studies on the 
various aquifers.   

Mr PAYNE:  We have done a lot of investigative work over time.  This year, there is not a lot of money in our 
budget for particular drilling.  However, for example, all those who drill are obligated to give us information 
about where they have hit water, so we get a lot of information free from various people.  We have just 
completed a state land and water audit component as part of the national system, and that audit includes our 
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estimates of available water and sustainable yields.  At this point, we think we have scoped the water resources 
of the State adequately.  If people want to do a project in a particular area, we often require them to do further 
drilling to prove that it is within our scoping figure.  At the moment, we do not think there is a big need to do 
further drilling.  We believe the water resources of the State are reasonably scoped.  We are now looking at 
asking companies that have a particular large-scale proposal to do their own verification works so that we are not 
forced into doing “what if” exercises for people who are making investment decisions.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Given that the State wishes to control the use of water, the main studies that I have seen 
have been done in the Perth basin by means of geological surveys.  How can the commission implement this Act 
if it has a poor knowledge of the water resources that it has in, for example, the Canning basin and further north? 

Mr PAYNE:  I do not believe we have a poor knowledge.  I chose my words carefully.  I said that we have 
scoped the resource, and we believe we understand the resource within a range of plus or minus 10 to 20 per 
cent.  When a proposal comes in, we ask the company to verify some of that water resource by doing its own 
drilling, and in that way we can avoid doing a lot of drilling for people on the basis of “what if” exercises.  We 
have a lot of historic data on water resources throughout the State.  I would also be happy to make available a 
copy of the land and water audit, which lists all the basins, the available water resource, and the sustainable 
yield.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  But they are not actually measured.  For example, in the Canning basin and in the 
Gascoyne the flowing bores are not measured.   

Mr PAYNE:  As I said, the audit indicates an estimate of the available water and the sustainable yields for those 
areas.  I would be happy to give the member a copy of that document.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Will the department provide an estimate of the dollar-value of water per gigalitre?  I 
understand the figure of $1 million per gigalitre is used as a rule of thumb in other States, and possibly in 
Western Australia.  Can that basic rule of thumb be confirmed?   

Mr PAYNE:  Nationally, the accepted notional value of water as a capital asset - that means a gigalitre a year in 
perpetuity - is $1 million.  That is easily applicable in some parts of New South Wales where the trading 
business has been going for a while, and it is accepted.  In other parts of Australia, such as Western Australia, 
there has not been much trading or movement.  However, the national average figure is around about $1 million 
per gigalitre in perpetuity.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I refer to dot point four under significant issues and trends on page 711 of the Budget 
Statements, which states  

More contaminated sites which affect groundwater are being discovered, increasing the demand on the 
Commission to respond. 

Which contaminated sites are having an impact?  Are any of these sites on the metropolitan watercourses?  Does 
it include the contaminated site at Bassendean next to Tonkin Park?  Does the department have a handle on the 
contribution of the contamination of Tonkin Park to the contamination of the Swan River through the 
Bassendean main drain?   

Mr PAYNE:  I will have to take the member’s last question on notice to provide a scientific answer and an actual 
figure.  As I said earlier today, there are many contaminated sites around town.  These start from areas such as 
petrol stations and move towards specific sites, such as the one the member referenced.  As we move forward, 
we are finding other contaminated sites and we must determine whether they are a problem.  Generally, this is 
done by looking at how fast the contaminated ground water plume is moving and where it is heading.  We have 
to determine whether we have time to respond to the problem, or whether we have to deal with it straight away.  
We have an example in Dianella where, in association with universities, we are currently researching ways of 
mineralising the contaminant using bacteria, as distinct from using a pumping system to extract and re-treat the 
plume.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Was that the insecticide one?   

MR PAYNE:  I think it was the atrazine one.  If we are successful with that, it is hoped that the remediation cost 
will be 10 per cent of what it would have otherwise been.  However, there are a range of contaminated sites with 
varying degrees of urgency across the city, and we are trying to progress them in a rational way.  If the member 
wants more information, I am happy to provide a detailed answer.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would like to have that detailed response, particularly on the rate at which new sites are 
being discovered, and on the impact that is having on the program.   
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Mr PAYNE:  I will take that on notice.   

[12.40 pm] 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  My question relates to major initiatives listed under the dot points on page 715 of the 
Budget Statements.  The last dot point includes a reference to accelerating environmental water assessments and 
allocation plans.  Can somebody explain the function of the assessments and allocation plans and why it is 
necessary to accelerate them? 

Mr PAYNE:  The function of the assessments and allocation plans relates to the sustainable use of that particular 
resource.  When we think the allocation that people are requesting is, say, 10 per cent of the available resource, 
we do a level of assessment of the total sustainable yield of that resource.  However, as the pressure comes on 
and the sustainable limit is approached, we revisit the allocation and assessments.  Therefore, in some parts of 
the State we have, for example, ground water areas that are at the sustainable yield with regard to requests.  We 
are now putting more effort into checking that our assessment of the sustainable limit is right before we licence 
the requests.  Our allocation plans in final form are referred to the Environmental Protection Authority to be 
ticked off as to whether we have the environmental component right. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Therefore, is the acceleration part of the normal ongoing process and is there nothing 
extraordinary about it at present? 

Mr PAYNE:  The only thing that is extraordinary is that last year, as mentioned earlier, in some areas  - Gingin 
is an example - within a month ground water went from cruising at 10 per cent allocation to having requests for 
80 or 90 per cent allocation.  That caused us to react.  Therefore, there is an element of speeding up the review 
process because of the pressure from applications for water resources.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I refer to page 728 of the Budget Statements and the capital user charge, which is 
$16.327 million this year on an asset base of $117.087 million.  Why is the capital user charge so high when, for 
instance, it is compared with the capital user charge of the Department of Conservation and Land Management, 
which is $9.463 million on an asset base of $2.031 billion? 

Mr TICEHURST:  A number of CALM’s assets would be exempt from the capital user charge.  Regrettably, the 
Water and Rivers Commission does not enjoy any such exemption. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Can I get more detail with regard to that comparison to make sense of it?  I understand 
what we are talking about, but I need some detail in due course and if that question can be taken on notice, it 
would be helpful. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  That question will be taken on notice, thank you. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I refer to page 715 to which Hon Sue Ellery made reference.  In major initiatives for 
2001-02, the fifth dot point refers to establishing and supporting local water resource management committees.  
What is the purpose and the role of those committees? 

Mr PAYNE:  Those committees work in partnership with the board of the Water and Rivers Commission in 
devising locally relevant by-laws that deal with managing water resources in particular areas of the State.  We 
hope that we will not have too many of these committees and expect to end up with 18 to 20 committees for the 
whole State.  However, in some areas the situation can develop in which people take water under riparian rights, 
which are within the statutes, and deny water to downstream users.  These committees will be used to help 
devise regulations or by-laws to share the water fairly in that area of the State.  That will take account of, for 
example, the period in summer when there may not be a riparian right available in the river and one cannot 
expect to pump water out, or there may be a reduced right compared with the normal flow.  Therefore, a general 
by-law might require people to take only 40 per cent of what the statute says is available.  It might be that the by-
law the committee develops is what has credibility in the local area.  The committee’s objective is to help 
produce locally relevant and flexible by-laws that distribute the water adequately. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I refer to engineering pilot projects mentioned on page 90 of the Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook.  The Government has allocated $8.7 million for the estimates period to enable the Water and 
Rivers Commission to coordinate these initiatives.  An additional $320 000 per annum has been allocated to the 
Department of Agriculture.  The majority of the funds will be allocated to ground works with the remainder 
going into normal planning and engineering.  Where will that project commence?  Does the commission have 
any idea which towns, areas or sub-catchments will be involved?  
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Mr PAYNE:  Yes, the drainage and pumping examples particularly will be largely in the wheatbelt valleys.  As I 
said earlier, the amount of money referred to in the budget papers is part of the $10 million to which I referred 
earlier.  In drawing up a program for these works an allocation is being distributed between the Water and Rivers 
Commission, the Department of Agriculture, consultants and external works.  The $8.7 million reflects the fact 
that some of that allocation was moved from the commission to the Department of Agriculture in line with the 
overall program during preparation of these budget papers.  That is why the $8.7 million does not accord directly 
with the $10 million.  It is for towns in the wheatbelt area.  We are considering creating an engineering works 
reference committee to ensure that the area in which we intend to operate, which is being selected now, will be 
represented by residents from the area that will go through the agony with us of devising and trialling the scheme 
so that it has credibility with the people in that area of the State.  I could list the catchments but I do not have 
them with me. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I seek to have that information provided as supplementary information.  

Is that trial linked to the existing pumping program in towns such as Merredin?   

Mr PAYNE:  It is not directly linked because its purpose is separate.  It is about the broad-scale farming use of 
ground water control.  When opportunities arise, it will be linked.  Around Merredin, where trials are being 
conducted, it is having a limited effect outside the town.  Generally it is small.  One of the big issues with this 
engineering approach is to get the wide-scale impact to work.  It is much easier to protect a town with a few 
bores than it is to hold down the whole watertable over hundreds of hectares.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  What is the situation with the water resource in the Wellington Dam?  Has there 
been a change of policy or has any decision been made?  The local papers have signalled that it is to be allocated 
for the metropolitan water supply. 

Mr PAYNE:  The increasing pressure on Perth, the under-performance of the Water Corporation’s traditional 
surface water catchments and now the stress on the ground water system have resulted in the natural tendency to 
examine the Wellington Dam system to establish whether more water is available.  A committee and a group are 
debating that with south west irrigators and the Water Corporation to determine what might be done with the 
Wellington Dam.  The commission has spent a large amount over the years restoring the potability of the water 
in the dam.  It is not potable at the moment, but that money has been spent in an attempt to control salinity.  The 
Wellington Dam is a major strategic asset.  We are debating with the south west irrigators and the Water 
Corporation about what can be used.  The irrigators might elect to trade some water with the corporation.  As 
they become more efficient, they might free up a considerable amount.  We are in a learning mode. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Will this process of deciding the long-term situation involve wider consultation in 
the south west; that is, with people other than the south west irrigators?  Clearly, it is a major resource for 
everyone.   

Mr PAYNE:  The commission takes the statewide view, not only the Water Corporation’s view. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It also represents the metropolitan region.  I am talking about the south west. 

Mr PAYNE:  The committee is broadly based, but perhaps not as broadly as the member would like.  When 
allocation becomes an issue, the commission does an allocation plan.  At some point it progresses from small 
percentage changes to a significant change.  When that happens, the commission reinstates the allocation 
process, which involves broad-scale consultation.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Does that involve the EPA?   

Mr PAYNE:  It is not a legal allocation plan until the EPA has agreed with the commission’s assessment of the 
environmental aspects.  The commission’s allocation planning process involves investigation of social, economic 
and other issues.  It relies on the EPA to audit its interpretation of the environmental aspects.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  What is happening with the drilling of the Officer Basin?  Does it look like being a 
potential winner for Western Australia?   

Mr PAYNE:  The Officer Basin is a significant resource for Western Australia.  A major mining company has 
recently sought to portray it as a sustainable resource.  The commission has doubts about that in the long term.  
The commission and the new Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources have invited expressions of 
interest in an attempt to get a good understanding of the mining industry’s future demand.  The current thinking 
is that the Officer Basin should be for the exclusive use of mining operations.  The miners should deal with it on 
a partnership or joint-venture basis.  The Government should not stamp its imprimatur on the basin as a long-
term supply source.  The concern is that, if cyclones do not recharge the area on a regular basis, we could find 
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ourselves relying on the basin and 10 to 15 years down the track the cost of pumping would be through the roof 
because the water level has gone down.  If the Government states that it is a sustainable resource when it is not, 
it could end up facing a liability if there is a shortfall.  The commission believes that the basin is an appropriate 
resource for mining operations, which tend to have a 10 to 15-year horizon.  It should not be assumed that the 
resource will go on for 200 years.  The uncertainty about its recharge is the killer.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I refer to the proposed allocation of water for Ord River stage 2 irrigators, specifically, 
the Wesfarmers-Marubeni proposed sugar monoculture.  What is the estimated real cost a kilolitre of providing 
water to the proposed expansion?  On what schedule of prices will Ord River stage 2 water users be charged? 

Mr PAYNE:  The questions should be directed to the Water Corporation, as it is the conveyor of the water to the 
irrigators.  There is debate about the charges to be levied.  The commission is interested in the use of the 
resource and its impact on the countryside, especially the downstream river.  Pricing of the water is an issue for 
the Water Corporation and how it operates its system.  The commission has imposed conditions that will have 
implications for costing.  We do not want the transfer channels to leak too much.  The transfer channels will 
have to be upgraded, and that will have implications for the cost of the water. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I take the liberty of asking a question from the Chair.  I direct it to Mr Payne, with 
his dual representation of the Department of Environmental Protection and the Water and Rivers Commission.  
A problem has arisen at the mouth of the Margaret River.  The area received less than 50 per cent of its normal 
winter rainfall, and extensive bank and mudflats have developed, which is causing the death of fish.  Has the 
problem been raised with Mr Payne or either of the departments?  Further management of the area will be 
required over the summer. 

Mr PAYNE:  I am not aware of the problem.  I assume the regional office is on top of the problem.  I can say no 
more than that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Hon Robin Chapple and others may have further questions but, as we have run out 
of time, they should be handed to the Clerk and placed on notice for the departments concerned.  I thank the 
minister and the officers from the Water and Rivers Commission for attending. 

Sitting suspended from 12.58 to 2.00 pm 
 


