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Division 24: Water, $88 524 000 — 
Mrs J. Hughes, Chairman. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke, Minister for Water Resources. 

Mr K.J. Taylor, Director General. 

Mr B.J.R. O’Neil, Director, Corporate Services. 

Mr R.D. Hammond, Director, Water Resource Use. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Stirling. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer the minister to page 424 and to the second dot point under “Major Initiatives For 
2008-09”, which states — 

Continue water allocation planning in the four priority areas of Pilbara, Gnangara, Collie and South 
West in conjunction with Water Smart Australia.  

I recently attended a meeting of the land conservation district committee and the Department of Water to be 
briefed on the water planning process. One of the issues highlighted was that a draft allocation is out now, and 
that is set out in a document called the “South West groundwater areas water management plan — allocation”. It 
was a draft public document until 19 May. There are statements in that document about what water will be 
available for further licensing. It also highlights that there is very little water additional to what has currently 
been allocated. It states — 

Currently there is 75 GL/a of licensed use in the Yarragadee aquifer with an additional 20 GL/a of 
water allocated in this plan. Of this 20 GL/a the plan reserves approximately 15 GL/a for town water 
supply, and after existing pending licenses . . . are assessed and responded to, there will be little 
available water from this aquifer for new licences. 

It highlights the relationship between water and the business of agriculture, and concerns about the provision of 
food, which I know is out of the breadth of the Department of Water but which, nevertheless, is a big issue. The 
people on that committee are concerned about the allocations available to them for dairies and other agricultural 
production, and in fact they made the point that they believe there is more water available than in fact the 
assessments from the Department of Water highlight. The point made by the Department of Water at the time 
was that if they consider that, they can get an assessment done at their own cost to demonstrate that fact and they 
may well, therefore, have access to more water. It concerns me that that will be an impeding process to identify 
an available resource which may well be there but which is not identified in this plan. Has the department 
considered putting in more resources to assess the quantum of the water resource on the Scott River plain, in 
particular, for reasons of identifying more accurately, and perhaps with more confidence than we have now, the 
level of resource that is there for the purpose of supporting the agricultural industry in the south west?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the member for the question. It raises a number of issues. The first thing, of 
course, is that the member is referring to a draft plan. What is very important is that local communities actually 
get involved in commenting on the draft plan, because when it becomes the final plan, it has clear implications in 
terms of the water available and the likely allocations that will be available in sub-areas etc. It is very important 
that communities engage in that planning process. Hopefully, the member for Stirling and all other members 
here will encourage their communities, when these draft plans are put out, to acknowledge how important they 
are and to become involved.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We have done. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The second point that arises from the question is the issue of the allocations that have 
been suggested in the draft and what they mean for local industry. We are very conscious of how important that 
water is for local industries. The member need only reflect for half a second on what we have in the Murray-
Darling to realise how people’s investments over decades can simply be wiped out. They are putting bulldozers 
through trees that they have grown for years and years because there was an expectation that people could use 
water that is no longer available. Therefore, it is very important that we have this planning and that the people 
who currently have industries or prospective industries in the area understand that we are planning properly and 
that they simply cannot expect water will be there if proper planning indicates that there is not a surplus of water 
that can be allocated. Therefore, the planning is a very important process. It is going to have a direct implication 
for industries in areas in which we are allocating close to the full amount that we can allocate. That is part of the 
whole new water management approach that we have to take. I certainly hope the member for Stirling might 
assist in his area by helping these people who rely on water to come to grips with the whole new water agenda 
and understand why it is so important that we go through these processes and have the best level of certainty that 
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we can as to the water that is available. With the drying climate, they could invest large sums of money in their 
business and then find in a few years that they are getting only three-quarters or 60 per cent of the water that they 
thought they had, and that could cost them very dearly. That is why we were very keen to have the water licence 
management fees, which the opposition disallowed. That again puts in jeopardy all that planning, because we 
will not have the same level of reliability that we would have had if those fees had been in place. We are about 
guaranteeing that certainty.  

The other part of the member’s question goes to whether more resources can be provided. I will ask Mr Rob 
Hammond to comment on some of those details in a moment. This whole reform process is about putting huge 
amounts of extra money into proving up the resource. It is clearly way short of what we would like, because we 
would like to be able to have armies of people out there so that in a few years we would have a much higher 
level of scientific knowledge of the resources and, therefore, a great deal of certainty. Although we have upped 
the money and the effort by a huge amount, there are still a lot of things we do not know and a lot of work that is 
not being done. That is how it is. Therefore, if local people want to be successful in their applications for an 
allocation, it may fall back on them to put up the money and do that work in some cases to be able to provide the 
data so the allocation can be made. Mr Hammond is the expert in this area—I am sure he will correct me if I 
have got it wrong—and he can perhaps add more specifics to the area the member is talking about. 

Mr R.D. Hammond: The minister got it entirely right. I will just add a little bit. The south west groundwater 
areas draft plan to which the member referred has been produced for public comment. I hope that the member 
and his constituents have contributed to that so we can make it a better plan by the time it becomes a final plan. 
That plan will exist for approximately three years while we turn it into a statutory management plan. We have 
received significant money from the commonwealth, through the Water Smart program, as well as from the state 
government. I think we are spending in the order of $5 million to get the additional knowledge that the member 
was talking about. We do need additional knowledge.   

I will also add to the Scott coastal plain, which is the area that the member seems to be talking about. They wish 
to use Yarragadee. A number of people there have to realise that their properties and their Yarragadee 
abstractions are near Lake Jasper. Lake Jasper is a very significant icon in this state and if we allow people to 
take excessive amounts of water from the Yarragadee, Lake Jasper could dry out, and most of the community 
would think that we were not doing our job. That is probably one of the biggest constraints in that area. There are 
other wetlands that matter, but I think that Lake Jasper is generally viewed as one of the state’s crown jewels. 
Does that answer the member’s question? 

[5.40 pm] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I support the processes that the department is undertaking, and I fully understand that there 
must always be a balance between the environment and other competing uses of the resource. However, I 
wonder whether there are discussions at a higher government level with, for example, the federal Department of 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, which would have an interest in agriculture and the various food bowls in 
Western Australia and in the provision of our domestic needs. It could well identify strategic issues which 
overlap the minister’s portfolio area and which may impact upon the decision-making process in this state. Are 
those sorts of discussions happening? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Absolutely. That is integral to the whole process. That is why a plan is put out. In that 
way, not only is the whole community engaged, but also a range of government agencies are involved in the 
preparation of the draft plan. That is part of the whole new approach. It has to be a holistic approach. That is why 
we cannot exclude the environment. Water allocations in the environment must be part of that process. 

The member also alluded to the fact that people are becoming more conscious of the shortage of water for 
horticulture and agriculture uses generally. If people are not concerned by that, they simply do not understand 
where we are at in Western Australia. It is a growing concern. In the past people assumed that they could use as 
much water as they liked and that it was basically limitless, or that if they used it all up, no-one would worry too 
much and they would just move somewhere else and not worry about the impact that would have on their 
neighbours or the environment. People can no longer take that attitude. Finding areas that have appropriate soils 
and other requirements for successful horticulture, as well as a continuous supply of water, will increasingly 
become a problem. All this planning is part of the attempt to position ourselves so that we can plan ahead to 
make sure that we do not sterilise an area by affecting the water or the soil. Land, as well as water, must be 
available. The number of areas in Western Australia in which both land and water will be available is shrinking. 
It is a big problem for us. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The third dot point on page 415 refers to environmental pressures. In which areas have there 
been negative environmental impacts from the use of domestic bores for the extraction of water for garden use 
and so on? 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I am sure that there are particular areas in which bores have either affected neighbours or 
drawn in a different quality of water, such as saline water etc. Perhaps Mr Hammond can give one or two 
examples of that. 

Mr R.D. Hammond: I presume that the member is talking about Perth, because there are domestic bores 
elsewhere. People in Perth can have a bore on the Cottesloe peninsula, where there is very limited fresh water. 
Taking too much water from that area can cause salinity ingression. Taking too much water from areas near 
some of the wetlands can lower the watertable. In another concept, if two neighbouring properties in areas near 
Rockingham take a large amount of water at the same time, the water can go saline. There can be numerous 
problems. Other areas, such as in Stirling, can suffer acid sulfate soil if the watertable is lowered too much. That 
is a variety of examples of the problems that can arise. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I understand that some specific areas have been mentioned. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Is the member referring to the map that was released recently? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No. I have not seen that map. How recently was it released? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It was released a few weeks ago; it was quite recently. The general view—I am not the 
expert; the experts are sitting next to me—is that the availability of that unconfined aquifer in the metropolitan 
area is a very valuable resource. We are still encouraging people to put bores into the aquifer and use that water 
if it replaces scheme water. That is a fit-for-purpose use, which means that water is being used more wisely and 
the demand on our integrated scheme is reduced. However, as Mr Hammond has illustrated with some examples, 
that is not such a good idea in some areas. We pay a Waterwise rebate to encourage people to put bores into the 
unconfined aquifer. It would be inappropriate, in light of the water efficiency measures that we announced last 
year, to encourage people to put bores into unsustainable areas or areas in which it would be likely to cause 
problems. The Department of Water has mapped those areas in which it believes there is a potential for bores to 
lead to adverse consequences. We have made it clear that the rebate will not be available for bores in those areas. 
That announcement was made publicly just a few weeks ago. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I was aware of that. I can understand that. I am wondering about the three-day watering 
restrictions that have been imposed on users of bores. I certainly agree with the responsible use of water, no 
matter where it comes from. However, what is the scientific rationale for imposing those restrictions in areas on 
the Perth coastal plain where there is no evidence of negative environmental effects? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The scientific evidence simply may not be available in every area. The problem is: how 
do we put in place reasonable rules and how can they be administered in a fair and cost-effective way? If we 
were to draw a lot of lines across the metropolitan area and say that people on this side of the street can water 
seven days a week but those on the other side of the street can water only three days a week, it would become 
difficult to apply administratively and people would feel that it was inequitable. It would not matter where the 
line was drawn, it would be to some extent artificial. We cannot provide the member with a scientific argument 
that can be applied to the process right across the metropolitan area. We needed to ensure that people could use 
bore water. As I have indicated, we have encouraged people to do that in a sustainable way, but we also needed 
to reduce the total demand. We have found that although people who use the integrated water supply scheme are 
restricted to watering two days a week, they can maintain quite lush and fertile gardens. Restricting watering to 
three days a week was seen as an incentive for people to install bores. If people with bores were restricted to 
watering on the same number of days as people on the integrated water supply scheme, why would they invest in 
a bore and use their own electricity? We would have taken away their incentive. We wanted to ensure that 
people would get an advantage through using a backyard bore, but that it would be sustained well into the future. 
That is why we hit at that. A number of different models were looked at. In the end, we decided on three days a 
week, because the days could be rostered according to house numbers, and that made compliance monitoring 
easier. It was the cost of administration and compliance, rather than the science, that led us to that particular 
model. The scientific evidence shows that the draw in certain areas is larger than can be sustained, but that is not 
true in all parts of the metropolitan area. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, we have 11 minutes to go and three members have questions to ask, so I ask them 
to make their questions as short as possible. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I refer to the last dot point on page 416. I have been in Parliament only a short time—the 
past 26 years—and for that entire period I have been making the point that access to water remains the right of 
all Western Australians. I am delighted to find in that dot point some confirmation by the government of the 
needs of Indigenous people. How quickly can plans be put into place that will secure that option for Indigenous 
people who live in town-based communities like Mindi Rardi, which is adjacent to Fitzroy Crossing, and who 
face crippling water bills as a result of water pipes that were installed by now defunct federal agencies that 
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walked away and left leaking pipes? The communities are still required to pay huge water bills that go back 
decades even though they do not have a reliable water supply. How quickly can the provisions in this dot point 
be advanced? 

[5.50 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the member for the very reasonable question. The measures in the dot point 
recognise this huge issue. I cannot be as confident as the member would like me to be that money in either this or 
the next budget will see a third or half of the problem fixed. The role of the Department of Water is to conduct 
planning and undertake the necessary research to ascertain where the water source is and to protect the water. 
The follow-on work is up to the Department of Housing and Works, and potentially the Water Corporation as a 
contractor, which fulfils the role in some places and may expand its role. The metering, measuring and treatment 
of water is not covered by this provision. This is about the Department of Water starting the process—it is only 
the start—of providing proper planning for communities that currently have very unreliable water sources or 
sources that are not up to standard. We must do something about providing alternative water sources or 
protecting the existing source to ensure that the water is safe to drink. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer the Minister for Water Resources to the second dot point on page 424 of the Budget 
Statements. The minister has implemented water licence administration fees throughout the state. That issue has 
had a lot debate in the house. One of the reasons that the minister gave for introducing a licence fee regime was 
to give a price signal to people who had licences to make up their minds about whether they wanted them. 
Hence, when the time came for the legislation to be enacted, there was what was thought to be a level playing 
field as to who needed a licence. A constituent approached me with a letter from the Department of Water saying 
that, after looking at the constituent’s water licence, the department had determined that he should not have been 
given it in the first place and the department would take the licence off him. It was not a voluntary 
relinquishment. Can the minister supply figures from when the licence fees were first introduced, which was 
1 July 2007, to the point at which the Department of Water no longer put out invoices for fees since the 
disallowance of the regulation? How many people have been asked to hand in their licence on the basis that they 
should never have had one? How many people voluntarily gave up their licence on the basis that they did not 
need one and the fee was the trigger to make that decision? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We cannot provide an answer to that now. We will use our best endeavours to provide the 
requested information by way of supplementary information; that is, the number of people who, through the 
licensing regime, were advised that they should not have had a licence in the first place. That information might 
not be recorded in the objective way that the member suggests. If we can find that information, we will provide 
it. The second question was about those who voluntarily relinquished their licences. Again, if there is any 
evidence of that, we will provide it to the member, but I am not confident we have that objective data. Many of 
those people might not have paid the licence fee. We had a chop and change situation whereby the regulation 
was disallowed twice. The basis on which the information was collected might not necessarily be objective 
enough to provide the answer the member is looking for, but if it is, we will provide it. 

[Supplementary Information No A37.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What is the current status of the water licence fees? Is the Department of Water no longer 
sending out invoices? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What is the status of those people who paid the licence fees since 1 July? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We are still dealing with that. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The third dot point on page 425 of the Budget Statements refers to the East Collie River 
engineering diversion. How much has the diversion actually reduced salinity in the Wellington Dam? I want the 
minister to provide the before and after figures. What has been the financial and environmental costs? What is 
Griffin Coal’s contribution to this diversion scheme, keeping in mind that the east diversion water is diverted 
into its Chicken Creek coal void? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It was a trial that has been judged to be a success. Work is being done on putting in place 
a permanent diversion. I am informed that 30 000 tonnes of salt has been diverted over three seasons. Six 
gigalitres of water was diverted into the Chicken Creek mine void. It is thought to have led to a 150 milligram 
per litre reduction in the salinity level in water that flow into the Wellington reservoir. The salinity level has 
been reduced from a starting point of around 1 000 milligrams per litre to 600 milligrams per litre. I will round 
up the expenditure figures. Expenditure to date on the planning design and project management is $990 000; 
$930 000 has been spent on the trial diversion; and $30 000 has been spent on farming systems, which is a total 
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spend of nearly $2 million to date. All up, the project is budgeted to cost about $30 million. The major diversion 
includes the construction of a dam with an appropriate pumping system and the installation of pipes and the rest. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Is it true that the otherwise normal rehabilitation expenditure by Griffin Coal for the Collie 
Creek void would be in the order of perhaps $5 million? Is that rehabilitation expenditure being waived on the 
basis that the government used the Griffin Coal void to divert the Eastern Creek engineering diversion? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I cannot answer that because that would come under the Department of Environment and 
Conservation. If the member is suggesting that there is a conspiracy, it is highly unlikely. Griffin Coal has been 
fully cooperative in this matter. The Chicken Creek mine void is not designated as the major repository for the 
permanent project when it is put in place. It might be, because of its size, but I suspect that it will not be. The 
company is left with the mine void and must deal with it. There has been a cooperative effort from a range of 
partners to put this trial in place and it has been judged to be a huge success. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Did Griffin Coal contribute to this Eastern Creek engineering diversion project; and, if so, 
how much was it? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It did, but I am not sure how much and whether it was in cash or in kind. I defer to 
Mr Hammond. 

Mr R.D. Hammond: Griffin Coal paid for the diesel for the pumps, Harvey Water paid for the piping and we 
paid for the engineering. It was a collaborative approach. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Has the diversion into the Chicken Creek coal void caused any environmental detriment to 
the void itself, the water in the void or any potential overflow? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: To my knowledge it has not. Part of the planning process involved being aware of those 
issues. Various levels of monitoring have been conducted to ascertain whether anything adverse happened. To 
my knowledge, there is no evidence of that. 

Mr R.D. Hammond: The detrimental impact is only very minor. There is no doubt that the salinity of the water 
in the void has increased, and that may well be added to the background level in the aquifer system, but we have 
been monitoring it and have not found any significant evidence of it. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Is there any evidence that the heavy metals from the void have leached into the water in the 
void? 

Mr R.D. Hammond: The mining and exposure of the pyrite or the aquifer sulphide to the air has caused the 
release of a significant number of heavy metals in the Collie Basin. That is an endemic issue. The addition of the 
east branch to it would have reduced that, not increased it. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Meeting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
 


