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Division 13: Water and Environmental Regulation, Services 1, 2 and 3, Water $95 365 000 — 
Ms J.M. Freeman, Chair. 
Mr D.J. Kelly, Minister for Water. 
Mr M. Rowe, Director General. 
Mr M. Squires, Chief Finance Officer. 
Ms S. McEvoy, Executive Director, Strategic Policy and Programs. 
Mr P.H. Brown, Executive Director, Regulatory Services, Water. 
Mr G.K. Claydon, Executive Director, Science and Planning. 
Mr G. Gilbert, Executive Director, Corporate Services. 
Ms N. Arrowsmith, Chief of Staff. 
Mr D. Morgan, Principal Policy Adviser. 
Ms P. Pedelty, Senior Policy Adviser. 
Ms A. Anderson, Senior Media Adviser. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: Good morning everyone. I had to wait for the Assembly bells to finish; obviously there is a slight 
time difference. I wish to acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on which we meet, the Whadjuk people 
of the Noongar nation, and their elders past and present. 
This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available the following 
day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
Member for Nedlands. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have a question relating to page 126 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook, and the heading “Internal Reallocation to Fund Election Commitments”. Can the minister outline what 
projects have had money withdrawn from them in the reallocation to fund election commitments? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: What is the reference? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: It is page 126 of budget paper No 3, “Internal Reallocation to Fund Election Commitments”, 
under the “Election Commitment” heading. There is a redirection of $1.5 million over the forward estimates. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: The three portions of $500 000 are to fund the election commitment in relation to the Peel–Harvey 
estuary. It is a reallocation from the regional estuaries initiative, which was a $20 million program funded under 
royalties for regions. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Given that answer, I presume there is no impact on jobs as a result of that reduction. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: No; that is my understanding. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I refer to page 218 of volume 1 of budget paper No 2, “Significant Issues Impacting the 
Agency”. The eighth dot point refers to climate change. What has been the impact of climate change on WA’s 
water supplies, and was the previous government’s claim that it had drought-proofed Perth correct? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for the question. Without doubt, one of the most significant issues facing 
Western Australia’s water supply is climate change. The previous government made the claim that it had 
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drought-proofed Perth. In my view, it was one of the most irresponsible claims by a water minister and 
a government certainly in the last 20 years here in Western Australia. Successive governments of both persuasions 
have tried to get the message out to Western Australians that our water supplies are critically under stress and that 
people need to conserve water. For the previous government to claim that it had drought-proofed Perth and much 
of the south west was absolutely reckless. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: We were investing in climate-independent sources. 
The CHAIR: So early, member. Shush. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: He’s probing like a beauty. 
The CHAIR: So did you. Remind yourself, member, that I used to sit where you are and you used to sit over there, 
so you are not going to get a lot of sympathy. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: It was the former Minister for Water who initially made those claims that the government had 
drought-proofed Perth. I thought it was a bit of a National Party fancy—a bit of folly from the National Party—
but I was most concerned that it was repeated by the Treasurer, I think in the 2015 budget speech. Clearly, we 
have not drought-proofed Perth. In excess of 40 per cent of Perth’s water supply comes from groundwater, for 
example. Groundwater is not climate independent. We have a lot of challenges facing Perth and the whole of 
Western Australia with climate change. It is one of the biggest challenges that we face. I might just ask the director 
general if he wants to add to that in the broader context of the impact of climate change on our water supplies. 
Mr M. Rowe: Thank you very much, minister. As the minister said, climate change has a very significant impact 
on the south west land division’s water supplies. That is well understood. One of our main roles as a science-based 
agency is to ensure that we understand the best available climate science to assist us in making projections about 
the likely impact of climate change over time. We do that in conjunction with other bodies like the CSIRO and the 
Bureau of Meteorology. We work very proactively with a range of agencies, including the Water Corporation, to 
understand their future water requirements. We have a number of significant initiatives over the next few years 
that will make a big difference to how we plan for Perth’s water future as well as water more generally in the south 
west. As the minister indicated, the Gnangara groundwater areas allocation plan will be a significant piece of work 
for us that will be about rebalancing the groundwater abstraction around metropolitan Perth. It will involve 
groundwater reductions over time across all water users, including water utilities, local government and other 
people who rely on groundwater, such as horticulturalists and others. It is a significant challenge for us. The other 
piece of work we are doing, though, is not just around rebalancing groundwater; we are looking quite proactively 
at what alternative water sources might be available that are less climate dependent. Increasingly, that means 
looking towards innovation in stormwater re-use, for example. There are good examples of where local 
governments are starting to use treated stormwater and managed aquifer recharge to allow watering of public open 
space. We have a major piece of work underway looking at Perth’s water future at 3.5 million. That is looking in 
particular at the moment at the north eastern corridor, which faces particular challenges with water availability for 
public open space. We do see a very positive future for innovation in the water sector for non–climate-dependent 
water sources, particularly to face the challenge of water supply for public open space, as I mentioned.  
In addition to the work we are doing with local governments and others proactively, we are looking at a whole 
range of scientific options, doing multiple projects around Perth. We have a project with the Western Suburbs 
Regional Organisation of Councils to look at the potential for managed aquifer recharge in the western suburbs 
potentially using treated wastewater to offset public open space requirements. Climate change is absolutely forcing 
us to innovate with what we will do with Perth’s water future. We want to ensure that Perth and the south west of 
Western Australia remain liveable. Liveability will mean access to public open space and urban tree canopy, 
particularly as temperatures increase. We are not blind to the obligation on us to work very proactively in the space 
with a range of stakeholders. We are trying to plan for a future in which we receive less water from natural sources 
and increasingly move to climate-independent sources, both for the potable supply and non-potable supply, and 
we will do that through a range of projects and initiatives. 
[9.10 am] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to the line item “Watering Western Australia” under “Spending Changes” on 
page 217 of budget paper No 2, volume 1. It is under division 13. There are a significant number of cuts to the 
Watering Western Australia program over the forward estimates. I recall that it was a $30 million program under 
royalties for regions. Could the minister outline exactly what resources are left in the program and the purpose for 
which they are there? Could the minister also reconcile for me the cuts to that program and his recent media release 
announcing $12.75 million towards rural water projects? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The member is right that the spending changes relate to the $30 million program that the former 
minister announced last year. What immediately struck me about that announcement was that there had previously 
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been a number of water programs in place, some of which had been in place for a long time—for example, the 
farm audit program. In my view, in the dying days of the Barnett Liberal–National government, the $30 million 
basically put a huge amount of cash into that program and it was an attempt by the outgoing government to soak 
up some of the cash. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the minister not think it was important? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Money can always be spent on water, but that program had to be looked at in the context of the 
budget position that the former government left us with. That additional $30 million was essentially borrowed 
money; no savings were associated with that program. It was just an additional amount of debt that the state would 
have had to carry. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: So, are these cuts to make budget savings? 

The CHAIR: Member, I will let you ask supplementary questions. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: We had to make an assessment about the value of a range of programs that were funded by 
royalties for regions. It is fair to say that in a lot of areas the former government made a lot of spending 
commitments through the royalties for regions program without any ability to pay back or fund them. When we 
came into office, we looked at all those programs. There was a change of government because people accepted 
that the previous government had lost control of the budget. The former government made spending commitments 
that it could not justify in the future. Around the state, from Esperance to Kununurra, there are projects that might 
be considered worthy when looked at individually, but a responsible government has to make an assessment about 
what can be afforded. When we came into office, we decided that the long-running farm water audit program 
would continue. It has not been altered, but what can probably be best described as the extensions of the program 
that were part of the $30 million commitment will not go ahead. We will honour the applications that had already 
been approved, so people who have had projects approved and were notified will have that approval honoured. 
We have essentially brought the program back more in line with what it was before the $30 million commitment 
was made. I will ask the director general whether he is in a position to go through and give some more detail of 
the programs that will continue. 

Mr M. Rowe: Thank you, minister. The original allocation for the Watering Western Australia program was 
$30 million. It has now been reduced to $6.5 million over three years, in addition to the $700 000 that was spent 
in 2016–17. The allocation for 2017–18 will be $1 million and for 2018–19 will be $2.5 million; and thereafter 
there will be a final allocation of $3 million. The figure of $12.75 million quoted in the media statement that the 
member mentioned earlier refers to the additional and ongoing consolidated fund allocation to the rural water 
program, which, as the minister implied, continues. Those two programs, both the initial Watering 
Western Australia program and the rural water grants, provide opportunities to continue access to funding for both 
rural communities and farmers to achieve water outcomes on either their communities or properties. As the 
minister said, the approval from the former Minister for Water for the Watering WA program for the eight towns 
will be honoured. We are honouring up to about 130 farm water plans that were undertaken in 2016–17. The 
minister will be able to announce additional allocations for high-priority town projects. Also, elements of the clean 
waterways program will continue in the Avon catchment. That will focus on revegetation, working with farmers 
to reduce their fertiliser use and improving management more generally. Elements of the program will continue 
under the funding available, but we will not be accepting any new applications from either towns or farmers for 
the Watering WA program. We will continue to deal with rural communities and farmers as part of the ongoing 
consolidated fund allocation. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There was reference in the minister’s response to honouring applications and commitments 
that were made, and six towns were mentioned. Can the minister, possibly by way of further information, give me 
the allocations that go to those six communities out of the $2.1 million? In addition to that, I understand that the 
original farm watering program was in the form of grants of $15 000 up to $20 000. Will the $20 000 commitment 
be honoured? 

Mr P.H. Brown: Up to 130 people who have had farm audits completed in the reticulated zone of dryland 
agriculture will still be able to receive up to $20 000 for their grants. The rural water planning scheme grants for 
the rest will remain at $15 000. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can the minister tell me the names of the six towns? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: We do not have the breakdown of the funding allocation for the six towns that are receiving 
funding through Watering WA and we will provide that by way of supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No B1.] 
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[9.20 am] 
Ms E. HAMILTON: I refer to the sixth dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 218 
of budget paper No 2, volume 1. What urban design and planning work undertaken by the department considers 
water, including work on major state government infrastructure initiatives such as Metronet? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for Joondalup for the question. One of the things that we have tried to do 
in the new government is not to have ministers and departments working in silos. One of the key ways that we can 
advance water efficiency is to integrate water-sensitive design principles with urban planning. One of the 
opportunities for that is the new Metronet program, which is seen by this government as not only a transport plan 
but also a land-use plan whereby we can integrate public transport with urban design. If we do that, we believe 
that we can achieve significant water efficiencies around not only the train stations that are built as part of Metronet 
but also the urban development that we hope to see grow around those new stations and existing stations. Certainly, 
one of the fresh approaches of this government is not to see the water portfolio in a silo, but to achieve significant 
amounts of water efficiency by working with other agencies—in this case, both the Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage and the Department of Transport. It is one of the reasons that the Minister for Transport has set up 
a task force to oversee the implementation of Metronet. 
That task force has a number of committees looking at different aspects of the project. I specifically asked that the 
director general of the new department be on the precinct committee for the stations. The director general is there 
to make sure that when those station precincts are designed, issues around water efficiency are front and centre. Too 
often saving a bit of water in these sorts of projects is seen as an add-on or a “nice to have”. We want to make sure 
that increasing water efficiency for not only the Metronet stations but also the urban development around them is 
front and centre. We have to look at every opportunity to save water and increase our water efficiency. Metronet 
certainly is one of those opportunities. I will ask the director general if he wants to add some comments to that. 
Mr M. Rowe: As the minister said, I am on the station precinct steering committee, which is one of a number of 
subcommittees that exist to support the Metronet task force. We have had one meeting to date and the next series of 
meetings has been booked over the next six months or so. It is a really important opportunity to hardwire at the front 
end of the design process for Metronet good water-sensitive design outcomes. Certainly, the task force and the 
steering committee are very open to doing that. Part of the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation’s 
normal role provides advice on better urban water management to a range of stakeholders. An existing planning 
framework enables us to do that. We do that by virtue of our advisory functions with statutory approvals. 
With Metronet we have an excellent opportunity, as the minister said, to try to get ahead of the design of stations, 
the layout of the rail network and certainly the urban form that will be built around Metronet as it expands, to 
really try to ensure that we maximise water-sensitive design in the way that those things occur. At this stage, we 
have been able to have useful input into the design of several stations, including the hard infrastructure, landscaping 
and other matters such as that. An agreement has also been reached that the department will consider each of the 
tender specifications before they are issued to ensure that we are building in those requirements at the front end of 
the process and, hopefully, maximising water-sensitive design outcomes as a result of the Metronet investment. 
Ms L. METTAM: Minister, I refer to page 218 of budget paper No 2, volume 1. The fifth dot point refers to the 
Revitalising Geographe Waterways initiative. Given that the primary task of the Busselton drainage system is 
flood mitigation, what does the task force anticipate it will achieve through the reconnecting rivers program? What 
changes will consequently be undertaken to the make-up of these local waterways? What is the time frame on this? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Thanks very much for the question. That task force is now being chaired by Hon Sally Talbot. 
I think she will do a fantastic job chairing that task force and I recognise the effort that previous members have 
put into that task force. We certainly take supporting that task force very seriously, but since Hon Sally Talbot 
took over the work of the task force, I have not yet had a briefing from her on where it is up to, so I cannot 
specifically answer that question that the member has asked. However, the director general may be able to give 
the member some additional information if he would like to make some comments. 
Mr M. Rowe: In this instance, Paul Brown may be better able to give the member some more information. He 
represents the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation on the task force. 
Mr P.H. Brown: As members know, reconnecting waterways is one of 30 programs that the Vasse task force is 
doing. It is a multi-agency and community initiative of which the local member is well aware. There are 125 key 
milestones. The fundamental milestones around reconnecting rivers are associated with the department doing 
a series of models of water in the very flat landscape around Busselton and Capel and then asking a range of 
questions put up by the community and our members, and looking at the differences between each of those 
proposals. We have been through that process. Unfortunately, with such a flat landscape, reconnecting the rivers 
causes a lot more damage than it fixes in some ways. On top of that, we are making a range of minor drainage 
changes around the Vasse gateways and connections into the lower Vasse River. Some of the upgrades are using 
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the work that the department has been doing over the last 20 years, adding supplements to some of the drainage 
systems to strip out the nutrients. As the member knows, more than 60 per cent of the nutrients comes from diffuse 
agriculture into that landscape, so the drainage system is very important. Busselton Water has done some conceptual 
work and the Water Corporation continues to upgrade some of its drainage networks in its capital works program. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister mentioned doing testing on stripping out some of the nutrients. I know the 
department is doing that at Keralup. Is it doing that in the Geographe region and does it have some outcomes on 
what is happening around there?  

[9.30 am] 

Mr P.H. Brown: I thank the member for the question. There are three projects going on now. One is to do with 
nutrient stripping of the new oval in Busselton. We are putting a whole lot of things underneath the turf. That is 
only going on now so we do not have results for that. We are putting stripping into two drains in the Busselton 
region. That has only been going a short time as well. It will take about five years to get the results of that. Some 
of the Peel estuary ones are well advanced. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I know that Alcoa mud is being used to test the one in Keralup. What is being used at 
Busselton? 

Mr P.H. Brown: Iron man gypsum, or IMG, which is a locally available product from Capel and is fully 
characterised by the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation. It is a slightly different 
product but of the same family of products. 

Ms L. METTAM: Given the minister’s response to an earlier question about the reallocation of funding — 

The CHAIR: Member for Vasse, is this to do with the question we just had? 

Ms L. METTAM: Yes, it is to do with the withdrawal of $1.5 million from the regional estuaries initiative. What 
impact is the withdrawal of those funds having on the Revitalising Geographe Waterways program? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: We have repurposed some of that money. It complements the work that was done as part of 
that program so we do not believe it compromises the work of that program in any way. 

Ms L. METTAM: Have funds originally allocated to that program been withdrawn? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: It has been repurposed but, as I said, the work that will be done with that $1.5 million 
complements the work that is being done as part of that initiative so we do not believe it compromises it at all; 
they work well together. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The fourth dot point on page 218 of budget paper No 2 refers to a new water allocation 
plan. Can the minister expand on how the new water allocation plan for the Gnangara water mound will differ 
from the current allocation plan? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: As the member would know from having been a previous Minister for Water, the Gnangara 
mound is under enormous stress. With the impacts of climate change, we have to be very careful and mindful 
about how we access the groundwater. The member would probably be aware that in previous years we have tried 
to limit the amount of groundwater that the Water Corporation, for example, has taken from Gnangara mound. We 
are in the process of beginning work—the work started prior to the government changing—on a new water plan 
for the Gnangara mound. It is likely there will be some overall reductions in the take, but obviously that has not 
been finalised. There will need to be a lot of community consultation with all the users of the Gnangara mound. 
The member’s question was how the two will differ. They will obviously differ in that there will be different water 
allocations. But as far as giving specifics about how much that will be, it is a bit premature to say. I am happy if 
the director general wants to give more detail about what has been done to date on preparing that new plan. 

Mr M. Rowe: I guess one of the significant differences would be that we now have a much better understanding 
of the Gnangara mound than we did when the previous plan was prepared, and that is on the back of a lot of terrific 
scientific investigation that the department has done over many years with increased access to supercomputing 
power through, for example, the Pawsey centre. We are now able to model the mound itself very effectively. At 
least in my mind, one of the significant improvements with this plan is a much better understanding of the mound 
itself so we can model a range of scenarios quite precisely based on different usage scenarios by sector, by use and 
by location. If the minister is comfortable, I will refer to Mr Claydon, who is responsible for preparing the plan. 
He may be able to provide some greater insight into some additional changes. 

Mr G.K. Claydon: In advancing some of the information that the director general has given about the science, we 
recently completed the $7 million Perth Region Confined Aquifer Capacity study, which looked in detail at the 
Leederville and Yarragadee aquifers to have a much better understanding of how they are connected both to the 
Superficial aquifer and to each other. That has enabled us to have a much more precise understanding about the 
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recharge of those aquifers and what the impact of extraction from those aquifers may be, whether it be from 
groundwater replenishment by the Water Corporation or for managed aquifer recharge. That will allow us to have 
a much more targeted and precise management of both the take from the Gnangara system and how it gets 
recharged. That is just one example of some of the substantial additional science that has been done. We have 
worked closely with the University of Western Australia and Curtin University and some of their expertise to use 
their supercomputing to more precisely understand the aquifer system. We have used advanced geophysical system 
techniques to increase our understanding. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is the important thing that the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
does. In fact, the new plan is what it has been doing. Ongoing analysis of the aquifers is important and as the 
department gets more information, it will be able to work out more precisely what can be allocated. Can the 
minister provide the maximum and minimum water levels for each of the three aquifers that were just mentioned 
in the answer—the Superficial, the Leederville and the Yarragadee aquifers—for the last three years? That is the 
department’s raw data. For the last year, 2016, can the minister also provide the licensed volume of water that was 
extracted, so the total volume of licensing? 
The CHAIR: Shall we deal with one question at a time? The question is about the maximum and the minimum 
water levels. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: We do not have that information here, but I am happy to take it as supplementary information. 
The CHAIR: For the purpose of the record, can the minister outline what he understands the question to be? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: If I understood the member for Nedlands correctly, he wants the maximum and minimum water 
levels for each of the three aquifers for the last three years. 
[Supplementary Information No B2.] 
Mr W.R. MARMION: This next question ties in with that and it is for 2016, although I would be happy if the 
minister gave the answer for the other two years as well. For 2016, what was the total licensed volume of water 
extracted? The minister can break it up between the aquifers. I assume the licensing will come from either the 
Superficial or the Leederville aquifer, and the Yarragadee aquifer will probably be mainly from the 
Water Corporation. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I am happy to provide the total licensed take from the three aquifers—the Superficial, the 
Leederville and the Yarragadee—for 2016–17. 
[Supplementary Information No B3.] 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can the minister provide the Water Corporation licensed amount for the last three years 
and an estimate of any that might be taken without licence? I do not know whether anyone is sneaking water. 
The CHAIR: What is the question? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can the minister provide the amount of water that the Water Corporation took during the 
last three years? It might be licensed to take 150 gigalitres, but it may have taken 165 gigalitres. How much did it 
legally take? 
[9.40 am] 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I can tell the member what it is licensed to take; I am not going to speculate on anything other 
than that. I can give the member the licensed take for the Water Corporation for the three aquifers—superficial, 
Leederville and Yarragadee—for the last three financial years. 
[Supplementary Information No B4.] 
Mr B. URBAN: I refer to page 218 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, and the first dot point under “Significant Issues 
Impacting the Agency”. Can the minister please provide details on the progress that has been made in establishing 
a one-stop shop for environmental and water approvals? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for the question. I said in response to an earlier question that one of the 
things the new McGowan Labor government has tried to do is to break down some of the silos that exist within 
government. The government of Western Australia had more departments and agencies than any other state in 
Australia, so one of the first things the McGowan government did was to significantly reduce the number of 
government departments. That led to the creation of the new Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, 
which brought together three previous agencies. One of the objectives was to create a one-stop shop for water and 
environmental regulation. I am very pleased with the way the staff in those three agencies have come together. 
Mike Rowe is the director general and I think he has done an excellent job—without wanting to make him blush!—
at getting those three agencies together into the new department from 1 July this year. I think we have already 
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begun to see some improvements in the way that water regulation has been conducted here in Western Australia. 
One of the complaints we received from proponents in the north of the state was that there were unreasonable 
delays in dealing with water applications around some of the new water sources that were identified. By having 
one department, I think people are now experiencing more of a joined-up approach from government in dealing 
with their issues, rather than having to go to a number of different agencies in an effort to get their projects off the 
ground. I am very pleased with the progress that has been made, but I might ask the director general if he wants to 
make some comments about the way in which those three agencies have been brought together. 
Mr M. Rowe: Thank you, minister. We are undertaking a range of things within the department to ensure that we 
are meeting the government’s mandate to be the one-stop shop for environmental and water approvals. As the 
minister implied, that is both a range of administrative internally facing things as well as externally facing things. 
Internally, we have established a senior officers’ coordination group which is to identify and manage applications 
involving multiple approvals to ensure that our approach internally is aligned and coordinated. This means that as 
proposals come through the door, we immediately make the assessment about whether they require one or more 
approvals from different parts of the agency and then ensure that that approach is well managed, coordinated and 
streamlined wherever we can. It also ensures that proposals that are relatively low-risk are dealt with as quickly as 
we possibly can. 

We are at the moment preparing an IT response as well. At some point in the next few months we will have a portal 
where people can lodge their applications online for one or more approvals. We already have the very effective 
Water Online system for water licensing. In addition, we are looking to see whether we can extend the application 
of that system to environmental approvals. In many cases, the systems that the former Department of Environment 
Regulation had were reasonably old and clunky. We think the technology that Water Online has provided us has 
application across a variety of permit and approval systems, and we are looking at trying to extend that technology 
across those systems as well. 

In addition to that, we are also consulting heavily with stakeholders about how we can work with them differently 
in the future. From the end of September through to October, my executive team and I will be consulting with 
around 20 stakeholder organisations about what they would like to see from us as a regulator in the future. We will 
have an extensive engagement program across all the major industry sectors as well as non-government 
organisations to see what more we can do to meet the government’s mandate of being a one-stop shop for 
environmental approvals. 

It is relatively early days for the new department; we are only three months in from 1 July. I am very proud of and 
pleased with the work that is going on in our department to try to meet the government’s expectations. I think we 
are starting to see some really effective responses to the applications that are coming through our door. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer the minister to page 217 of budget paper No 2, volume 1. Under “Spending Changes”, 
there is a line item, “Water for Food Innovation and Infrastructure Fund”, and a number of cuts over the ensuing 
three years, including this budget year. I ask, first, can the minister detail to me the programs that have been cut; 
second, can the minister give me a specific reference to cuts to water investigations that the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation is undertaking in the Water for Food program in regional areas, which is quite 
significant; and, third, can the minister confirm to me that these cuts are, in fact, to make budget savings? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Sure. I thank the member for the question. Again, these changes to the budget relate largely to 
the third tranche of Water for Food projects that were announced in 2016 by the previous government. Water for 
Food was a $40 million program that, in the dying days of the Liberal–National government, became 
a $127 million program. There was $87 million of additional money put into the Wellington–Myalup project to 
maximise or increase the use of water that we get from Wellington Dam. Money was put into the southern forests 
irrigation project, which is a project to create a new irrigation system in the Manjimup region. There was a new 
grants program of $20 million, and there was $11.5 million for additional water investigation around the state. If 
I have the figures right, I think that is the additional $87 million that was put in at the last minute by the previous 
government. I make the comment to the member for Warren–Blackwood that his government was very efficient 
at spending money but really had no plan for paying back that money, certainly not a plan that the whole cabinet 
agreed to — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: So the cuts are for budget savings, then—is that what the minister is saying? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: No, the member has asked the question and I will answer it. 

We were put in a position in which we had to do something to address the financial mess the previous government 
left us, and I think it is fair to say that the previous government’s mismanagement of the state’s finances was one 
of the key reasons there was a change of government. We needed to look at spending across a whole range of areas 
to see where we could make changes that would assist us to get the budget back into the black. The member will 
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recall that when he took over as a minister back in 2008, state debt was less than $5 billion. When we went to the 
last election, his government had a set of books that had state debt rising above $40 billion. His government left 
us the worst set of books of any government in the state’s history. It took the best set of books and turned them 
into the worst set of books. A whole range of programs, in both metropolitan and country areas, have been looked 
at in order to get the budget back into shape, and I think people understand that. 

To answer the specifics of the member’s question, I refer to two areas where changes have been made. The 
additional $11.5 million that was allocated for statewide water investigation as part of the Water for Food program 
will not go ahead. That was money the previous government allocated but had not spent. The Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation still has a budget for water investigation as part of its recurrent budget. That will 
remain unchanged. 

[9.50 am] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: How big is that? What is the number? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The director general might be able to identify exactly what the amount is. It is $5.7 million in 
2017–18, but there are allocations in the budget for the remaining years. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can I get that? Does the minister have those other numbers now? 
The CHAIR: Does the member want to ask a question? What is the question he is looking for, just to clarify? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I was trying to get details about the money that is there for water investigation. The minister 
has just highlighted that $11.5 million has been cut out of the water investigation program, but said that money 
was still left in the budget. He has given me one year of what is left in the budget, but he has not given me figures 
for the out years. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: The director general will provide figures for the money that is in the out years. 
Mr M. Rowe: I just need to note also that the funding has been maintained for the first two phases of the 
Water for Food program, and they will be closed out by 30 June 2018. In addition to the funding through that 
program, the ongoing consolidated fund contribution to groundwater investigations across the state is in a program 
called the state groundwater investigation program. In 2017–18, we will be spending $2.943 million; in 2018–19, 
$3.974 million; in 2019–20, $4.519 million; and in 2020–21, $4.295 million. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Just confirming, director general, is that for the whole state, including the metropolitan area? 
Mr M. Rowe: Correct; that is right. It is a statewide program. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Just to be clear, and based on the member’s question, the only water investigation money that 
is not in the budget is the $11.5 million that was part of the third tranche of the Water for Food program. Water 
investigation money was included in phases 1 and 2 of Water for Food. That money will remain, and those projects 
will be completed. In the supersizing of the Water for Food program that the previous government did in its dying 
months—an additional $87 million put into Water for Food—there was $11.5 million for a statewide water 
investigation program. My understanding is that it had not been determined where that investigation was to be 
conducted. This really needs to be seen in the context of the budget position that we were confronting. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: So, it was to make budget savings? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: If we had unlimited sources of funds, we could do a lot of things, but we had to make the 
grown-up decisions about the state budget that the previous government did not make. We have acknowledged 
and maintained the funding for Water for Food tranches 1 and 2, but we have made some sensible adjustments to 
the third tranche, which, as I said, was put in place in the dying days of the previous government. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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