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Water Corporation — 
Mr M.J. Cowper, Chairman. 

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

Dr J.I. Gill, Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr P.D. Moore, Chief Operating Officer. 

Mr R. Hughes, Chief Financial Officer. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 

Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the off-budget authority. 
Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. 

It is the intention of the Chairman 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 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. For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the minister to clearly indicate to the committee which 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 committee clerk by 6 June 2008, so that members 
may read it before the report and third reading stages. If the supplementary information cannot be provided 
within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available. Details in 
relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers and accordingly I ask 
the minister to cooperate with those requirements. 

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 with the Clerk’s office. Only supplementary information that the minister agrees to provide 
will be sought by 6 June 2008.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to page 434 of the Budget Statements. For want of another paragraph to lead in to 
my question, I refer to the fourth last paragraph, which begins with the words “In regional Western Australia”. I 
understand we have a bit of latitude in the questions we can ask and what they relate to in the Budget Statements. 
I am particularly interested in the justification for the recent increase in commercial water charges for regional 
areas, bearing in mind that a differential pricing system is already in place whereby regional areas often pay, on 
average, 1.5 to two times more than what is paid by commercial water users in the metropolitan area. Can the 
minister justify the decision to increase those charges yet again?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the member for his question. Water pricing is certainly an important issue and is 
connected to what we said earlier about the items under the Department of Water; that is, we have to recognise 
that we have a drying climate and that this poses quite considerable challenges to us in how we use water. It is no 
longer sustainable to simply provide water on a price basis that does not in any way represent the cost of 
supplying it. If we fail to make sure that people pay appropriate prices to meet the cost of supplying the water, 
we will have a situation in which the recycling of water simply will not happen. It will also mean that businesses 
will not make decisions about how to set up their operations to use water efficiently. It is simply ridiculous to 
suggest that the charge for supplying water should not reflect the cost of delivering it. The whole point is to 
make sure that the pricing of water reflects the cost of supplying it. That does not mean that we do not recognise 
the disadvantage experienced in some rural areas. That is why containment in the budget is in the order of 
$300 million through community service obligations, which is another way of saying that it is a direct subsidy to 
keep the price of water, waste water and drainage services down in those places in the state in which the cost of 
supplying those services is much higher. The charge needs to reflect the cost of supply. What we are doing is 
based on a report of the Economic Regulation Authority that came to government over 12 months ago. The 
report suggested that the commercial price of water should be based on the cost of delivering it in each given 
area. A lot of work was done on that to make sure we could do it in an effective way. We have ended up with 15 
different price zones. What will happen is that the commercial price for water will move to the pricing zone that 
most closely equates to the cost of producing water in the area in which the water is required. Companies will 
not be moved more than one of those steps at a time. Businesses in an area in which water is cheap to supply will 
move down and those that are in an area in which the cost of supplying water is more expensive will move up, so 
that the charge paid for water is more reflective of the cost of providing it. CSOs, or subsidies, are still built into 
the system, but we have to have a direct connection between what it costs to provide the water and what people 
pay for it. That is being implemented. For businesses in some areas, particularly for ports and hospitals in the 
north, it means a very large increase in the cost of their water.  
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the minister agree that this position is entirely in breach of the government’s regional 
development policy, which states that the government will ensure uniform energy and water tariffs to ensure that 
the cost and availability of energy and water enhances regional Western Australia’s economic competitiveness?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Not at all. The member is reading from a document put out by a development corporation, 
which has not explained the situation properly. There is uniform pricing for residential water use of up to 
300 kilolitres per year. Unless, as I suggested earlier, the member simply wants companies to be caught in a 
similar situation to those in the Murray-Darling, where people set up businesses and invested a lot of money — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is a long bow to draw.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, not at all. What happened there was that people invested huge amounts of money but 
took no account of the fact that water is a precious resource and that there is a real cost to water.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is already differential pricing. It is just a matter of the quantum.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There are two parts to the question. The member asked about uniform pricing. What I said 
is that we have uniform pricing for domestic water use to meet the fundamentals of living; that is, up to 
300 kilolitres per year. Once businesses that require large amounts of water are established, a fair bit of capital is 
involved not only in the running of the business but also in the supply of water to it. It would be absolute 
nonsense to suggest that there will not be some sort of equity between the cost of providing water to those 
businesses and what the businesses will be charged for that water. Otherwise, instead of a business that requires 
a fair bit of water setting up in one regional town, it will set up in a different town under a totally different price 
structure and we will have to provide a huge subsidy for that. It makes no sense at all. That would put the 
business investment in jeopardy, because that system simply could not be sustained.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I take it from the comments the minister just made that he would have an interest in lifting 
the domestic water tariff as well to reflect the issues and concerns he just mentioned.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The domestic tariff is already higher when usage is above the minimum uniform 
allowance. That already exists and has done so for many years.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: But it does not match the cost of supplying the water, which is the principle the minister is 
applying here.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There is some sort of relationship between the cost of providing the water and the charge 
that goes with it. As I have already indicated, this year the government is paying, and pays comparable amounts 
every year, $300 million to subsidise the supply of country water, waste water and drainage services. 
Metropolitan people are basically paying for that. In other words, a large part of the profit of the Water 
Corporation is returned by the government as a subsidy to country users.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister just made very strong statements about the reasons for lifting commercial 
water charges to reflect the cost of supply, given that it is a scarce resource in some areas. The minister then 
defended the situation with the domestic water pricing tariffs. Yes, there is a CSO for use over 300 kilolitres, but 
the minister is saying that it is reasonable to recognise — 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There is a CSO for usage under 300 kilolitres as well. In some areas, the cost of supplying 
the first 300 kilolitres of water is way above what people are paying for it.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister really has a differential arrangement between domestic tariffs and 
commercial tariffs.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: That exists in both the metropolitan area and the regions. The pricing for water for 
commercial customers in the metropolitan area is different from the pricing for residential customers.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: My last question is: has the Water Corporation developed any figures for what it expects to 
gain in revenue from increased commercial water tariffs?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Economic Regulation Authority was asked to review the cost of water, because we 
are making sure that it is tied to long-run marginal costs. A lot of other factors go into that. Those calculations 
are done by the Economic Regulation Authority and provided to the government. The government has in large 
part accepted the recommendations. All the work has been done. The authority that has done that work as an 
independent agency is the ERA. The Water Corporation has had input. It has its calculations as to what it means. 
The actual pricing has been based on recommendations from the ERA, which has done the work on the cost of 
the water taking into account capital costs and a reasonable profitable return on that investment.  

[7.10 pm] 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can the minister advise the increase in revenue that is expected from the increase in 
tariffs?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I can advise the total revenue. However, there are increases in residential and commercial 
areas and there is water and waste water. I will be able to provide an answer if the member is more specific.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I refer to the desalination plant at Kwinana and the problems that have resulted in the plant 
having to shut down for periods of time because of depressed oxygen levels in Cockburn Sound. I know that 
there is debate about the cause of that. Can the minister advise what impact that has had on this year’s production 
and when the Environmental Protection Authority is likely to decide whether it will place further restrictions on 
the output from the desalination plant?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Those who have looked at the issue—I am not a scientist—state that it is fairly clear that 
there is no connection between the high salinity water from the desalination plant and the oxygen level in the 
sound. The Water Corporation has spent a lot of money to try to determine whether there is a connection. All of 
that has shown that there is no connection. I am confident that there is no connection. The monitoring that was 
done prior to the construction of the seawater desalination plant at Kwinana indicated that the dissolved oxygen 
levels in the sound varied as a result of climate conditions and other factors. The variance in the dissolved 
oxygen levels occurred well before the desalination plant was built. During those natural events, particularly 
with the onset of winter when there is a lack of strong prevailing winds and churning water, oxygen does not 
dissolve and it drops right down. That has happened for years and years and it will continue to happen. It is not 
related in any way to the desalination plant. The conditions that were placed on the operation of the desalination 
plant set a trigger in terms of dissolved oxygen levels. Even though there is no evidence to suggest a connection 
with the desalination plant, those conditions require that the plant reduce its intake and throughput to the sound 
when those conditions occur. Dr Gill will explain some of the details. 

Dr J.I. Gill: What it means in practice is that during the quiet periods the plant has operated at about one-sixth of 
its capacity. It is losing up to one gigalitre a week in production. The anticipated annual output of the plant is 
45 gigalitres. Up to three gigalitres will be lost due to the recent quiet period. We are confident that once the 
review has been done we will be allowed to operate at full capacity throughout the year. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: And that will happen regardless of the measure of dissolved oxygen.  

Dr J.I. Gill: Yes, because there is no link between the oxygen levels and the desalination plant.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: When does the minister expect the review to be completed?  

Mr P.D. Moore: It is not exactly clear when it will be completed. We expect a final decision from the 
Environmental Protection Authority in September or October this year. There is no expectation of impact from 
here on with the winter months approaching. We have gone through a quiet period in autumn.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The fourth last paragraph on page 434 of the Budget Statements deals with a $13.2 million 
spend on a new storage tank and a $9.5 million spend on general upgrades of the goldfields and agricultural 
water supply pipeline. Will the minister advise the cost per kilolitre of water that is delivered to Kalgoorlie? Did 
the Water Corporation factor into those costs the recent expenditure of $21.7 million on the goldfields and 
agricultural water supply? What did this spend add to the cost of water in Kalgoorlie?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There is no straightforward number answer. It depends on what assumptions are made. 
Clearly, there is the written down value of the existing infrastructure. We can add to that the cost of the new 
capital infrastructure that is being put in place. There are also pumping costs, which vary depending on energy 
costs. I can provide a dollar figure for those. However, when we put them together into a formula, we come up 
with a different answer. I am happy to provide details of the costs by way of supplementary information. It 
depends on one’s assumptions. For instance, how many years would one amortise that $13 million spend on the 
Bulla Bulling tanks? If I were to write that off in 40 years, I would get a different figure from the one that I 
would get if I were to write it off in 80 years. Standard accounting practices would be applied. There is no one 
answer and that is why we continually refer to the ERA. It is seen as independent. It makes the call on the basis 
of the accounting treatments and the input to get the numbers. The Water Corporation and I may not always 
agree with it. However, it is an independent body that does those sorts of calculations to provide a number. I am 
happy to provide by way of supplementary information the indicative costs of delivering water to Kalgoorlie as 
part of that scheme.  

[Supplementary Information No A38.] 

[7.20 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: In a previous answer to the member for Stirling, the minister talked about the true reflected 
cost and those perspectives and he referred just now to the assessment of the Economic Regulation Authority. I 
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will come clean: we need to be able to compare apples with apples in any assessment. For instance, United 
Utilities proposed the Esperance desalination plant and the Esperance-Kalgoorlie pipeline. What I find, as the 
local member, is that we go around in circles with people saying that this project does not stack up. I know what 
was in the ERA’s first report on this project. It maintained that the costs outweighed the benefits. I believe that 
there is a second report that is more favourable towards the project. However, it is very important when making a 
comparison to know the real cost of water delivered to the goldfields via the GAWS so that we can compare 
apples with apples. Does the minister know what the ERA’s assessment is of the true cost of water per kilolitre 
delivered to the goldfields via the GAWS? We know what United Utilities has said about its cost.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I have read the earlier report. The ERA’s assessment of the cost is on the public record. 
As I have indicated, as a non-accounting person, there are different sets of figures, depending on what 
assumptions we make, and the ERA has indicated what it believes is the best assessment by making the call on 
some of those particular inputs to the calculation, and that is public information.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have read that report and I cannot for the life of me get those figures to make that 
judgement. Is the Water Corporation being very cute or very precious about this, because in this assessment we 
really need to know these figures? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I repeat what I said. The ERA was asked to do the assessment so that the Water 
Corporation could not be accused of protecting its own interests. I am happy for Dr Gill to try to add some 
information to help the member. 

Dr J.I. Gill: We have calculated the avoidable cost; that is, the cost if we purchase water from UUA rather than 
pumping water up the original pipeline. We have calculated the figure that we should be prepared to pay UUA in 
order for that to break even or better for us. Those calculations have been examined by the Economic Regulation 
Authority, and there has been no disagreement with them. We remain prepared to pay that price, should that 
project eventuate. However, I believe it has been referred to the Crown Solicitor as, I guess, a mediator or 
negotiator, and that is where it sits at the moment.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What is the Water Corporation prepared to pay?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I am happy to provide that by supplementary information. We will provide to the member 
for Roe the avoidable cost to the Water Corporation of another supplier of water to Kalgoorlie.  

[Supplementary Information No A39.]  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Page 435 refers to both works in progress and new works for infill sewerage. My 
understanding from the information on page 434 is that the $10.65 million under “New Works” is additional and 
largely in the metropolitan area. Can the minister provide information about where the $20 million will be spent 
on the other works in progress and, indeed, what proportion of that is for regional Western Australia? I am 
interested in what that will be allocated to in regional Western Australia.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There are two parts to the question. The departmental officers may be able to help with 
the specifics about regional WA. As the member is aware, the infill program was started by the previous 
government in 1994. At that stage, it was an $800 million project over 10 years and priorities were set for infill 
sewerage based on health, water protection and environment, and very much last were planning considerations. 
The priorities for that work have basically not changed. An assessment led to some minor changes, but the work 
still follows basically the same priorities. However, we have changed priorities in light of the drying climate. We 
have had to shift a considerable amount of our resources into water supply, and some of that came out of the 
program for infill sewerage. The resources are now down to a lower level. I do not think the money was properly 
presented in the budget because it sounded as though that was additional money. I could be corrected, but I think 
the additional money provided was due to cost escalation so that we could maintain that program. By 2012-13 all 
the targets set in the original program will be completed. I can provide by supplementary information the list of 
infill sewerage projects across the metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas of Western Australia over the next 
four years. 

The CHAIRMAN: If the minister likes, we can make a photocopy of the list he has. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Then it will not go on the record. I think the member would like it on the record. 

[Supplementary Information No A40.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister referred to the diversion of funds from the infill sewerage program to support 
water supplies as a priority. Can he give me the quantum of that?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: As I already indicated, it was initially started at $80 million a year. In 2001, or the year 
after we had come to government, it was reduced to $40 million a year and it is now down to $20 million a year. 
The Budget Statements show different figures because, as often occurs when a project is committed to, there is a 
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carryover. There might have been a $40 million program four years ago, but it cascades down over the period. 
The base figure is down now to $20 million. The extra money in this budget, as I have already alluded to, is to 
top it up a bit. To maintain the same program, largely, the cost escalation required additional moneys to be 
allocated.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: What is the anticipated dividend payable by the Water Corporation to the government in 
2008-09? What is the income tax equivalent payment and the local government rate equivalent payment for 
2008-09? What are the estimated actual amounts for those three figures for 2007-08?  

[7.30 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I will round the figures. For 2008-09 the income tax expense is $203 million, the local 
government rate expense is $3.3 million and the dividend expense is $386 million. Those numbers appear in 
Appendix 9 on page 293 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I thank the minister. I could not find the information in the section where I thought it should 
appear. I am glad the information is there. I knew it was in previous budget papers, and I thank the minister for 
his assistance. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer the minister to the first paragraph on page 435 of the Budget Statements which states 
in part — 

An ongoing multi-million dollar program to ensure the Corporation’s dam assets meet current safety 
standards . . .  

What are the current safety standards and how do they differ from the older standards? What standards do we 
need to meet in these upgrades? For instance, are the current safety standards about withstanding torrential 
rainfall events or torrential falls or overflows? I would like it clear in my mind what the current safety standards 
are and what they cover. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I will call on Dr Gill in a moment because he is the engineering expert in these matters. 
However, in part answer to the member’s question, engineers will look at how much must be spent to guarantee 
that something will not go wrong, and efficiencies mean that they seek to not over-engineer the product. Today 
we find that our motor vehicles are much lighter. More plastics are being used in the build, yet car manufacturers 
try to build in other safety features. Clearly, there are certain risks in the design of the motor vehicle, and crash 
tests are done during the development of that motor vehicle. These tests will determine the outcome of a head-on 
or a side-on impact from another vehicle at a variety of speeds. From the results, the designers will determine 
how much metal is needed to protect the vehicle and its occupants. The science of risk analysis crosses into a 
range of areas, and I will leave the experts to talk about dams. However, the various factors have to be worked in 
to the equation to determine the chances of the dam system failing, be it failure as a result of a flood event or an 
earthquake or a failure in the dam structure itself. It is then necessary to look at the consequences of that failure. 
The consequences associated with a failing in a dam with a major town located at the bottom of it would be quite 
different from those relating to a dam that runs into a wide flood plain because the chances are that fewer people 
would be affected. The risk analysts will work out the potential risk of a death occurring over a certain given 
time for the structure in question and calculate how much would have to be spent to bring the structure up to the 
standard. In this case we are talking about Australian standards, and it is open to authorities to look to use 
different standards; however, to do so, they must go through a process to achieve those standards. The current 
standards are very high and Dr Gill might be able to provide some of the technical detail on those standards. The 
risk factor issue is whether we should spend tens of millions of dollars to shift the risk to one of only one death 
in 100 years when if we left the structure as it was, we might experience two deaths in 100 years—I am making 
those numbers up. The question is: how much money do we spend to save that one life? If the same amount of 
money was invested in our hospitals, other medical treatments or inoculation programs, we might save a lot more 
lives than we would if that money were to be invested in improving dams. That is the science that we have to go 
through. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Are we talking about dam wall disintegration, blow-out or fall over? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We are talking about all those matters; however, I think it best if Dr Gill provides that 
information. 

Dr J.I. Gill: I thank the minister. The particular standards we aim to comply with were set by the Australian 
National Committee on Large Dams during the 1990s and are drawn from the best of the international standards. 
We are complying with those. As the minister said, those standards involve a comprehensive risk assessment; 
that is, an assessment of the consequences of dam failure on the basis of what lies downstream of the dam, such 
as businesses and human life. The dam failure could be, for example, a massive over-topping under an extreme 
rainfall event, dam wall failure or any number of other failures. Typically, the dam safety program has involved 
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assessing and strengthening dams. In many cases it has involved enlarging the spillways to cater for major floods 
without damage to the dam, elevating the dam wall and, in a couple of cases—namely, the Canning Dam, which 
was done some years ago, and the Wellington Dam—taking the top off the dam. A mass concrete dam simply 
relies on gravity to keep it in place. The top is taken off and the dam is tied down into the bedrock using pre-
stressing cables and the top is rebuilt. That is the sort of program that has been undertaken, and it has been done 
in order of risk; that is, we have done the riskiest dams first. Mr Moore will be able to explain the numbers 
involved.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: If Mr Chair is happy, I will ask Peter Moore to continue the explanation. 

The CHAIRMAN: Please do so. I have a particular interest in North Dandalup Dam, because I live below it. 

Mr P.D. Moore: North Dandalup is a new dam built to the latest standards and therefore quite safe.  

The CHAIRMAN: That is good to hear. I am reassured. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Tell us about Mundaring Weir because I live downstream from that! 

Mr P.D. Moore: That is quite different. 

The dam safety program put in place in the mid-1990s was for about $150 million, but that has extended due to 
the inflationary costs associated with some of these dams. As Dr Gill pointed out, we tied Canning Dam back to 
its foundations at a cost of about $40 million. We are about to embark on a program of improvement at 
Wellington Dam. We are currently spending about $30-odd million dollars on corrective action for the Stirling 
Dam. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What about Wellington Dam? How much will be spent on that? 

Mr P.D. Moore: That has not been finally decided. We are out to tender on that at the moment. 

The CHAIRMAN: If the minister does not mind, the member for Collie-Wellington mentioned some ailment 
with the Wellington Dam in his budget reply speech. While we are on the topic, I would be interested to hear the 
latest about that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We do not want to create a fear or expectation that a problem exists. The point I was 
trying to make is that the dam safety standard we seek to meet is incredibly high. The government’s concern is 
that we are putting too much effort into dam safety. As I have indicated, the expenditure of $40 million on a dam 
to potentially save two lives in 100 years, or whatever the number is—it is very low—is a concern. If that money 
were to be spent on engineering our roads to reduce the number of car crashes, or on direct medical treatments, it 
would save many more lives. Consequently, the government is concerned that we make sure that the standards 
that we have are the most appropriate ones for spending those dollars while in no way downgrading the safety of 
our dams. Clearly, the Water Corporation officers are keen to meet the current established standards because 
they are the standards that, as professionals, they want to meet. This budget document contains the expenditure 
identified by the Water Corporation as necessary to meet those standards. However, the view of the government 
and the recommendation of the Economic Regulation Authority is that we are perhaps investing too much money 
for too little return in terms of safety, because our dams are, basically, very good and very safe dams. 

The CHAIRMAN: Including Wellington Dam? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Including all of them. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Can the minister clarify: is the government assessing whether those standards are excessively 
high? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The ERA has suggested that we are setting far too high a standard and that it is basically a 
waste of money. Put in very simple language, that was the message that I got from the ERA report. We are 
looking at that to determine whether we should move away from the established standard and set a standard of 
our own that will not cost as much money to maintain. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: When can we expect a decision? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I have no idea. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Next year, or longer? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I imagine in the next year we would come to a decision about whether we will seek to 
establish an alternative standard. A procedure is available by which an alternative standard can be set. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: What is that procedure? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: At the moment we are working out whether we should embark on it. 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: Does one of the safety standard parameters include millimetres of rain per period of time? 
Does it recognise that a major deluge or flood event is one of the factors that will lead to a dam wall blow-out or 
failure? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I will ask Dr Gill to answer that. 

Dr J.I. Gill: The standard certainly contemplates the maximum rainfall events and hence the maximum flows. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What are those figures? 

Dr J.I. Gill: It will vary according to— 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Millimetres of rain per three days or —  

[7.40 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I will provide a reference on the standards to the member. It may be an internet site or a 
copy of the manual that is used. Clearly this is technical stuff and it is appropriate that I provide by way of 
supplementary information a reference to the member for where he can look for all the technical information on 
how the standards for dams are calculated. 

[Supplementary Information No A41.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have an interest in this matter. My reading of the latest and current standard is that it is 
something like 1 500 millimetres per 72 hours. If those are the standards we are trying to meet, I do not know 
when historically we had 1 500 millimetres in 72 hours. The Premier said that it had stopped raining in the south 
west. The officer sitting next to the minister has said that we will probably not be using dams in 10, 15, 20 years 
or whatever and we will have to be reliant on climate-independent water sources. That begs the question: how 
much money will be spent on these dams if the minister believes climate change will not be a significant 
contributor to water sources in the future? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I cannot vouch for the numbers but I expect there is some validity in that and that a 
calculation would be made based on a very unusual event, such as a huge amount of rain falling in a short time. I 
accept that would probably be part of the calculation. As I said, the member can check the reference I give him if 
he wishes. However, the second point is not as straightforward as the member says it is. The issue we are trying 
to deal with is climate change. Although the clear indications are that climate change means that the climate in 
the south west will be much drier, another aspect of climate change is that unexpected climate events occur. The 
member well knows that just over 12 months ago his home town was inundated after what some people referred 
to as the perfect storm, as there was the confluence of tropical air coming from the north in a front and it dumped 
a huge amount of rain. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It was nowhere near 1 500 millimetres though. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, but it was a huge amount. If we consider the amount of rainfall that was dropped just 
12 months before, there was massive flooding in the Dumbleyung area.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Lake Grace. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Again, that was a highly unusual event. Although we work on averages, we are fairly 
certain of our projections and that there will be less rain in the south west. We also have to ensure that research is 
being done on these unusual and unexpected events that might drop a huge amount of rain in a very short time. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to what the minister said a second ago about the notion of looking into the future for 
climate-independent sources. The great southern is an area that has been particularly hit in the past couple of 
years with poor rainfalls, and some communities there have had to cart in water. One of the potential solutions is 
a regional option of putting in pipes between towns. Presently, water goes from Albany to Mt Barker and on up 
to Kendenup to support those communities. There is potential to put a pipeline between Denmark and the Albany 
water supply scheme, which could in fact be used both ways. Water could go from Albany to Denmark to 
support Denmark’s needs and vice versa if future water sources in Denmark are shored up. Is there any global 
planning in that regard; and, if so, what are the likely time lines for recommendations in that regard? If we are 
spending moneys in other areas in the short term, as the member for Roe mentioned, it may be smart to put those 
moneys into some longer term solutions. Can the minister highlight whether there has been any work in that 
regard?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: That is a very good question and I will pass it over to Mr Peter Moore to provide an 
answer. However, the member needs to take account of the fact that one of the great strengths of the Water 
Corporation is that it prioritises where the needs are and it makes sure that it gets the best value it can for the 
money it spends. The Water Corporation is constrained—as all agencies are—by the amount of capital given to 
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it by the government. If we had an unlimited amount of money, clearly we would over-engineer everything. 
However, the Water Corporation needs to ensure that it gets the best results for the money it spends. Sometimes 
carting water is a cheaper option for a particular locality, and then it reaches the point at which it is no longer the 
best way to go. When that point would be reached in some areas along the south coast is a matter that I think 
Mr Moore can answer to put in context the overall planning for that whole region. 

Mr P.D. Moore: We have been reliant on local sources in that area over time, and certainly climate change is 
impacting on those areas. We still believe that local sources are appropriate in many of those areas, although we 
are starting to look at the value of hooking up pipes into a larger regional scheme over time. That will come 
when there is further clarity on the climate impacts on some of those local sources; however, we are looking at 
those options.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is there not a particular review being done over a period that would come up with 
recommendations at a particular point? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Water Corporation continually reviews matters and it currently has a project that 
involves looking at where the water demand will be 50 years into the future and how the corporation will meet 
those needs. There is therefore that continual review function. However, the issue with climate change is that it is 
only a reasonably new issue. It was only when we came to government in 2001 that there was official 
recognition of climate change. All the experts had been talking about it, but it was the first time a government 
recognised the impact of climate change and started to readjust and deal with it. The issue on the south coast is a 
bit more recent because the south coast has always had good rainfall. The member would be well aware that 
rainfall on the coast has not changed very much, but the area of the dam, just 10 to 15 kilometres inland, has had 
a substantial drop in rainfall. With those sorts of factors, do we spend tens of millions of dollars and find that it is 
something that will be in place for only three, four or five years and the pattern will change? At some point we 
have to make the call as to what we think the future rainfall will be, where it will fall and what the potential 
sources will be, and to engineer a solution to that. As already indicated by Mr Moore, it is something that the 
Water Corporation is now looking at, and a recommendation on whether it is the time to do that will be a priority 
in all its assessments. Only about two years ago we made the call at Bridgetown, Nannup and Hester and have 
committed now to a $70 million scheme. Those areas will still use localised dams, but as they will be connected 
together, we will be able to move the water around when the rain falls into one catchment, and putting in a bore 
at Nannup will supplement that when the surface storage is not up to capacity in a given year. That project was 
clearly proposed a few years ago, it has been worked on and brought forward and the money has now been 
committed for it. It is still a bit early to ascertain what the future climate is likely to be on the south coast and 
what the best solution will be there. Mr Moore hinted that the best solution may be to use local sources. 
However, there may be a level of connectivity between those various local supplies that will provide greater 
security. It may be that if weather events over the next year or two indicate that there will be an even stronger 
trend to a drying climate, we will have to come up with a totally different solution again.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the minister accept that the model that the Water Corporation must work under—like 
other corporations have to work under—means that it must make a business case before it makes an investment 
and that for business reasons it will often push itself a little closer to the limit; whereas it might otherwise choose 
to make an investment for social and development reasons, and that this is happening in a number of these 
communities? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, in that in this budget that we are discussing there is for the first time capital 
expenditure by the Water Corporation of more than $1 billion. The corporation is actually upping its effort in a 
range of areas to meet that growing demand. However, the realities are, whether we are managing the Water 
Corporation, the state government or our own households, that we must consider the resources that we are going 
to put into a particular area, prioritise them and then spend the money according to those priorities. That will 
always be the case; it cannot be otherwise. There is not an unlimited amount of money. Even though there is 
record expenditure on water, we must recognise—as we are nationally through the National Water Initiative—
that we must pay the price of water. If we do not do that, the sustainability simply will not be there and we will 
not have the security of water into the future. All those factors must be taken into account to ensure that we put 
in place the various bits of infrastructure that are required. However, we must plan that and, unfortunately, we 
cannot do it all at once. We are not going to over-engineer it, as that would simply waste money when there are 
huge demands for resources right across the state. We can go through a range of towns around Western Australia 
that are facing similar problems. We have to prioritise where the money will be put based on the demand in those 
areas.  

[7.50 pm] 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: The minister referred to the National Water Initiative. Can he provide a list of how much 
money Western Australia has received from that program and for what projects, how much more Western 
Australia is likely to receive in the future and roughly when?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We received some money from the Howard government. The member needs to 
understand that we are currently dealing with the Water Corporation. I will not mention the money that came in 
for water planning. I will only mention the money that relates to our infrastructure, which is the responsibility of 
the Water Corporation. We received $15 million for groundwater replenishment at Binningup. I will confirm that 
figure and correct it if I am wrong. Since the Rudd government was elected, it undertook to provide $49 million 
for the Harvey Water trade. The Water Corporation is a partner in that scheme. A total of $35 million was 
allocated towards the Harvey Water trade in the current budget, with a clear undertaking that the other 
$14 million would follow. There was also a commitment of $6.6 million for the Gascoyne irrigators, which again 
does not come under the Water Corporation, but it is infrastructure and the Water Corporation may end up being 
a partner because the Gascoyne irrigators actually connect to the Water Corporation’s bore field. There is a 
commitment—I do not think this was in the budget—for $5 million or $6 million towards the extension of the 
Kwinana waste water recycling plant. That is already built and operating under the Water Corporation. There is 
the potential to expand that for industry at Kwinana. Again, prior to the election, the Rudd government gave a 
commitment to fund that plant. It is not in this year’s federal budget but we are fairly confident that money will 
be coming forward for that. There is also a promise for $10 million towards a desalination plant for the Collie 
recovery. Again, the Water Corporation could potentially be a partner in that recovery but it is not in this year’s 
federal budget.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Following on from that, I have a question about recycled water. The Alkimos waste water 
scheme is mentioned on page 435. What proportion of scheme water, potable water, is likely to be recycled 
through that scheme and how will that be achieved?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The treated water will go through an ocean outfall. All the planning for that is being put in 
place or has been completed. All the approvals are done. We are very conscious that immediately to the east of 
that area is the Carabooda area. There is huge interest from the growers in that area to have that treated water 
pumped eastward instead of into the ocean. The government is interested in that proposal but there is no 
commitment to it. There are still some years before the flow from the Alkimos waste water treatment plant 
would be sufficient to meet the needs of horticulture in that area and to make such a project economic. If there 
were only low volumes, the capital cost of the infrastructure would mean that it would not be possible. Even with 
large flows, it may prove uneconomic.  

I am aware of a project in the north of Adelaide at Victoria Plains. The waste water from a treatment plant in that 
area is used in horticulture for growing leaf crops. There is an indication that it is doable but there are real health 
issues associated with the level of treatment. I am advised that the plant in the north of Adelaide was very highly 
subsidised. Our current commitments under the NWI would make it very difficult for us to contribute any large 
subsidy towards that water, meaning that at the end of the day, even if we were able and willing to do it, the 
horticulturists would not be able to meet the cost of the water and have viable enterprises.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Alkimos is a greenfield site. Is there not some benefit in putting in a third pipe system for 
treated waste water to be used in toilets and gardens? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Those things are always possible. It comes down to money. As I said to the member for 
Stirling, who asked questions about this earlier, if we do not charge a high enough price for water, recycling is 
simply not an option. I will give an example. A suburb in the north-west of Sydney, Rouse Hill, has a third pipe 
for recycling. That was economically possible because there was no other way to get rid of the waste water. The 
cost of piping that water through the northern suburbs of Sydney to the coast would be horrendous. There was no 
way that environmental approval would be given to put it into the rivers. The only option was to find a way to re-
use it. Therefore, that affected the way in which the subdivision was done. The price of land was built into that, 
as was the cost of the waste water treatment plant and the recycling of the water. I stand to be corrected but I 
understand that the standard price of water in Sydney is about $1.20 a kilolitre. That is much higher than ours, 
which is about 53c.  
Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is the first lowest usage, but it does go up progressively.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: For a normal residence, the starting price for a kilolitre of water is about $1.20 a kilolitre, 
much higher than here, where it is 53c or 54c. Therefore, the economics are very different. They were selling the 
recycled water back to the residents at 25c or 29c a kilolitre. The whole economics of making that scheme work 
was very different, and people are very happy with it. At Alkimos we do not have a situation where the cost of 
disposing of that water is impacted by the huge costs of having to take it great distances etc. We have much 
cheaper water to start with. Therefore, the economics of treating and piping that water back for reuse, whether it 
is for local residences or horticulture, is very, very different.  
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: Are you saying that it cannot be done for anything less than the cost of actually obtaining 
water from pristine sources?  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, I am saying that in terms of the broad parameters on which we base an economic 
decision, it looks like it would be very difficult to do unless there was a major change in a number of those 
parameters, such as a huge increase in the cost of the water, which we do not envisage, or some major additional 
impediment through environmental controls etc, which meant we had nowhere else to put the water. The Water 
Corporation already recycles that water directly for public use; for example, onto golf courses or to a tree farm in 
Albany. That means of treatment and reuse turns out to be competitive with the alternatives, which may mean 
actually doing a lot more treatment, or piping that water some considerably greater distance at great cost.  
Ms J.A. RADISICH: I refer to “Capital Works Program” on page 434. I could not find any reference to the 
Mundaring drinking water plant. Some of the media statements referred to the first portion of the $180 million or 
thereabouts for funding being allocated in this financial year. Can the Water Corporation outline the process 
from here on in given that we have now selected the final site for the plant? What can we expect in terms of the 
construction phase? Will there be ongoing community involvement, and when will the project be completed?  
[8.00 pm] 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the member for her question and also for her quite intense involvement with the 
community and the Water Corporation in trying to determine the most appropriate site. I know that it was a 
rather vexed issue with some of the communities in the member’s electorate. A decision has been made on the 
site, which is Department of Environment and Conservation land. Approvals are still to be gained for that site. I 
will provide information to the member about how much money has been allocated and where. It may be that it 
has not yet been tied down exactly, because we are still going through the approvals process. 
Ms J.A. RADISICH: I am keen on a development and construction time line being made public, if that has not 
already happened. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: By way of supplementary information, I will provide that time line for the required 
clearances and construction of the Mundaring water treatment plant, and also what costings have been done 
towards that. 
[Supplementary Information No A42.] 
Ms J.A. RADISICH: Given that the government is embarking on the Mundaring waste water treatment plant, 
whether it be an expansion or a new plant, can the minister confirm that the Water Corporation has learnt 
important lessons from the process of the drinking water plant, and that the community will be intensely 
involved in a proper and thorough process for the new waste water plant in the hills? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I certainly hope so. 
 


