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SELECT COMMITTEE TO INQUIRE INTO AND REPORT ON WATER LICENSING AND FEES 
Motion 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.02 pm]:  I move -  

That this house calls on the government to establish a parliamentary select committee to inquire into 
and report on water licensing and fees with specific reference to -  

(a) the basis of water licences and fees in the governance of water resources in this state;  

(b) the basis for a rational, equitable and fair water licence and fee system across the state; 

(c) the rationale for any licence; the renewal and duration of licences and fees; 

(d) the role and rationale, if any, for a licence administration fee for checking compliance and 
management of appeals; 

(e) report on the consistency of the imposition of licences and fees as compared to other 
legislation applying to the same places; 

(f) investigate the feasibility of self-regulation in proclaimed areas; 

(g) whether water should be separated from land title in all cases and how licences will be 
affected; 

(h) the impact on agricultural viability in localities should water licences be transferred to other 
areas; 

(i) consumptive pools and water licence transfer both within and outside creek and river 
catchment; and 

(j) any other matter related to water licences, management fees, volumetric charge and water 
resource management. 

The committee to report by March 2008. 

This is a very important issue, particularly to people in regional Western Australia.  Having heard the minister on 
a number of occasions, I note he has put out another press statement today.  The basis for water licences and fees 
and the governance of water are important issues and they are recognised under the National Water Initiative.  
Management fees should be applied right across Australia.  I do not think there is any objection to that; it is the 
manner, fairness and equitable nature of those management fees that is at stake at the moment.  We all 
acknowledge that government has a major role to play in the management of water in Western Australia.  
However, the minister has met with some farmers but has chosen to not visit certain parts of the state.  The 
scenario for water is different depending on where people live.  The major national water issue is the lack of 
water in the Murray-Darling; this is the case even though the Hunter Valley is currently experiencing flooding.  
Let us hope that that will be good for farmers in the area.  It is important to not apply a one-size-fits-all solution 
to water management in Australia.  The situation with the Murray-Darling is a stark contrast to what happens in 
Western Australia, which does not have a major river system except on the Ord, where there is a cooperative, or 
in Harvey, where there is also a cooperative, or the south west generally, which has catchment dams where the 
water supplies that are on permanent streams need a management structure to ensure that the people downstream 
are able to capture their share of the water. 

There are a range of anomalies across the spectrum regarding how the government intends to apply water 
charges.  Only today I received some information showing that the government seeks to raise $5.8 million from 
water charges.  The government has calculated that that is the amount needed to manage the state’s water 
supplies.  I call for this parliamentary inquiry so that we can take evidence.  Whether it is a parliamentary select 
committee or standing committee of Parliament does not fuss me very much.  However, it is important to have a 
proper investigation into the application of water fees and licences across the state to ensure that they are 
equitable.  I have been a member of a water committee.  Many years ago I spent 11 years on the Warren-Lefroy 
advisory committee, which was chaired by the then Water Authority, the secretariat of which was provided by 
the Water Authority.  The farmers gave advice to that authority and it worked very well.  That arrangement has 
been expanded to Warren-Lefroy-Donnelly.  It is one of the few places that have been proclaimed as a catchment 
area for more than 40 years.  It has worked very well.  Whenever there has been a dispute, it has been resolved.   

Farmers have volunteered to licence their dams so that the authorities know exactly how many dams there are 
around the state.  To date, a fee has not been attached to that licence.  Everything in this world moves on, and we 
acknowledge that, given the National Water Initiative requirement, a fee must be paid for the management of 
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those water resources.  Farmers do not object to paying a fee, provided that it is fair and rational.  Currently, the 
government wants to raise $5.8 million to manage the state’s water supplies.  In answer to parliamentary 
questions, we have found that $1.8 million is required for five services: assessing the water licence application, 
at a cost of $130 000; checking the compliance with water conditions, at a cost of $810 166; maintaining a 
licence database, at a cost of $405 083; the management of appeals, at a cost of $231 476; and a community 
awareness program, at a cost of $231 476.  That totals $1 808 201, but the government is proposing to take 
$5.8 million.  There is a $4 million black hole or windfall for the government should it strike the fees at that rate.  
The proposed scheme is also irrational because of the inequities involved in farmers having to pay between 
$2.40 and $1.02 per megalitre each year for a water licence; that is, the spectrum is dramatically wide across the 
state. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you proposing volumetric charges? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Let me get to that.  Do not be smart.  Yesterday in the house the minister made a whole lot 
of allegations that were just wrong.  I want the minister to go back and check the comments he made, and then I 
will accept an apology.  If he does not do that, I challenge the minister to say them outside, and I will take legal 
action. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am happy to say them outside.  I am very happy to do that.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Okay.  Good.  I will write the minister a letter, and he can put it in writing - and the next 
letter the minister will get will be from my lawyer! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you going to answer the question?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Which question is that?  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you still a director of Koorian Olives? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No.  I have not been for four years.  Next question?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Were you a director of Koorian Olives when it got a major licence for water? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Koorian Olives never got a major licence for water. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Well, one of the companies associated with it. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It has nothing to do with Koorian Olives.  Moltoni Holdings had the water licence.  Just for 
the minister’s information, Koorian Olives has actually been sold.  That was quite some time ago.  Therefore, 
next time, the minister should check his facts. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  When you were a director, did they benefit from that water? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  When I was a director of Koorian Olives, they purchased their water from Moltoni 
Holdings.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  So Koorian Olives, of which you are a director, purchased water from Moltoni Holdings, 
which got a licence while you were a minister.  Is that what you are saying?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No, that is not true.  The water licence was not given while I was the minister, so, again, 
the minister is wrong. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  A minister.  I did not say Minister for Water Resources.  I said “a minister”. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There is always a Minister for Water Resources in Western Australia.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  When you were a minister in the government. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  All the ministers for water resources whom I know have been better than this minister - 
every single one has been better than this minister!  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Obviously I have got you where you are very tender!  You obviously feel that you have done 
something wrong, if you have to say things like that! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I resent the fact that the minister has used parliamentary privilege to make allegations 
about me that are not true, and that the minister is not prepared to put that in writing!  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What - that you were not a minister? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, I was the Minister for Water Resources.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I did not say the Minister for Water Resources.  I said you were a minister when decisions 
were made about water licensing.  You were not the Minister for Water Resources at the time.  You were a 
minister.  You were also a director of a company that benefited.  Are you saying the company did not benefit? 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Of course the company benefited.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Right!  So you agree with me! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  They had to buy water from somewhere to irrigate the olives.  What was wrong with that?  
Can the minister tell me?  The water licence was issued by the Water Corporation, not the minister. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You do not see any conflict of interest in that? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No, I do not.  I am a farmer.  I own a dam.  The other question that the minister asked was 
in relation to the flat fee that we are suggesting, and that I mentioned in a press statement.  That is the fee that all 
the farmers in Western Australia want to apply to the water scenario in Western Australia.  It is not just my idea.  
If the minister does not know that, he has not been listening to those farmers.  Will I benefit?  As a matter of fact, 
if the minister came down and had a look - as he has been invited to do on a number of occasions by both the 
local government and the farmer organisations - he would then realise that some of the things that he is 
proposing are totally unfair and will seriously damage people on the land in Western Australia.  Do I benefit 
from the rainfall that falls on my property?  Of course I do.  My dam is actually a catchment dam.  It is not on a 
permanent stream.  It is fed by a spring.  I understand the minister wants to make all those dams licensable.  I 
licensed my dam more than 20 years ago.  I did that because I thought it was the right thing to do.  I wanted to 
contribute to society and make sure that the catchment was managed. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And it offers you protection. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No, it does not.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It does.  I would expect you to try to protect your asset. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is the minister telling me that he is going to force me to let the water go from my dam if I 
do not licence it? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am saying that when we move to a legislative entitlement, if you have a licence you will be 
in a much stronger position to gain a benefit from that - and so you should. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Today, the minister made a statement to Parliament, and put out a press statement, on 
water arrangements for farmers.  In that statement, the minister said that more than 100 farmers will benefit from 
the changes that he is proposing.  I have canvassed that with my colleagues in the south west, and they think it is 
absolutely ridiculous.  The minister said - 

For example, under the previous arrangements, a farmer with a 150 000 kilolitre dam licensed to use 
5 000 kilolitres a year -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I was putting a specific case.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes.  The statement continues -  

was being asked to pay a fee of $1 200.  That farmer now will pay just $200. 

What will that farmer do with the other 145 000 kilolitres that is in the dam? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The point is: will the licensing be based on storage or usage?  We are making it clear that the 
licensing fee will be tied to usage, not storage.  They still have the water in their storage.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What the farmers are saying to us is that we do not need to go to that level.  We can have a 
flat fee across the board.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The flat fee would be much greater. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Just in case it has escaped the minister’s attention, the actual time when the assessment 
should be made is the time of the construction of the dam, or the bore, or whatever, so that we can see what 
impact that will have on the environment.  That is the time when we should implement a structured fee, based on 
the size of the project.  We should not do what the minister is proposing to do now, and not only have a flat 
licence fee, but also base it on the volume used, because that is inequitable.  All we need to do for the renewal of 
that licence is impose a flat fee each year, as we do with a range of other things.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not what the Department of Water has come in with, because of the amount of work 
that goes on year after year. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I can tell the minister that under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, in this 
scenario he will be causing people to break the law.  Many people have dams that are not licensed, and will not 
currently be getting a bill.  However, when all those areas are proclaimed, the government will be forcing those 
people to license their dams.  If they choose to break the law, the penalties for unauthorised taking of water are a 
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fine of $20 000 for an individual or $50 000 for a body corporate.  Under the current act non-artesian wells are 
allowable under section 25(a), and then there is the riparian right.  Most farmers take their stock and domestic 
water from the same dam as they use to irrigate their crops.  Who will differentiate?  Will they also be metered?  
Will people be metered for their riparian right, which has existed ever since the state began, and goes back to old 
English law?  That is why the government cannot change it, because the provision will remain for people to be 
allowed to use water for domestic and ordinary use for family and servants, and the watering of cattle and other 
stock as defined under that act.  The farmer also has the right to take enough water to irrigate a garden not 
exceeding two hectares in size.  That used to be five acres in the old days.  That is what the Rights in Water and 
Irrigation Act 1914 says. 

I understand the government intends to change the legislation and make it so that everybody, whether they are 
using a catchment dam or a spring, will be using water sources that belong to the Crown.  The government can 
do that, but I am trying to suggest that there is a cooperative way to deal with this issue.  I will provide a couple 
of examples.  The minister talked yesterday about me benefiting from these licence fees whether the government 
uses a flat fee of $220 or goes for volumetric charges and I must pay $1 200.  Of course there is a difference, but 
is it necessary? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are not suggesting volumetric charges at all.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister was talking about $1 200.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  More administration is involved with a larger licence.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The feedback I got from people today in my electorate is that it would be absolutely 
unworkable.  It would help only 100 farmers of more than 13 000 down there.  In fact, it would not help them at 
all.  In today’s local paper in the Warren-Blackwood area there is a headline that states “Farmers fear water fees 
will favour big business”.  The article states -  

“Farmers allocated 21 per cent of the water will pay 86 per cent of the annual licence fees, whereas 
corporations with large water allocations of more than a gigalitre, and allocated 79 per cent of the 
licensed water, will only pay 14 per cent of the revenue that is raised by water licence fees.   

It goes on to mention the issue that I raised about the $5.8 million.  More importantly, there was an article in 
The West Australian about the dam licence fees as being a tax on rainwater.  Does the minister agree that they 
are a tax on rainwater? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Absolutely not.  You seem to have little understanding of the reform agenda here or across 
Australia, which surprises me for someone of your background.  Otherwise, you would not be saying things that 
are such nonsense. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  So the minister is the repository of all wisdom and I do not know anything about it?  I have 
been a farmer all my life.  I was the minister responsible for water resources for two years.  I represented my 
district, which is one of the few proclaimed areas of the state, advising the minister on that committee.  My 
family and my friends are still involved in that industry.  Is the minister telling me that he knows more about 
water than I do? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not saying that; I am saying that the current regime of reform has moved on, and you do 
not seem to have caught up.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There are other people who do not agree with the minister.  The headline in The West 
Australian states “Dam licence fees attacked as a ‘tax on rainwater’”.  The article states -  

. . . State Government plan which has been likened to a tax on rainwater which could drive the farmers 
off their land. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Who are they quoting when they cite those things? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I was just getting to that.  I actually saw the person on the weekend.  The article goes on to 
state -  

Peter McGinty, brother of senior Government minister Jim McGinty, said the “ill thought-out, one size 
fits all approach to water reform” was the last straw in destroying the profitability of his Manjimup 
cherry orchard.  “When you do the sums at the end of the season and add the impending costs and 
uncertainty associated with the water haul, well it’s the straw that’s broken the camel’s back.” he said. 

Peter McGinty runs a very good business in Manjimup.  He is a highly intelligent guy and one of the best 
farmers in the district.  So, there it is, from the Minister for Health and Attorney General’s own brother’s mouth.  
He says, and I agree with him 100 per cent, that a one-size-fits-all suggestion just will not work; all it will do is 
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drive people off the land.  One thing we constantly hear is that we must protect families on the land.  Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams), you would have heard that time and again.  Some of these families have eight or 
10 dams on their property, not just one dam.  Some of the families actually produce goods that keep the whole 
district alive, whether those goods be apples, potatoes, grapes, avocados or whatever.  However, the rationale 
that farmers will pay between $1.02 and $2.40 a megalitre each year for a water licence is just not equitable.  At 
the same time, companies in major irrigation cooperatives will pay only 14c a megalitre for their annual water 
licence.  That contradicts what the minister himself has said when he has answered questions in Parliament. 

I say again - 

“Farmers allocated 21 per cent of the water will pay 86 per cent of the annual licence fees, whereas 
corporations with large water allocations of more than a gigalitre, and allocated 79 per cent of the 
licensed water, will only pay 14 per cent of the revenue to be raised by water licence fees.  

If the number of farmers is cut and if these concessions are given to the 100 farmers whom the minister talked 
about, yet the minister still intends to raise $5.8 million, that means somebody else will pay a higher price.  It is a 
simple equation.  If the minister wants to work cooperatively with the people in the state, why does he not give a 
task - I will do it myself - to the Economic Regulation Authority to look at the fairness and equity of the 
licensing system?  I am talking about a system that is based on not only farmers who use a very small proportion 
of the catchment to produce food for the state, but also the whole of the rest of the catchment, including the 
vacant crown land - national park - that is owned by the state.  Why is the state not paying part of this 
$5.8 million?  We are seeing yet another erosion of the viability of farmers.  If there is not only an imposition 
placed on farmers for a safe workplace or an imposition placed on them for food safety conditions - which we all 
agree with - there is also the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Bill, which will impose a vermin rate on 
farmers.  What rate is applied to the public estate?  These are fundamental things.  Farmers are getting driven 
down further and further.  The people they are competing with to bring food into this nation do not have to 
adhere to these rules and regulations; they do not have to adhere to these safe food quality standards; they do not 
have to adhere to WorkSafe standards; and they do not have a ridiculous water licensing system such as this. 

A comparison of this licensing system with the system in other states shows that Western Australia will have the 
highest fees of any state of Australia if these fees are adopted, even with the modifications announced by the 
minister today.  A dam licence fee in Victoria is $250; in Tasmania it is $170, and there is no limit on the 
number of dams that a licensee can have.  This government has just spent $15.38 million on assessing the 
southern Yarragadee aquifer, yet what does it do?  It puts an imposition onto farmers to manage water in 
Western Australia.  There will be therefore six compliance officers based in Manjimup to go around and make 
life difficult for farmers.  All that will do is absolutely enrage people on the land who are struggling at the 
moment.  It is just a nonsensical approach.  I implore the minister to go down there.  A parliamentary select 
committee would bring out in the open all the issues of whether this licensing system is fair, whether it is 
equitable, and whether it is rational when compared with conditions and costs that apply to other licensing 
systems. 

That brings me to the next issue of backyard bores.  In the metropolitan area people can tap into 154 000 bores.  
For example, people on the Gnangara mound or Carabooda growing cauliflowers on one side of the fence will 
pay a licence fee for their water, but those on the other side feeding horses on a lifestyle block have a riparian 
right and will not pay for their water at all.  I say to the minister that that is just so inequitable.  Invariably, most 
farmers get their water from the same dam.  The minister’s proposal will turn farmers into criminals.  They will 
break the law and probably resist people coming onto their property.  The act is very clear and the penalties are 
very severe.  People will be at the end of their tether, and may abuse an officer or restrict an officer from 
entering their land for failing to pay for a licence and then finish up in court.  It is not necessary.  There is a 
sensible and rational way to do this.  If the minister wants an independent body to look at this, he should give it 
to the economic regulator.  I will provide him with the terms of reference; I am already working on them now.  
Even if he does not do it, I will give the economic regulator the terms of reference and it will assess the fairness 
and equity of the application of these fees and compare them to what is happening in other states.  The 
government is trying to create a cost shift.  The people in the Water Corporation, the Department of Environment 
and Conservation or the Department of Water are shifting that cost to the landholder - yet another cost.  Farmers 
have been able to manage the situation for 40 years in the Warren-Lefroy-Donnelly catchment.   

I understand that the Murrumbidgee farmers are in a similar situation.  Let us look at what they do in other 
places.  I think the minister will find that they will use our model.  The federal Minister for the Environment and 
Water Resources, Malcolm Turnbull, has gone down to Harvey Water to see what we have done in piping water 
instead of channelling water.  We have some very good innovative farmers who will give the government damn 
good advice.  I am not talking about individual farmers but the Farmers Federation, the Fruit Growers 
Association, the Potato Growers’ Association and the Avocado Growers Association.  The whole spectrum is 
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saying that the minister has it wrong.  He is saying that the Water Corporation is right.  Of course, the Water 
Corporation wants to have a system that increases the number of bureaucrats. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It’s nothing to do with the Water Corporation. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I meant the Department of Water.  When will the minister change the legislation?  He said 
in his response to the submission that those farmers gave him that he will introduce these water fees by 1 July.  
Has he tabled the regulation? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, it’s being finalised now.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Has the minister consulted with the Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association, the Fruit Growers Association and the Vegetable Growers Association about that? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There has been consultation going on for 18 months. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is not the message that I am getting.  We have another anomaly in that only recently 
the minister said that he will offer $3 million in grants for farmers to build on-farm water self-sufficiency and 
improve their preparedness for extended periods of low rainfall.  He is doing that in some areas but, on the other 
hand, he is whacking them with a $1 800 bill to use the water.  This is the water that falls from the sky onto the 
ground.  It does not just come into a big puddle.  It means the farmer has to spend $100 000 to $300 000 to build 
a dam to capture that water to provide food, milk and wine for the state.   
Mr G. Snook:  Export dollars. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, export dollars.  What does this government want to do?  It wants to tax the farmers 
off their land.  The minister has to have rocks in his head.  Why does he not give the farmers the incentive to 
conserve the water and use micro irrigation, which the majority are already doing because it is costly to pump 
water?  Farmers will be forced to put meters on their pumps.  Some of these farmers have seven or eight pumps.  
To maintain the meter, they will have to tell the Department of Water how much water they are using.  A very 
simple look at a Landsat photograph will tell us how big the dam is.  It will also tell us how big the crop is that 
they are growing and what type of crop they are growing.  A very simple analysis by the Department of 
Agriculture and Food will tell us how much water that crop will consume.  It could be a permanent crop, such as 
apples or grapes.  We should bear in mind that not all grape growers irrigate their crops.  My next-door 
neighbours do not irrigate their crops.  We use very little water on our grapes.  In the Karri Valley and certain 
other places in which there are vineyards and cellar-door sales, the water is not used at all.  A plantation may 
have just been put in down the road, probably under the MIS scheme or through a farmer planting a plantation 
crop.  Does that plantation need a licence because it is a consumer of water?  Is it not a massive consumer of 
water?   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is part of our reform agenda.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is all we need.  Why does the government not let farmers live a simple life by 
implementing easily understood processes?  Farmers will incur not only the cost of a water meter but also the 
associated maintenance and replacement costs to tell someone how much water will be used by that farmer.  The 
dam is there.  My dam contains 120 megalitres of water.  The water level is about a metre from the top of the 
dam.  The water I use takes about a metre of water off the top of the dam level.  When it fills up, the overflow 
water all goes down the creek.  The government might say that I have to licence that dam so that downstream 
owners get their share of water.  There are no farmers and dams downstream from my dam.  If the government 
introduces regulations to licence dams, I will licence my dam and pay the fee.  However, it is not right; it does 
not make sense.  When one considers water consumption in regional Western Australia, will the government 
licence all local governments that use 40 gigalitres of water on road verges, both day and night?  Even if it is 
raining tonight when we leave Parliament House, the sprinklers will still be on.  However, the government will 
charge farmers -  
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They are licensed already.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Okay.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They already are and they will have to pay the licence administration fee.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The local government pays.  Who funds the local government? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The ratepayers.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What about backyard bore owners?  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If a backyard bore is for commercial purposes or if it is in a confined aquifer, it will have to 
be licensed.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 13 June 2007] 

 p3042c-3074a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Max Trenorden; Ms Jaye Radisich; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; 

Deputy Speaker; Dr Steve Thomas; Ms Dianne Guise 

 [7] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is a nonsense.  Have the Water Corporation, the Water Authority and all the water 
organisations over years not said that the best thing backyard bore owners can do is to put in a bore because it 
will lower the watertable to offset the impact of bitumen and everything else on houses?  An equity issue arises 
concerning what is happening in built-up areas and what is happening in the country.  I implore the minister to 
come down to my area with the Department of Water people to talk to farmers to see the land for themselves.  
The minister will meet the sensible and rational people who are managing these places.  The government wants 
to bring in local laws that are possible under the Rights in Irrigation and Water Act.  The areas are already 
proclaimed.  I understand that there will be state water plans and district plans.  Nobody has any objection to 
those.   
The government is doing something very sneaky at the moment.  It has sent a letter to property holders.  I have 
my letter with me.  It states a lot of flowery things about how important it is to conserve water.  People in my 
locality have been conserving water for decades.  The letter refers to applicants for new licences having to 
submit $200.  It provides a scale affecting different people and states that there are currently 13 541 licences, 
which has come down from 18 000.  I do not know where the 18 000 figure came from.  It was probably thought 
that the original number was too high and that it would become political.  The licences vary from 5 000 kilolitres 
to five million kilolitres, which is five gigalitres.  The fees vary between $200 and $3 000.  The majority of those 
are between $600 and $1 800.  Again, that is only the licence fee.  Farmers will have to incur the cost of the 
meter and the flat-fee application for a dam that they have owned for almost 100 years.  Indeed, some people 
have owned their dams for between 50 and 60 years.  Even though they have constructed and maintained their 
dams for 50 or 60 years, some bureaucrat will suddenly tell them how to manage the water in their dam, even 
though that dam just continues to fill up.  Perhaps the government will suddenly tell dam holders that they are 
only allowed to use the water in their dam that is licensed.  The minister gave the example of 5 000 kilolitres.  A 
farmer who has a dam that contains 150 megalitres may use 5 000 megalitres.  The 145 000 megalitres will still 
be captured in that dam.  Why would not anyone who wants to build a new dam be charged a fee based on the 
size of that dam and a flat fee for the renewal forever and a day?  Every farmer would agree with that.  If $222 
were not enough, that amount could be lifted or lowered depending on the cost of delivering those things.  Public 
education and the work of the State Administrative Tribunal should not be funded by farmers who own dams.  
That does not make sense.  I could talk for a long time about this motion but I am aware that other members wish 
to speak.  A letter to me dated 1 May told me exactly how much I would have to pay, when I have never had to 
pay before.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you want to acknowledge that amount as part of your contribution?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What is that? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How much would you have to pay? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  At the moment? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Would you like to acknowledge that in terms of the letter?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am sorry; I do not understand what the minister is asking. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You said that the letter tells you how much you would have to pay.  I am wondering whether 
you would be willing to put that on the record.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My dam has a volume of 120 megalitres.  This is where the complexity arises.  I use the 
same dam for both stock and domestic consumption.  I assume that my riparian rights would be maintained.  
How would the figure be calculated?  We have a 20 000 gallon tank at the house and we use at least 
20 000 gallons of water, or 90 000 litres, a week.  We do that because we own the water - it has been ours all this 
time.  Then there is all the stock.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you use 90 000 litres of water a week just for domestic purposes?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, we use it on the garden.  We have a huge garden with fruit trees and a whole heap of 
other things.  The minister should remember that I am allowed to water two hectares of garden.  I do not have 
two hectares of garden.  I can see the minister’s brain ticking over, saying that I am wasting water.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not saying that at all.  It seems more than normal domestic consumption.  The member 
uses 90 kilolitres a week!   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We have a crazy situation in this country in that people have to conserve water even if they 
are prepared to pay for it, because of the inability of the government to supply it.  People could spray their 
gardens with petrol or another expensive liquid if they wanted to because they could afford to pay for it, but - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What a selfish attitude!  It is a limited resource.   
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Bulldust that it is a limited resource!  That is nonsense!  One hundred gigalitres of water 
goes through the Beenyup treatment plant every year.  A third of the total consumption of water in Western 
Australia is waste water.  That is without the stormwater.   
Mr R.C. Kucera:  Is waste good?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No, I am not saying that waste is good.  The member is saying that it is a limited resource 
and I am saying that it is not a limited resource.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It should be managed properly.  You are saying that we shouldn’t bother managing it. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Yokine really is a meathead!  The minister will obviously have received 
advice on this issue from his department.  I assure the minister that there is a lot of interest in this issue.  People 
will read these debates and they will judge the government and the minister based on the minister’s rationale.  A 
parliamentary inquiry into this matter would allow us to do all the things that I have said in relation to water, 
catchments, fairness and comparisons - all those sorts of things.  Our committee system works pretty well.  The 
committee would be able to call water experts and gather information.  It could make a sensible recommendation 
to Parliament that we could then make into a law that would work in Western Australia.  People are very 
concerned about this matter.  They want to resolve the issue - so much so that the leaders of all the interested and 
fundamentally important bodies came to Parliament House.   
The letter that I received in May is a precursor to future happenings in this area.  The government will target the 
proclaimed areas first - the well-managed areas - and will then proclaim other parts around the state.  When the 
government proclaims those other parts, there will be a groundswell of opposition to its proposal to introduce 
fees.  People agree with the concept of management fees, but if those fees are not fair and equitable or 
comparable with those of our competitors around the country and the world, they will be very angry about it.   

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [4.39 pm]:  I will also make a submission to this debate in support of the 
position of the National Party.  I support the motion put forward by the member for Warren-Blackwood.  The 
principle of water reform, as has been outlined in the National Water Initiative and also in the blueprint for water 
reform, to my understanding, is a sound position.  It calls for a greater level of regulation where there is a limited 
water resource.  It also reduces the level of regulation when there is no competing interest for the water resource.  
To me, that is a sound principle.  The issues that have been highlighted in this house and the reason I am 
supporting the motion that has been put forward to refer the issue to, in this case, a select committee really 
depend on the government and the discretion that it is using to enact the principles of the National Water 
Initiative and its own reform agenda.  There are some serious discrepancies between what the government is 
putting forward as its position and how the users out there - in particular, the commercial users - see it in its real 
application. 

The issue of consultation was discussed by interjection in response to the member for Warren-Blackwood’s 
address.  The blueprint for water reform refers, in the appendix to the booklet, to the groups that were consulted.  
I might add that it is not a very comprehensive list, considering the number of attendees who went to the forums.  
A lot of bureaucrats attended.  Really, they did not have anything to look at before they went along to that 
discussion.  They now have something on the table.  They have not only the blueprint for water reform, but also 
the government’s response to that blueprint.  Now they have something to look at to see what the real impact will 
be on those users.  I believe it is reasonable that we set up a framework for people who will be affected by this 
reform, so that they can have a high level of consultation about and input into the position that government takes, 
because it will no doubt affect them severely. 

A number of issues and concerns arise out of the government’s reform agenda.  I will go through a few of those, 
and I will highlight one in particular.  It is really the position that I have taken in another motion of which I have 
given notice and which is currently on the notice paper.  Dependent on how the government responds to this 
motion, I might see fit to bring that motion on for debate at a later date. 

In the first instance, the issue of equity is one that stands out to all the different user groups.  There are farmers 
who presently have licences.  A number of domestic users also have licences.  All those people who have 
licences will be levied a fee by government for the administration costs of maintaining those licences.  There is 
also a variation between those different user groups; for example, within the farming community, between the 
individuals in the south west who have a licence for their dam for their horticultural use, or for such other uses 
that they are required to have a licence for.  There is also the situation with the Harvey Water cooperative, 
which, as a cooperative, has only three licences.  Therefore, at the top level of the schedule of fees, it will incur 
an annual cost of $9 000; yet the Harvey Water cooperative supplies water to 703 users.  It is my understanding 
from information that has been provided to me that the total quantum of water supplied to those 703 users is 
something like 153 gigalitres.  I do not support a volumetric charge, but I do support a more equitable 
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arrangement for levying fees on all the different users.  I also support broadening the base of who will pick up 
some of those charges.  I will deal with broadening the base a little later. 

While I am highlighting some of the points that I want to make about the Harvey Water cooperative, I will refer 
to a submission - I am sure this is what the minister has received - that was put to the minister by a number of 
organisations.  They have put in a lot of effort to submit to the minister what I believe is a very comprehensive 
report containing a number of issues.  These are the issues that have been raised by the people who are using the 
water; that is, the farmers concerned.  In some cases, they are horticulturalists.  They are normal farmers in the 
south west, I suppose, such as potato growers, fruit growers and so on.  As I understand it, the minister has 
responded to this submission.  I have not seen that response yet.  I could probably get a copy of that response at 
some stage.  However, those people submitted a comprehensive report to the minister.  I believe it is a very 
rational approach to the fee issue.  They have made some points in that submission.  Following a number of 
questions that have been asked on notice in the upper house, they have probably received responses, and that 
might change their position slightly.  Other than that, it is a comprehensive submission that I think should be 
heeded.  Besides the issue of the different user groups and the equity of the cost of fees that will be imposed on 
them, there is also the issue of the need to meter farm dams in particular.  I can fully understand that if water is 
being drawn out of a bore in the ground and there is no way of assessing how much is coming out and being 
used, it needs to be metered so that one can gain an appreciation of what the farmer is using.  However, where a 
farm dam is in a gully, or is an in-stream dam, there are other ways of assessing the use of water.  It is reasonable 
to look fully at those alternatives before putting a meter on the dam at the farmer’s cost and imposing an annual 
meterage charge on top of the licensing fee, which in my opinion serves no other purpose than to get some 
revenue for government.  We should be trying to measure the use of water, and that can be done in a way that 
does not incur the same cost to the farmer.  That is another issue that is highlighted by this government’s agenda 
for water reform. 

The third issue comes down to the significance that is put on local management of water resources.  We know 
that with a lot of the things we do in government where people are required to fall into line with a regulatory 
regime, the best approach is always one in which people are self-assessing and self-managing.  The Warren 
water management area advisory committee has been very successful over a number of years in managing its 
water resources, and managing the licensing and the use of water in the area that it controls.  We need to bear in 
mind when we look at water reform that the greater the level of local control and compliance by local authorities, 
the better the position we will be in.  Hence we need to put a lot of significance on local management rather than 
on imposing something from outside.  The committee referred to has successfully worked with the Department 
of Water to manage the water resources under its care. 
The fourth and fifth points I want to make refer to the application of the proposed reforms to domestic users in 
particular, as I believe they are a legitimate user group.  They have an impact on the water balance in various 
areas, and therefore they need to share the cost of maintaining a level of regulation over our water resources.  
That leads to the issue of cost recovery.  In this case the government is trying to get back $5.8 million of costs 
involved in managing licences, compliance and so on.  I want to highlight the issue that arose in Albany recently 
in relation to domestic users and cost recovery.  My main point is the concern I have with the minister’s recent 
backflip.  In fact, there were two backflips in his statement to Parliament this morning.  One related to the issue 
of annual water licences in the allocated systems - namely, Albany, Exmouth and a couple of others that I do not 
recall at this moment.  There was also the backflip with regard to the requirement that farmers be charged for 
water usage from farm dams that are licensed rather than the charge being based on the actual size of the dam.  It 
will be the usage rather than the dam size.  Those two backflips highlight the need for more scrutiny of this 
move.  Referring this matter to a select committee will give it that level of scrutiny. 
Let us just walk through what happened to the domestic users in Albany.  The Frenchman Bay area, Elleker and 
some other areas are in the same catchment from which the water for Albany is drawn.  Consequently, those 
users are licensed because it is believed a level of control is needed.  It is a fully allocated system and hence it is 
appropriate we know what is happening to the water balance in that area because it has potential to impact on the 
water supply for the communities of Albany and indeed some communities further afield.  The initial response 
from the government was to ask the licence holders to pay a $200 fee.  I am not familiar with the total number of 
licence holders, but they probably number a couple of hundred.  The licence holders were very concerned about 
the fee, and a lot of political pressure was brought to bear through my office and no doubt through the office of 
the member for Albany.  The government probably did not look too closely at that position initially because in 
response to that pressure the minister has seen fit to exempt the licence holders from paying that fee.  There are a 
couple of points to be made about that.  The first is that the licence holders have a licence because they are in a 
water catchment area; therefore, the government sees a need to have a level of control over what happens.  
However, the 150 000 bores from Yanchep to Mandurah are also in the same catchment as the Gnangara mound 
from where the Water Corporation draws its water for use in the south west integrated system that supplies water 
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to all the houses in Perth.  The two scenarios are similar.  However, one is licensed and the other is not.  I 
struggle to come to grips with the difference between the two scenarios.  Why is someone required to have a 
licence in one scenario when the risks of the other include saltwater intrusion into the bores?  As I understand it, 
that is a fully allocated system and there may even be an impact on the shallower systems from the Water 
Corporation drawing water from deeper sources.  I believe more work must be done on that.  There are saltwater 
sources on both sides of the peninsula in north Fremantle, Mosman and Falcon.  When private bores draw water, 
there is a significant risk that the bores will go salty.  It is an interface between the fresh water and the salt water. 
The Department of Environment and Conservation’s “Section 46 Progress Report: State of the Gnangara 
Mound” refers to the issues concerning the Gnangara mound, which has been discussed by a number of 
members.  That report highlights certain issues regarding the Gnangara mound and the city.  It highlights also the 
changes to the surface vegetation and wetlands caused by the amount of water being drawn and by a number of 
other land uses that are occurring near the city.  I have difficulty separating the private bores that are having an 
impact on the regime in the city and the private bores in Albany that are having an impact on the water sources 
of the City of Albany.  One is licensed and the other is not, and one is being required to charge a fee, which is 
now being backed up on, and the other is not.  I can only imagine that by maintaining a fee position, the minister 
is putting himself in the untenable position of having to look at the 150 000 bores in Perth and of trying to 
impose a fee regime on them.  That will be politically unpalatable, but it must be seriously looked at. 
Another thing that stands out, besides the political issue of asking 150 000 people in Perth to pay a fee, is the 
principle of the water reform agenda being about looking at what is happening to the water.  What is the water 
balance in these different areas?  The section 46 report states that there are serious issues in Perth.  The executive 
summary of the progress report for the state of the Gnangara mound under the heading “Future Work” on page 3 
states - 

The main focus of future work will be the preparation of a draft management plan for the Gnangara 
Mound.  This plan will consider revised allocation limits, including environmental water provisions 
(EWPs), policies and approaches to amendment of groundwater abstraction as required. 

That tells me that we need to have a closer look at what is happening to the water balance in the city.  Do not tell 
me, minister, that what is happening in the city and what is happening in my electorate are not similar scenarios, 
yet they are being treated differently through the water reform process. 
My main point concerns broadening the base of the fee regime.  The people whom I have spoken to in the 
Frenchman Bay area arced up because of the $200 fee that was to be imposed on them from 1 July.  When I 
talked to a number of people at a public meeting that was held, they told me that they were not opposed to 
paying a fee.  They were not opposed to paying $40 or $50 a year for a water licence, because, as the minister 
quite rightly says, that will provide them with a level of security for an allocation of water.  That issue of security 
is a legitimate argument.  Clearly, they are happier now that they do not have to pay any fee, as the minister has 
outlined to them.  However, they were certainly happy to pay a fee of $50.  The fee should have been left in 
place, but at a lower base.   
We should also look seriously at the 150 000 bores in Perth, and place a base fee on that.  I do not know how the 
minister knows that there are 150 000 bores in Perth.  I guess anyone could put down a bore, and no-one would 
know.  Perhaps it is just a good guess.  At the very least, even if a high level of scrutiny was not placed on those 
bores, we would then have some way of assessing how many bores there actually are in Perth, and we could 
make a judgement about domestic drawings, without having to implement a huge compliance regime, at 
substantial cost.  That is also an issue that the minister has talked to me about.  The level of administration that 
would be required for a compliance regime could cost up to $15 million.  When we divide the $5.8 million, to 
use that as a starting point, by the 13 000 or 14 000 commercial users, and the 150 000 domestic users, the fee 
would need to be about $35 per person.  The fee could even be increased to $50.  I do not think that would be 
unreasonable.  We would then be following the principle of being able to appropriately assess what is happening 
to the water balance in those areas.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The problem with those numbers is that it assumes that the level of administration would stay 
the same.  That is a nonsense. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  No, it is not.  As I have said, a fee of $35 would cover the 150 000 domestic users, plus 
the 13 000 or 14 000 commercial users.  If the fee was increased to $50, it would raise about $10 million.  A fee 
of $50 is not unreasonable. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, but the cost of administration might be $50 million, not $10 million. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  That takes me back to the point I made earlier.  The position now is that there is no 
regulation of bores.  We do not know how many bores there are.  If an annual licence fee was imposed, and even 
if no-one was sent around to check out the bores - which would not change the position at this point, because that 
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is not happening now - at least it would provide a source of revenue, and at least we would know how many 
bores are out there.  We could then, by inference, make an assessment about how much water is being drawn.  I 
am sure that would add to the quality of information in the modelling for what is happening to the Gnangara 
mound.  The people in some areas in Perth have raised serious concerns about the water quality in their bores.  
We know the issues that have been raised.  The water reform agenda is all about making an assessment of what 
is happening to our water balance.  A large area has been missed out.  I believe it has been missed out, not for 
political reasons, but for scientific reasons, as has been purported to be the case for the south west.  The farmer 
groups that I have mentioned are concerned about the equity of this new regime that is being applied to them.  In 
my opinion, it has been applied very unfairly.   
This change that the minister has made for domestic users in Albany and Exmouth raises more questions than it 
provides answers.  The first question is: what is the cost that will need to be recovered?  It has been highlighted 
throughout this debate that the government wants to retain $5.8 million, because that is what this new regime 
will cost.  However, by exempting the 1 700 domestic users that will be impacted upon by capturing these areas, 
the government will miss out on $540 000 of funds.  Therefore, if the government wants to retain that 
$5.8 million, and if the minister has just exempted these people at a cost of $540 000, what is the cost that will 
need to be recovered?  Yesterday, I interjected on a dorothy dix question to the minister to say -  

So who is picking up the half a million dollar shortfall for your backflip on the issue with these 
domestic bores? 

The minister’s response was as follows -  

We are endeavouring to make sure that that is covered; we are doing our best to do that.  As the 
member is aware, we have given an indication that the Economic Regulation Authority will assess this 
process after two years . . .  

[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The minister is now saying that the government needs to raise $5.8 million, and this is the 
fee regime that will be put in place to raise that money.  However some will be exempt; the government will 
neglect the $540 000 that would have been raised.  We are endeavouring to make sure that that is covered.  
Where will it come from?  Will it come from consolidated revenue, or will it go back on to the farmers in the 
south west who will have to pick up higher fees if the assessment by the Economic Regulation Authority is that 
not enough money is being recovered, if $5.8 million is the same figure that is needed to maintain the 
administration of those licences? 
The second question that gets asked is about the principles of licensing.  The principles of licensing are that we 
get a better understanding of the water balance in these areas.  That needs to be applied right across the board.  
Let us not just keep a little pile out in the city here on which we will not impose any licence for political reasons.  
We know that there are issues; they are in the reports going back to the government about the Gnangara mound.  
We know there are issues from talking to the bureaucrats about what bores in some areas of the city are showing 
changes in water quality, and yet it is not an area that is getting any attention from the government.  The 
principles go out the window.  This is why the matter needs to go to a select committee to have a closer look.  
Who pays that shortfall of $540 000?  The minister was not able to answer that yesterday.  To me, it shows that 
there is no integrity in the approach the government is taking to the water reform agenda and therefore its 
approach needs to be scrutinised a tad more closely than it has been so far by the people who are most affected.  
Taking it to a select committee will allow the opportunity for that to happen.  

I will leave it there, because I am sure that other members want to say a few words.  I support the motion.  The 
Nationals also support Western Australia being a signatory to the National Water Initiative and understand the 
principles that need to be adhered to in order to comply with the National Water Initiative. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.02 pm]:  I did not intend to speak on this motion.  I need to leave the 
house in a few minutes to attend a function.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  I can do some of it for you. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have some points I want to make, and I will make those points.  I agree with the 
member for Stirling.  His was a very considered speech, and he addressed the issue very well.  It is pretty clear 
that the reasons the bores in the metropolitan area are not being considered are political.  One of the problems 
with being a regional member of Parliament is that I must constantly deal with the people on my left who will 
not place any imposition on the metropolitan area, but are happy to do it to the country regions.  There is a long 
history of water and water use in Western Australia.  Early in my political career I was amazed that this was not 
a hotter issue.  In Europe and other places, wars have been fought over access to water.  We picked up our water 
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rights from nineteenth-century English legislation.  For many years there was not a great amount of contest about 
the public use of water, but now it is a very hot issue. 

I suggest to the Minister for Water Resources that for the sake of the good governance of the state, rather than 
for the sake of having a go at him as a minister, there are some issues that should be put to the community.  The 
future use of water is one of those.  The minister’s dealing with these issues, the matter of the paper and this 
debate are only pinpricks in this process.  The reality is that there is a great deal of interest in the subject amongst 
Western Australians.  The broader that is spread in the debate before we start adopting finite positions on either 
side, the better it will be.  I do not think we really understand this issue fully, and we certainly do not feel it as 
fully as some of our constituents.  There has been an expectation by people in many parts of the state that the 
water they sit on or around is theirs. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is what the Leader of the Opposition said a few minutes ago. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  He said what? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That it was his water and he should be able to use it whenever he wants. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is the expectation, but that can be said about someone sitting on a bore in a 
suburb in Perth.  It is the same expectation.  We do therefore need to tread gently and take people with us in this 
debate, minister. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I agree with you. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This debate will be a hot topic long after the minister and I leave this chamber, and 
it will be a critical debate.  Despite what people say, water is a renewable resource but, unfortunately, in this 
state it is a renewable resource that is limited to its location.  It is really important to people out at Wiluna, for 
example, where there is water galore underground that people have tried to do something with over the years.  
We can stand on a diversion dam in Kununurra and see enough water flow over it every 11 minutes to supply 
Perth.  All those issues are real issues.  That is why we can never totally ignore Ernie Bridge’s suggestion or 
Colin Barnett’s suggestion.  People have a view on these issues and they are important to them. 

Another issue that I do not believe people know is important to them is cost.  It concerns me that all these 
arguments are arising about greenhouse emissions, the cost of electricity and a range of other costs and people 
just say increase the costs.  That may be okay in 2007, but we have known in the past that sometimes it is very 
hard to drag money out of the state.  There is a day coming not too far in the future when the state will not be in 
surplus as it is now.  There might be a terrible administration that forces the state into that situation.  However, 
the day will come when the sun comes up and the revenue of the state will not equal the outgoings; and all those 
people who said that they should be charged more for water and more for electricity will have a different point of 
view.  It is our responsibility to finely judge those issues. 

I visited the Albany racecourse with the member for Stirling and I looked at the bore and listened to the debate 
about water use there.  Whether we are talking about the racing industry, irrigation or drinking water, it is a 
critical issue for the people of Albany.  However, that issue is replicated all the way through the state.  I will put 
a plea to the minister and ask him to consider it.  One thing that we have done right in this place is develop the 
committee process.  I am not saying that this issue should be referred to the committee of the whole type of 
process; it could do but I would prefer to refer it to a select committee.  We have developed a very strong attitude 
to committees in this house.  Last Thursday, when the minister was not in the chamber, there was a good debate 
about the use of committees by the Legislative Council.  I would urge members to think about the good use of 
committees by this chamber.  Despite some hiccups in recent times, the argument in favour of committees is 
overwhelming.  Members perform very well on committees and they take a measured and considered position 
within them.  I would not agree to the argument to set up a committee and restrict it to five members.  However, 
I would agree to an exhaustive process that would take the argument to the state.  In a few days the member for 
Collie-Wellington and I will be submitting a report to the Minister for Energy on gas that we have been working 
on for some time.  I can tell the minister, without any hesitation, that people really respect the fact that the 
member for Collie-Wellington and I turned up to discuss that issue.  They looked at us and said, “Here is a Labor 
politician and here is a conservative politician working together for our benefit.”  They actually liked that.  They 
opened up and shared their views, believing that because the member for Collie-Wellington and I were there, 
there was balance in that process.  Great benefit can be gained from that. 

I repeat that I think it is important that we spread our tentacles as far and wide as we can to get feedback on all 
the different views out there in the community.  There are a great number of different views.  The member for 
Capel lives in a part of the world where the pressures are far greater than is the case where I live.  They are the 
facts of life. 
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This is not a bad motion.  I ask the minister to think about it carefully before he makes a decision.  He should not 
instantly reject it.  Sending this issue to a committee will give the minister an opportunity to collect information 
before he progresses with a Western Australian water plan.  There is a desperately strong need for a Western 
Australian water plan.  As I said earlier, the government got elected - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you realise we’ve already released a state water plan? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, I do; it is sitting on my desk.  A committee has an opportunity to talk to people 
about the water plan.  People are talking to me about it.  My constituents are ringing me up saying that the 
terrible minister wants to tax the water in their dams.  I know he does not want to tax the water in dams in the 
Avon, but these people do not know that.  This issue is important.  I know that the minister has released a report.  
The release of that report supports the argument to establish a process by which people examine the report and 
put forward their collective views, and to have a parliamentary group collect those views and bring them back to 
this house.  I argue that that will give the minister a substantial base from which to move forward.  That is a base 
from which he can look everyone in this chamber in the eye and say that he is moving forward after very heavy 
and real consultation with the people of Western Australia.   

MS J.A. RADISICH (Swan Hills - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.12 pm]:  I rise to oppose the motion.  We see 
in this motion yet another example of the Liberal Party playing games with very important public policy.  If the 
Liberal Party was genuinely committed to addressing this issue in a comprehensive and thorough manner, it 
would not be pulling this stunt today, suggesting the formation of a parliamentary select committee into water 
licensing and fees.  It seems that every time something does not quite go the Liberal Party’s way, we have a 
motion in this house recommending the establishment of a select committee.  For years now we have had a 
system of standing committees in the Assembly that has worked very well.  If we all think back just two years, 
there was debate in this house about the amalgamation of different retail food outlets, Woolworths and Action, 
and issues to do with food standards and food labelling.  The Liberal Party came into this place and made a song 
and dance about what it wanted to do.  It wanted to set up a parliamentary select committee.  Instead that issue 
was referred to the committee that I chair, the Economics and Industry Standing Committee.  At the insistence of 
the Leader of the Opposition, he was co-opted onto that committee.  That inquiry lasted an entire year.  That 
member attended one committee meeting.  I am not quite sure what kind of example that sets and why the 
Leader of the Opposition is now advocating a select committee when we already have a perfectly - 

Mr D.T. Redman:  A good example was set by the National Party. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  An excellent example was set by the National Party and we received excellent 
cooperation from the National Party.  That strengthens my argument.  The member for Stirling was a critical 
member of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee at that time as a co-opted member.  His input into 
the inquiry relating to the production and marketing of foodstuffs was absolutely invaluable.  He contributed 
more than some members on my side, if I can say that.  These committees that we currently have in place are 
multipartite for good reason.  The members on those committees take their work extremely seriously.  I have 
already publicly thanked and acknowledged in this place previously the contribution of the member for Stirling 
on that particular committee inquiry.  If this matter ends up being referred to an appropriate standing committee, 
maybe a productive member of this Parliament, unlike other members who are simply all talk and no action - 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Name names. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I already have; I am referring to the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is full of hot air.  The Liberal Party is not committed to real reform in this area.  There are a number 
of ways it could pursue a reform agenda.  Existing standing committees comprise members of the Liberal Party.  
If this matter is of such concern, why have they not brought forward suggestions to the chairs of the relevant 
committees to undertake studies in this regard?  That has not happened, because this is just another Liberal Party 
media stunt in an attempt to have a go at the government. 

Dr E. Constable:  Are you saying there is no place for select committees?  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  There is a place for select committees in special circumstances.  However, this is not an 
exceptional circumstance.  This matter has received a great deal of attention and there has been a lot of public 
debate.  We have a structure in place to adequately deal with the issue.  It is not a matter of some unexpected or 
dramatic incident having arisen.  I do not think this issue warrants that kind of approach.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Was it your committee or a different committee whose terms of reference allowed it to travel 
around the world looking at governance?  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  That was not my committee.  
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Dr S.C. Thomas:  That is an indication of the great importance that committees play in the Legislative 
Assembly of Western Australia.  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  To further illustrate the important role that standing committees play in this house, I urge 
the member for Capel to be in the chamber at approximately 10.00 am when my colleagues on the Economics 
and Industry Standing Committee present our 223-page report on the importance of the information and 
communications technology sector in Western Australia.  If he takes the time to read the report, the member for 
Capel might learn a few things.  Our multiparty consensus position will be unveiled tomorrow at 10.00 am for 
those who are free.  I strongly encourage members to learn about the work that we have been doing. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Will it be a multimedia presentation? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It is funny that the member for Riverton should have asked that question.  Let me tell the 
house a story.  As members know, I was elected to Parliament at the ripe young age of 24.  When I came to 
Parliament for my induction session, I decided that it was time to take the chamber one step further.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Wasn’t your first question about whether there was a bus stop at Parliament House? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Yes.  This was my second question.  In my naivety I had the grand idea of presenting my 
inaugural speech orally with visual aides by way of a multimedia presentation.  Unfortunately, that idea was 
scoffed at. 

Dr E. Constable:  It would still have been part of your speech.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Photographic images may have breached the traditional -  
Several members interjected.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members!  
Ms J.A. RADISICH:  The point is that there is a lot of opportunity for us to advance the technology used in this 
place.   
The matter I am discussing today is the issue of water licensing and fees, a matter that members on this side of 
the house take very seriously.  The Minister for Water Resources is listening keenly.  
Dr E. Constable:  He is smiling! 
Ms J.A. RADISICH:  And why should he not smile?  It is a great day.  The sun was shining.  Unfortunately, it 
is not raining.  If it were raining, things would be a lot better. 
Dr E. Constable:  Maybe he could do a rain dance!  
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Churchlands!  
Ms J.A. RADISICH:  This is a serious matter.  Despite the fact that I oppose this motion, which calls for the 
establishment of a select committee, it raises some points that are worthy of discussion.  Paragraph (a) refers to 
the basis of water licences and fees in the governance of water resources in this state.  We all acknowledge that 
we need a comprehensive water licensing regime.  It is the only way that we will keep account of groundwater -  

Mr D.T. Redman:  Do you believe that it should include the 150 000 private bores in the city? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  That is a very interesting question.  Given that he comes from the great southern, I 
understand the member for Stirling’s angle.  The licensing regime is very important and it should receive our 
support.   

Paragraph (d) of the motion talks about the role and rationale, if any, for a licence administration fee for 
checking compliance.  This point almost answers the question that is posed.  The checking of compliance would 
be an integral part of the administration of licences, and a cost would clearly be involved.  I support the 
attachment of fees to this kind of undertaking, because we have to ensure that - 

Mr D.T. Redman:  The minister said that Albany would be exempt, which goes directly against what you have 
said.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  The member for Stirling will have to take that up with the minister.  I am giving my 
opinion at the moment.   

Paragraph (f) refers to the feasibility of self-regulation.  That is very much pie in the sky.  An administration 
regime for water has been established over many, many years.  Self-regulation will simply not work.  It has not 
worked, which is why we are at this point today.   

Paragraph (h) is interesting to me in how it relates to the Swan Valley.  It refers to the impact on agricultural 
viability in localities should water licences be transferred to other areas.  I have raised this point with the 
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minister before and I wish to raise it again, because it has specific application.  The Swan Valley Planning Act 
applies to a prescribed area of the valley, the purpose for which is to provide that horticulture, agriculture and 
other traditional uses occur in that zone.  The problem is that bore licences in this area are fully subscribed.  As I 
have mentioned in the house before, some people are not using their entitlement while others are overusing 
theirs.  There is no way of checking every licence to find out what is available to be shared with others.  
Although it might appear that there is no water available to be shared, there might be.  We do not know.  Clarity 
about the amount of water that is being used is important for residents in that area, because large lot sizes have 
been preserved.  We have to make sure that water is available for people who want to engage in cottage 
industries or have horses.  There is pressure on water resources in the area because the Gnangara mound covers 
not just that area of the Swan Valley but also crosses the urban sector all the way to Wanneroo and beyond.  
There are very severe issues.  A classic example is that water licences that are used under arrangement between 
the Department of Education and Training and the City of Swan are about to expire.  We are having to consider 
how to balance the watering of two primary schools and the local oval.  For instance, there may be a way of 
capturing rainwater to water the gardens of the schools.  The water saving from that could then be applied to the 
oval.  We are working out how to best utilise and stretch the resource.  There are challenges for the eastern 
suburbs.   

The key message that I want to put forward to the minister and also generally in the debate is that I support 
licences.  They are fundamental to a sustainable regime.  Having said that, we need to give much more 
consideration to the metering and monitoring of water, which would be a major expense.  It would not be an 
insignificant expense by any means.  I acknowledge that the number of staff required to undertake that work 
would be massive.  Frankly, I do not envy the minister for the challenges that he faces in navigating through 
these muddy waters, if members will pardon the pun.  I thought I would have got a laugh for that one!   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Can I make a friendly interjection, because I will not get a chance to talk?  When I introduced 
the Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Bill into this house, the current Leader of the House accused me 
of doing so to bring in a regime that would allow the taxing - that is, licensing - of dams.  It is quite ironic that it 
is your government and you in particular that is putting up the same sorts of arguments that I put up when I 
introduced the legislation.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It is funny how life moves on. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  What year was that?   
Dr K.D. Hames:  About 2000.   
Mr A.D. McRae:  So the Leader of the Opposition was in cabinet at the same time.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  In any event, I wonder whether there are some opportunities for collaboration between 
the Water Corporation and other agencies, whether it be Western Power or Alinta. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members!  The member for Swan Hills is on her feet.  
The member for Bassendean might think his comments are funny, but -  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  All I heard was “member for Bassendean” and “drip”, and I was not sure what to make of 
that. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  What the member has in Swan Hills is a very good example to use.  On the one hand, there 
are vines of table grapes, and, on the other hand, right alongside that somebody has horses.  One person pays 
water rates and the other does not. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It depends how the person gets his water.  They would still both pay for their bore 
licences - no, they will not pay for their bore licences as of the May decision. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The lifestyle one with the horses etc will not pay for a licence. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It depends whether the crop is just a hobby in the backyard or whether it is a commercial 
activity. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  There are two blocks, and they are exactly the same size.  One has commercial grapes on it.  
One person will pay water rates and the other person will not. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It depends on whether they are making money from it or whether it is a backyard activity.  
In any event, I know that other members want to speak. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes.  I was just going to say that the member should talk to the motion through me 
and not through members opposite. 
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Ms J.A. RADISICH:  My final comment is that I wonder whether there is any opportunity for collaboration 
between the Alinta and Western Power staff who monitor the meters for those utilities, and of providing those 
staff with increased training on the meter checking of bores, so that the monitoring could be done at an 
affordable price.  That would certainly be of benefit to not only those other utility providers but also the 
government’s own utility providers. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [5.26 pm]:  I say at the outset that the 
government will not support the motion.  However, I thank the Leader of the Opposition and the other members 
who have contributed to the debate, because it is a very important debate.  In fact, I agreed with some key 
comments made by the member for Avon when he pointed out the real community interest in water and water 
matters, the need for a debate, the need to engage with people and the need to take people with us.  To the extent 
that a debate such as this helps to inform members and to raise the community’s awareness, that is very 
important.  Therefore, I thank the opposition for providing this opportunity to debate this matter. 

I will turn now to why I do not think we would be usefully served by establishing a select committee, as this 
motion proposes.  The issue is really about educating and involving people, not inquiring into a system that is 
just in the developmental stage.  A whole range of these issues are part of a major reform agenda.  We need to 
move on with that agenda and consult people.  However, we do not need a committee that will try to investigate 
things that are not yet in place.  For instance, paragraph (g) of the motion states - 

whether water should be separated from land title in all cases and how licences will be affected; 

There is no proposal to make sure that land title and water title are separated in all cases.  There is a 
misunderstanding of the objectives.  However, when we come to the possibility that land title and water title will 
be separated - not that it will be dictated, and not that it will happen in all cases, but allowing for the possibility - 
that legislation will be in Parliament at the end of this year or early next year.  That is when we can have a proper 
debate.  We should not set up a select committee to look into something that is a commitment of government 
which is being worked on and which will be brought forward and debated at another time.  I could go through a 
range of other matters that would supposedly be the terms of reference of this select committee.  They really 
show that the mover of the motion is not aware of how the whole reform agenda is being developed, what the 
key parts of it are, and how we are taking that forward. 

There are a lot of issues in the motion which are worth debating and looking at, and which we want the 
community to be involved in.  However, I do not see how we would get value from a select committee, other 
than that the half-dozen members on that select committee would be much better informed.  That would be 
worthwhile.  However, those members can inform themselves through a range of other means.  We do not need 
to establish a select committee for that purpose. 

The member for Swan Hills raised the issue of metering.  That is a very important issue, but I think it goes well 
beyond what we are talking about.  We certainly want to keep the cost of monitoring to a minimum.  The whole 
metering issue needs a lot more work.  There is perhaps a fear in the community because the government has 
committed to a metering regime.  However, that does not mean that it will apply in every case.  Also, it need not 
be expensive.  We clearly want to keep the expense to a minimum, but still maintain standards.   

The next thing I need to do is to explain some of the fundamentals of what we are about, because many of the 
points of view that were put by members opposite are based on a misunderstanding of what we are attempting to 
do.  This idea of equity, which has been raised, and which I will come back to, shows that members do not 
understand what we are seeking to do.  We are seeking to provide the highest level of security to businesses that 
require water for their business to succeed.  Where there is a real risk that water will not be available or will 
become corrupted in some way through salinity increase or contamination, we want to provide protection.  That 
is what this is all about.  We need to face up to the fact that we have a drying climate.  The Indian Ocean Climate 
Initiative was commissioned by the last Liberal government, the Court government.  When we came to 
government, then Premier Geoff Gallop had the good sense to take notice of the signs and called a summit, 
which was held in this Parliament building.  He set an agenda to try to deal with climate change and lower 
rainfall, and the real threat that that posed.  When he did that, Liberal members of Parliament said that it was a 
beat-up and an over-exaggeration, and that there was not a problem.  It was the leadership of this government 
under Geoff Gallop that said no, the science is there, there is a shortage of water and a reduced rainfall, and we 
have to note the impact on both our integrated water supply scheme for residential use and, in particular, industry 
and agriculture, and do something about it.  That leadership by this government is now recognised around 
Australia.  Through that, we established an irrigation review.  Its members consulted around the state on how we 
should deal with these issues.  The irrigation implementation committee was set up after the government ticked 
off on most of the recommendations of the review.  That committee went out and talked about the licence 
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management fees and all the rest.  It had a pamphlet with draft fees in it.  We changed the fees based on what 
people told us.  Consultation is going on.  Is that consultation perfect?  No. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You said you would not introduce a volumetric charge. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  And we have not. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You haven’t? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  I am trying to explain to the Leader of the Opposition what we are attempting to do, 
so that he might actually be able to respond on the basis of knowledge rather than partial knowledge and half-
truths, which has him saying a whole lot of ludicrous things that are not true. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  In your press statement today you said the licence would be based on the amount of water 
used.  Isn’t that a volumetric charge? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is not a volumetric charge.  If the Leader of the Opposition will listen, I will explain the 
difference.  It is totally different.  The fee is based on the amount of administrative work that goes into 
monitoring; that is, ensuring that the licences are adhered to and that the licensing system works.  That is what it 
is about; it is not a volumetric charge.  I will come back to that later, because it sounded as though members 
opposite were suggesting a volumetric charge, but they will not carry through with that and say that they do not 
want the consequences.  They are really trying to disrupt things - I will not say they are trying to deceive the 
public, but they are saying things that are inaccurate and have the potential to deceive people.  They really need 
to get their house in order and do a bit of homework so that they understand what we are about.  On that basis we 
can have a rational debate on what are very important issues. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Minister, none of us on this side understands what you’re saying. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am saying that the Leader of the Opposition has half-understanding, and that is leading 
him to make assumptions that are wrong.  I acknowledge that the Leader of the Opposition has far more 
knowledge than I in the direct use of water in farming techniques in his area.  He is missing out because he has 
not done his homework.  The whole world has moved on.  We are trying to provide greater security to the Leader 
of the Opposition in his farming practice, and to the people he represents in his area, and if he would listen for a 
moment -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I don’t need it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We do not need greater security? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  In the proclaimed area of the Warren-Blackwood and Lefroy there is not a water 
consumption or rainfall problem.  Even though rainfall has dropped, the dams still fill up each year. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his interjection.  I think that shows the problem 
we have.  The Leader of the Opposition is a dinosaur.  He wants to go out with the dinosaurs.  He is not willing 
to accept the science that we have climate change.  He acknowledges that the volume of rainfall is less, but he 
does not want to take the next step and say that if we want to protect our industries and protect the Leader of the 
Opposition’s investment in his dam, which is an ideal thing to do, we should take steps.  We encourage farmers 
to do protect their investments, and we pay subsidies in the dryland areas to get farmers to put in dams; we have 
increased the subsidies and put out a lot more money to encourage farmers to build dams in our arid areas.  We 
want to provide the Leader of the Opposition and people in those areas with much greater certainty through a 
much more thorough licensing system.  That licensing system has real advantages, but it also has costs.  People 
cannot have the advantages but not the costs.  They must go together.  The opposition urged us to sign up to the 
National Water Initiative.  The initiative makes it absolutely clear that we cannot cherry pick.  We can take the 
advantages of having more secure water, perpetual rights to water, separation of title, and a consumptive pool 
when that is appropriate etc, but we also must take the costs that go with these things. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  You have cherry picked with the issue on Albany. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have not.  I will outline the case and then come back to the member’s misunderstanding 
of what we are trying to do.  There has been no cherry picking at all.  I will come back to the broader principle of 
what we are attempting to do and then I will answer members’ questions about the details. 

We have recognised climate change, the lower volume of rainfall and the importance of water.  In most cases, it 
is businesses that have made huge investments in infrastructure to provide water to their businesses, whether it is 
a dam, a bore, a treatment processing plant for the water, or reticulation that must be put in place.  A range of 
companies, including agricultural and non-agricultural, have made huge investments to make sure that they can 
provide the water they need for their businesses.  We are working to give them greater certainty and to guarantee 
the continuity of those businesses.  That is what it is about.  A key part of that is to have a far more thorough 
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licensing system.  We already have a licensing system, but it is by no means thorough.  Some people should have 
licences but do not, and other people have licences, under the current regime, but do not need to have them. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can you give us an example of those who need a licence but cannot get one and those who 
have one but should not have one? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have heard of a case of someone who, under the current regime, has a dam that takes 
run-off hillside water.  It is not on a stream and it is not taking groundwater.  He has a dam licence.  Under our 
current proposal, that dam will not need to be licensed.  All the farms throughout the wheatbelt that have run-off 
paddock dams are not required to be licensed. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How many of them are over 50 megalitres? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is not the point.  I have been given an example of someone who has a dam of the 
type that, taking on face value what I was told, does not require a licence, but the owner has a licence. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  So does that mean that I have a licence now but I do not need a licence for mine? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition might like to perpetuate his ignorance.  He is 
demonstrating his half understanding of what I am talking about. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is the example I gave you. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition does not listen.  I want to engage with him and respond to 
his interjections but I will firstly outline what we are seeking to do. 

The more thorough system will check where the licences are and whether the licences meet the criteria, and it 
will make sure that people are conforming to their licences.  They might have a licence for one amount of water 
but be using far more water than is permitted, whether it is groundwater or stream water.  Therefore, monitoring 
must be put in place so that we can provide greater security.  I am now getting a range of letters from people and 
being asked questions about this and I am talking to people who are complaining.  However, until people became 
conscious of this matter, the biggest complaints I was getting were from farmers because other farmers were 
taking their water. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Where? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There are a range of them. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Give us an example. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will not name the individuals.  That was the biggest source of complaints I had prior to 
this matter becoming public knowledge.  I received complaints about someone who had built a small diversion 
dam or a dam upstream and was stealing water.  I received complaints about someone who wanted to build a 
dam downstream because the existing dam was not working under the current rules.  Some people would not let 
the run-off from a river go through their property.  The stream had to continue to flow so that people could fill up 
their dams, but they should not interfere with the continuing flow.  A person who wanted to build a dam 
downstream said that he would be unable to do that because the person upstream was not complying with the 
current rules.  I was regularly receiving complaints about those matters.  We want to ensure, through this more 
thorough licensing system, that there is equity.  We want to ensure that people who have put money into 
infrastructure are given greater security to use that water, and that people who have new enterprises and want to 
gain access to water come in on an equitable basis, where water is available for them to take up.  Of course, if a 
stream is fully allocated - we will know that through this more stringent licensing regime - we will not allow 
those people to build another dam, because it will interfere with the other users.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That has been happening for years!   

Dr K.D. Hames:  We faced that same issue when we brought in the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act.  I think 
we put in management plans.  It is a fair while ago now.  Are you saying that is not working? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  I am saying that we have a current level of management and licensing.  We are 
trying to ensure that that is more thorough and comprehensive, given the challenges we now face.  We are 
building on the work we have already done, and lifting it to a higher level.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can you provide us with some examples of where there are streams in proclaimed areas and 
where these problems exist, because I am not aware of any?  I now there are problems in areas that are not 
proclaimed, such as Margaret River, where they are building very big dams now and cutting off permanent 
streams.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point is that we are seeking to deal with those issues, whether it is through 
proclaimed areas, or through licensed areas and the development of water plans.  As we go through the new 
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regime, proclaimed areas will still play a role, but they will be part of a much larger regime.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is reflecting back to me what I have said.  I have said that there are issues.  The Leader of the 
Opposition wants to nitpick and say it applies in one area and does not apply in another area.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Give me some examples of where it is happening!  Where is it happening?  It is not 
happening!   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  I think the Speaker has said 
that the Leader of the Opposition is on his last chance.  I have been pretty lenient with the Leader of the 
Opposition’s interjections, because the minister has been encouraging them, but I will not have the Leader of the 
Opposition stamping his feet and hitting the table.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I hope the Leader of the Opposition will stay in the chamber, because he may actually 
learn something!  At the moment, the Leader of the Opposition is working on the principle that where ignorance 
is bliss, it is folly to be wise.  The Leader of the Opposition does not want to understand what we are seeking to 
do.  What we are seeking to do is in conformity with the National Water Initiative, which the Leader of the 
Opposition was asking us to sign up to.   
I will move now to the form of the licences, and where the licences will apply.  One of the key principles is that 
licences will be needed only in areas in which there is a danger that people will lose security in their right to 
access water.  That is, for example, where there is a stream flow, or an aquifer, with multiple users, or where 
there are large users, which will potentially impact on someone else.  We do not want to put in a regime over a 
range of areas.  Member for Stirling, there is no point in licensing all the small farm dams throughout the 
wheatbelt.  There is no value in that.  Therefore, we will not be doing that.  We will not be charging those 
people. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  I understand that.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is the same in Perth, where we have a lot of backyard bores.  We do regular mapping of 
the groundwater. We know where the issues are, from a global view.  There is simply, at the current time, no 
cost benefit in licensing the nearly 150 000 backyard bores, because they take very small amounts of water, and 
they take it from the unconfined aquifer, which is really just a re-use of groundwater.  However, we do need to 
monitor that, and we are doing more studies in that area.  If those studies show that there are problems in given 
areas, we will consider what management is appropriate, and licensing may form part of that.  There is no point 
going into areas which are not stressed, and in which we do not need to put in a licensing regime.  As I have said, 
what we are about is putting in place a regime that will provide greater security and protection for people who 
need that water, where there is some element of risk, and management is required.  That is what we are seeking 
to do.  Most domestic bores used for stock watering or for domestic gardens do not need to be licensed.  It does 
not matter whether they are in Perth, or wherever.  However, there are exceptions.  First, stock watering and 
domestic bores in Albany and Exmouth are required to be licensed, and they have been for some time, because 
the impact of saline intrusion from seawater would mean that those people would lose their investment; that is, 
they would not have any water.  Therefore, a level of monitoring is required. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  So what about the Mosman peninsula, or Falcon, or North Fremantle, where they do have 
issues with exactly what the minister is raising now?  Is the minister not going to place a regime over them? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, because the problem is not of the same magnitude.  Most of the people in those areas 
do not put in bores, because they know it is not worth doing that, as the water is saline.  However, in areas such 
as Exmouth, what will people do if their water supply becomes saline?  They may not have the choice of another 
water supply.  In those cases, water supply is crucial to the value of their investment, whether it be a holiday 
house or a business.  They would be in jeopardy if we did not give them that protection.  Does the member want 
to tell me that people in Albany want the government to back off and not give them any protection at all?  I am 
happy to go down and talk to those people in Albany, and if that is what the member is saying - that they want 
the government to back off and do no licensing or monitoring and allow their neighbours to stuff things up so 
that they do not have any water supply -  
Mr D.T. Redman:  They were happy to pay a $50 fee.  I actually support imposing a fee for their licences, but 
not $200.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Let us not be ingenuous.  Either a benefit is delivered to people, and we can then argue 
over what is fair and equitable, or no benefit is delivered.  The government is seeking to deliver a direct benefit 
to people who have unconfined aquifers in the Albany and Exmouth areas.  That is what it is about  It is a matter 
of how to do that in an equitable way, and that is what the government is seeking to do.  The other issue is that 
there are some places in the Serpentine and Oakford areas, and in Bunbury and Busselton, where confined 
aquifers are being used.  Confined aquifers are very important sources, and there is potential for those sources to 
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be disrupted, particularly in the aquifers that are under pressure.  Impurities can be injected, or the water can be 
contaminated, so we also need to protect the resource in those areas and make sure that bores are licensed.  
However, we have said that if the bores are only for domestic use of up to 1 500 kilolitres a year, we will not 
impose an annual fee but will have a licensing regime, because they will not need to be monitored as carefully.  
There will be a very light touch of monitoring.  There is no need to go around and inspect every bore; it can be 
done globally in the area.  The lighter level of monitoring means that we will not impose an annual fee on them.  
However, they will have to be licensed upfront if they want the protection that we are offering them.  The 
licensed use of groundwater in those areas and in other areas where businesses are relying on the resource means 
that we need to put in place the monitoring that goes with the licensing.  The bulk of the state’s 
150 000 domestic bores and 20 000 farm dams do not require water licensing.  It applies only if farm dams are 
part of a watercourse, are commercial or are used for non-riparian purposes.  Again, to protect the interests of 
other people, we need to look at how those standards are to be licensed. 

The issue I raised, and that I think people are aware of, is that I always work on the basis that the licensing of 
dams is linked to use, because that is what we do for bores.  If more water is being used, there is a need for more 
monitoring.  However, some people actually have licences based on the volume in their dams.  Part of that is not 
that they need to use the water, but that having a licence for the larger quantity that is the capacity of the dam 
adds value to their properties.  They want to have it both ways.  They want their licences to recognise the size of 
the dams so that they will get more money if they sell their properties later, but they only want to use small 
amounts of water.  We are saying that the fee can relate to the small amount that is used.  However, they need to 
make that call.   

The other thing we are looking at here is moving towards more secure title for water and the potential for 
perpetual entitlements, which will be provided for in the new legislation.  They will not be available in every 
area, and they will need to meet the requirements of a statutory water plan.  However, where we provide those 
perpetual entitlements, the people who will be the first through the door to get them will be the existing 
licensees.  Therefore, it will be of value for people who have a licence in water, whether in a dam or as 
groundwater, as we go through this process, to want to hold that value as a perpetual entitlement.  They have a 
bit of a problem if they say that they have a big dam but they do not want to pay a licence fee related to the 
administration of it, so they put in for a small licence.  They can always upgrade it at a later stage.  They can go 
through the process and upgrade the volume they are licensed to use  However, they may find when they come to 
seek a perpetual entitlement that other people in the area of the consumption pool who have larger entitlements 
in their licences will be first through the door to turn those into perpetual entitlements.  That is a business 
decision that individual licence holders will need to make. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  And will the perpetual entitlement attach to the land flow? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We are opening up the potential for there to be a separate title to that water, but that will 
not be available in a lot of areas.  We have to go through the whole process  We need the new legislation, and we 
need the statutory water planning.  It will then be open to people, where a consumptive pool is established, to 
have a perpetual title.  However, in a lot of areas in WA, we cannot judge at this stage whether a consumptive 
pool can be properly established under the principles required. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  And will trading within it establish a consumptive pool? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes.  Water trading can be done outside of consumptive pools, as we have water trading 
now. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  Yes, but inside that. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It will be enhanced within the consumptive pool. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  Can I just ask a question about the decision to change the position on these Albany sites and 
a couple of other sites there, and the $540 000 that will be forgone?  Would it be possible that in two years, when 
the ERA has a look at inflation reviews and the revenue that has been raised against the cost of administering it, 
that it will say as a product of this decision and the $540 000 that it might actually lift the fees of all the other 
water licences? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is up to the Economic Regulation Authority in two years, but let me go back to 
actually explain what we are doing here.  Again, if members understand what we are doing and why we are 
doing it, it will lead to asking questions that will take us forward rather than asking questions that are 
misconceived. 

The current estimate of the cost of licensing is $5.8 million.  The expenditure review committee will look at that 
and say that either more or less is being spent on licensing.  We have had that on occasions before.  We have 
gone back and looked at the cost of a particular fee that related to licensing, found that there was an overcharge, 
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and reduced the fee.  In my portfolios we have done that in a range of areas and substantially reduced the cost of 
a licence or a fee.  The fees were set up years ago and had been increased every year in line with the consumer 
price index.  However, we found with the introduction of computer technology and improved licensing systems 
that the cost of licensing, particularly in consumer protection, fell dramatically.  We therefore made a huge 
reduction to the fee we charged people.  Because the fee is based on cost recovery, the fee should match the cost 
of running the licensing system.  The first thing to establish, therefore, is whether $5.8 million in today’s dollars 
is a proper and accurate estimation of what the licensing administration will cost.  Bear in mind that it is for not 
only establishing a system with computers and their maintenance, paperwork and the office to service people 
who receive their licence, but also the cost of inspectors to go out and monitor what is happening.  It will also 
help in settling disputes, so, obviously, a small amount will be for education and advising people. 

All of those things - I have covered them briefly, not comprehensively - are part of the cost of the licence 
maintenance, and that has been estimated at $5.8 million.  Then we looked at the licences.  I answered a question 
from the member for Dawesville earlier and said that we have a relatively good licensing scheme, but that we 
need to improve it in terms of its challenges.  The licensing system indicates that there are about 13 000 licences.  
In fact when the discussion paper went out and had the actual cost of the licences, it had five tiers and was based 
on more than 13 000 licences.  However, through the process of trying to clean up the licensing register, a whole 
lot were found not to need licences under the new regime.  We then came down to about 13 000.  We went from 
a five-tier cost to a seven-tier cost, and that was the basis for the current fees that are now being advertised and 
sent to people.  The member for Stirling’s point was about who would meet some of the costs.  The consolidated 
account will have to meet those costs.  However, so that members understand where we are coming from, the 
costs are based on best estimates of cost and best estimates of the number of licences.  The number of licences 
might drop for another reason.  We have advised people that if they have a licence for each of two or three bores 
on the same property, they would do better to amalgamate them and have just one licence.  We encourage people 
who can cut their licence fee to actually do that.  They may decide in terms of the volumes of water whether that 
is in their interest, but it would mean less administrative costs if there was one licence for three bores, as the 
inspector would inspect all three at the same time when that was required.  That will therefore cut costs, and that 
is a great thing if it cuts costs for the licensee.  On that basis we may end up with more or less than the 
13 000 licences; we do not know.  Until we actually get the system in place we are not in a position to be 
absolutely certain as to how that cost will be distributed.  If the estimates that have been made are pretty close to 
spot on, we will have a shortfall of half a million dollars and that will have to be met out of the consolidated 
account.  We will do that for two years.  When the ERA looks at it, it will probably put up all the fees to cover 
that shortfall if the other components of the equation match up.  A thorough review will be undertaken at that 
time.  In two years we will have a much more thorough and reliable licence system, and we will be able to make 
that decision based on the facts.  We currently have a licensing system that has a few holes in it.  We are 
estimating how many people will amalgamate licences or apply for new licences.  I hope that gives the member 
an understanding of why we have these particular licence fee structures.   

We also need to look at the fee structure.  The first annual licence administration fee is $200 for people using 
between 1 500 and 5 000 kilolitres a year.  The next one is $325 a year for people using between 5 000 and 
50 000 kilolitres a year, right up to the top one of $3 000 for people using more than five million kilolitres a year.  
Those fees have been worked out based on the cost of issuing and administering the licence, not on the volume 
of water used.  The very clear advice from the Department of Water is that a lot more effort goes into a big 
licence.  There are more regular inspections.  A lot more water could be taken from that particular resource, so 
one bore taking that large amount of water could impact on a number of other users.  It needs to be monitored 
more closely.  That is why a larger fee is imposed.   

The member for Stirling has raised this issue in the interests of his constituents.  If people say that we should 
have a flat fee, everyone will pay $400 to $500 every year.  The cost of the licence administration would be met 
by the beneficiaries who get the greatest security in water.  When we discussed it, we only had a five-tier system.  
We discussed the issue with licence holders, irrigators and the community.  They said that it would be fairer if 
we went to a seven-tier system and had a higher fee for that greater administration, which goes with licences and 
which would have a larger volume attached to it.  It is not volumetric.  If we went to a volumetric system, people 
would be charged for every kilolitre or megalitre they take.  The fee structure would relate to how much people 
used and what type of licence they had.  That is a volumetric charge.  The National Water Initiative drives us to 
go down that road but that is not what we are proposing.  We are not dealing with a volumetric system or a 
resource management fee as the federal government calls it.  That has been implemented in some of the other 
states.  A national working group has looked into a resource management charge that could be applied uniformly 
across Australia.  The federal government has put up the money, starting with the National Water Initiative, but 
also through the Murray-Darling, where it is putting up $10 billion.  A key part of that is going to the Bureau of 
Meteorology to put measurement regimes in place right across Australia.  The measurement regimes will come 
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down to the issue of how much water is being used in what areas and how that is measured.  We had some 
concerns that the way it started out would put us into a straitjacket and it would not suit Western Australia.  
When we first refused to sign the National Water Initiative, our approach was to argue that it had to be a flexible 
system that could be varied so that WA could be different from other states; for example, the Manjimup area 
could be different from the Gingin area.  We wanted to make sure that we had that flexibility to deal differently 
with different areas because they have different needs and the resources are different.  We are part of the 
National Water Initiative.  We are negotiating with the federal government on these issues to ensure that the 
interests of Western Australia are looked after. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Has it got anything to do with the $200 million we’d be eligible for, roughly?  Under most 
commonwealth programs, if this is a $2 billion program, we would get 10 per cent of that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is a $10 billion program but most of it goes to the Murray-Darling. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The National Water Initiative is $2 billion. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We are certainly way short of that.  We have been beating on the door saying that we 
should get a fair share.  We have not got that yet.  That is why we are seeking the opposition’s support to talk to 
the federal government.  The biggest we have is $15 million for the aquifer replenishment at Binningup, and we 
have $5 million for three different water plans that we have going to help us speed that up.  We have been asking 
for money for the Harvey Water trade, which Malcolm Turnbull and the Prime Minister have said is an 
Australian leader, and it is - it is fantastic.  It is a great initiative from the Harvey Water Cooperative.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It was a great initiative of the former government that privatised the water in Harvey.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There are benefits to what the Liberal government did.  I acknowledged that earlier.    

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why don’t you take a bipartisan approach?  Why don’t you come down to the south west and 
talk to the farmers to see for yourself?  You will be able to see what a catchment dam is.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition may not realise that I have visited Manjimup as the 
Minister for Water Resources to talk about water issues.  I have been asked to go back and I am happy to go 
back when I find the time.  The Leader of the Opposition should not suggest that I have not visited Manjimup as 
the Minister for Water Resources.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You haven’t been down there to talk about these issues. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is right; I visited prior to these issues arising.   

The issue is that licensing costs must be spread equitably.  The Leader of the Opposition suggested that the cost 
be $222.  However, we cannot charge that and still say that we are achieving cost recovery.  That will not work.  
If cost recovery is a part of the National Water Initiative and we want everyone to pay the same amount, the 
charge will have to be between $450 and $500 per licence each year.  The proposal tries to spread the costs in 
accordance with the amount of work that goes into administering a licence.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  It does if you include the 150 000 bores in Perth. You are arguing that it is simply a cost-
benefit issue that they are not included.  You are not arguing the issue of water balance and the impact that that 
has on water balance and the science of what is happening up here.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  For years there has been an atlas of groundwater levels.  That can be monitored from 
existing bores.  It does not have to be done in a more intensive way.  It is the same with farmed dams.  If I accept 
the member for Stirling’s argument, we will have to license all the farm dams in the wheatbelt.  There is no need 
to do that, although that is what the member for Stirling has been suggesting, because those dams are vital 
sources of water for those farmers.  We do not need to put in that level of management.  The issue is: who will 
pay for a licence for a farmed dam?  Whether a farmed dam needs to be licensed depends on the dam’s water 
source.  If water is taken from a watercourse for commercial or non-riparian purposes by either a dam 
constructed on the stream or direct piping, such removal must be licensed because it will affect other people 
further down the stream.  Licences are not required when taking water for riparian rights or when farmers take 
water for non-commercial stock and domestic needs associated with a dwelling.  This means that water can be 
taken from a watercourse for domestic purposes only.  Farm dams, such as turkey nest dams or excavations 
which are filled by run-off rainfall and which do not access groundwater, do not require a licence regardless of 
the use of the water in those dams.  Licensed administration fees will be charged for licensed dams according to 
the licence use of water in the dam rather than licence storage capacity of the dam.  They are the key elements 
about which we must have a rational debate.   

Metering was raised as an issue of concern.  Metering will be rolled out with the local plans.  If the demand 
becomes close to supply or if there is an over-allocation, a higher level of metering will be required.  I am quite 
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open, particularly in the Manjimup area, to using various forms of gauging water levels to monitor water usage.  
Those methods will probably be accurate enough in areas in which there is not real competition for water.  We 
do not want people to incur the extra cost of metering if that is not needed.  If there is a disputation or concern 
about the availability of water, we will need a higher level of metering.  Currently, we are spending $6 million in 
the Gnangara area to ensure that all those bores that are used for various horticultural and productive purposes 
are metered.  We are rolling that out, because clearly that is a stressed water resource.   

I have already touched on some of the points raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  I am sorry that he has left 
the chamber.  He acknowledged that we need to manage dams on streams, although he said that it was not right 
to license his dam.  That is what I wrote down.  That is a bit ambiguous, because although he recognised that 
dams on streams need to be managed, I heard him say that it was not right to license his dam.  That is old-world 
thinking.  He has failed to recognise the impact of climate change and the fact that it is being addressed here and 
across Australia with a much more thorough licensing system and a range of new policies and legislation.  He 
said that we should let farmers have a simple life.  I know that farmers might hanker after a simple life, but my 
knowledge of farming is that it is not too simple.  Farmers are dependent on the price that they can get for their 
product, and the cost of production is increasing.  Successful farmers have quite sophisticated methods for 
marketing their products to ensure that they have viable farm enterprises.  Those people are also aware that water 
is very important and that it needs a much better system of management to give them the security that they want.   

I am not sure that I heard the Leader of the Opposition correctly, but I was a bit surprised to hear him claim that 
he used 90 000 litres, or 90 kilolitres, of water a week.  If he used that amount every week, it would amount to 
4 500 kilolitres a year.  I could understand if that water were used for productive purposes, such as for an 
orchard, but I clearly heard the Leader of the Opposition say that it was for domestic use.  Perhaps for him 
domestic use involves the growing of a crop.  I do not know.  However, to use that amount of water on simple 
domestic use seems to be quite excessive.  People have bigger gardens in country areas, which is understandable; 
so they should.  However, normal residential domestic use is around 300 kilolitres a year.  On the figures that the 
Leader of the Opposition gave, he would use 4 500 kilolitres of water a year.  That does not add up to me.  
Perhaps it is another example of the Leader of the Opposition giving only half the truth.  He may need to explain 
himself a bit more clearly.  I certainly think that we need to be much more open to that.   

I hope that the Leader of the Opposition will come back into the chamber, because I want to go back to the 
things that he said I should say outside of this place.  I am happy to say them outside.  I am happy for him to 
correct me if I have got them wrong.  He said that I have got them wrong, but he agreed with me when I pressed 
down to the detail.  The issue that we need to be careful about is that of people seeming to have a conflict of 
interest.  From earlier discussions with the Leader of the Opposition, it seems that he has a very poor 
understanding of what is meant by a conflict of interest.  He did not see much conflict with him being a cabinet 
minister - I did not say the Minister for Water Resources, because he was not that minister at the time I am 
talking about - who was privy to legislation that would create reforms and lining up with a business partner to 
take advantage of those reforms.  People might say that that was just being smart, but I am not sure that that is 
how the community would see it.  I am happy to be corrected by the Leader of the Opposition, not by him 
generally slamming my comments or making vague suggestions, but by him coming back with the facts.   

I believe that it is true to say that in 1999, the Leader of the Opposition was seen to have a significant conflict of 
interest between a private interest and his role as a cabinet minister.  In March 1999, Moltoni Agricultural Ltd 
applied for a water alliance for Koorian Estate in Gingin, and in April 1999 a water licence was issued.  The 
opposition leader was a director of Moltoni Agricultural Ltd and Koorian Land Co Ltd at that time.  He was not 
the Minister for Water Resources but he was a minister in the then government.  As a minister, he was aware of 
the Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Bill, which was introduced into the Parliament in 1999.  He 
clearly understood the financial gain that would accrue under the new act of Parliament to people who had water 
licences.  He was a minister in the government and was also in a business arrangement that would clearly benefit 
from this legislation.  The legislation would make water licences a valuable asset, with the Koorian water licence 
estimated at the time to be worth $900 000 a year.  It was clearly a substantial gain to that enterprise, in which 
the Leader of the Opposition had a clear interest.  At the same time that the Leader of the Opposition was in 
cabinet considering the legislation that would make water licences a valuable asset, he was a director of a 
company that applied for and obtained a water licence.  The Leader of the Opposition believes that there was no 
conflict of interest, but I do not think that his view would be in keeping with that of the vast majority of the 
community, who would have an issue with that.   

The Leader of the Opposition recently put out a press release on the issue of lower water use fees but without 
acknowledging that he has a direct interest in lower fees for the enterprises in which he is involved.  I am very 
glad that the Leader of the Opposition has returned to the chamber, because he earlier indicated that he no longer 
held a directorship in those companies.  Is that correct? 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  And the Leader of the Opposition said he gave it up some years ago. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  How many years ago? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  In 2003. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition needs to do something about his members of Parliament 
financial interests declaration. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I suggest you talk to the Clerk about that, because I spoke to him about it this morning. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This morning, after I raised it yesterday? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes, I did - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  So we have an incorrect record, have we? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  - just to double-check, and the return is right. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am looking at the annual return of Paul Domenic Omodei, MLA for July 2004 to June 
2005.  Under 6, which is membership of and interests and positions in corporations, it has Koorian Olives. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Which year is that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is from July 2004 to June 2005. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  To June 2005? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is not a directorship of Koorian Olives. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I said that it is under 6, which is membership of and interests and positions in 
corporations, and the Leader of the Opposition had on his return, “Koorian Olives Agribusiness Investment”. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is not the directorship. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  But the Leader of the Opposition had an investment. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I had an investment going way back.  They are shares.  The company has been sold. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  But the Leader of the Opposition had an investment at that stage, in 2004-05. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes, so what? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Does the Leader of the Opposition still have that investment? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, I don’t think I have.  I think it has been sold. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is not sure? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It doesn’t matter.  The directorship was finished in 2003; but even if I did have shares in 
Koorian Olives, and even if I still had them now, what’s wrong with that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The connection is that the Leader of the Opposition is arguing for a lower licence 
management fee for a company that requires and has the right to sizeable amounts of water, for which it would 
be paying a higher licence fee. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  There were something like 480 unit holders in that grove when they owned it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, but when I asked the Leader of the Opposition earlier, he said that I should go 
outside and say these things because they were somehow wrong. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think you should, because you made the connection that Koorian Olives had a water 
licence.  It didn’t have a water licence. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, it had an interest in it. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yesterday you said it did.  It hasn’t. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Koorian Estate was given a water allocation. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think that was in 1999. 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Koorian Olives?  I do not think so, minister.  I think you had better go and check. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Moltoni Agricultural applied for a water licence for Koorian Estate. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The licence is held in Moltoni Holdings. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Sure, but it is of benefit to Koorian Estate. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, it is different. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Koorian Estate could not grow its product without the water, could it? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Tony had an interest in Koorian, but the water licence is not in Koorian Olives. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not disagreeing with the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That’s what you said yesterday. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  What I am saying is that there is a benefit to Koorian Estate from that licence, which was 
originally issued to Moltoni Agricultural. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The licence? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are you sure? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is my information. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  There are two licences, minister.  There is one into Leederville and one into Yarragadee, so 
why don’t you go away and get it checked?  You can ring Moltoni’s lawyers, and they will give it to you chapter 
and verse. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  They may or may not.  However, the point is that I do not believe that the Leader of the 
Opposition has explained to the satisfaction of the house that he does not have a financial benefit from that 
particular licence, which he was involved in getting earlier, as a director. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  There has never been a financial benefit from Koorian Olives since Koorian Olives started. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition has never had a financial benefit? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  However, the Leader of the Opposition is telling me that he has Koorian Olives in his 
declaration, under 6, which is membership of and interests and positions in corporations. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Interest in, yes; never received a benefit.  It never made any income. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  However, the Leader of the Opposition holds some shares or has some financial interest 
in it. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Shares. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  And it has never paid out? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  No.  So what’s your argument? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition has done his money, has he? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It was a poor investment? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  A poor investment.  So what are you going to say now?  What’s your next major attack? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  What I am saying is that the Leader of the Opposition does not seem to have an 
understanding of a declaration of interests.  Clearly, that was shown back in 1999. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why don’t you go and talk to the Clerk about it?  He’ll explain it to you. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It does not necessarily mean that he can explain to me what transpired between the 
Leader of the Opposition and the Clerk.  Why does the Leader of the Opposition not explain what transpired? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think you should.  Given that you want to raise it in here to try to embarrass me, don’t you 
think it’s incumbent on you to talk to the Clerk, so that the Clerk can explain to you what I - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Clerk will deal in confidence with every member, so why does the Leader of the 
Opposition not explain to us - 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  I went to see the Clerk this morning just to double-check and to make sure whether it was 
2003 or 2004, and he can show you the whole lot.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  What happened in 2003 or 2004? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I relinquished my directorship in 2003. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition still maintained an interest, which is declared even up to 
the last disclosure. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It never returned a dividend, so where is the financial benefit? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The motivation when one invests is to make a return.  Whether it is a wise investment 
does not matter. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Even if there was a return, what is your argument?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point is that when the Leader of the Opposition was a minister of the Crown, 
understanding water but not being a minister for water, he was then involved as a director of a company that 
acquired very valuable water licences.  The Leader of the Opposition has had an ongoing connection in one form 
or another with that same interest. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I was a minister when I ran a property, which I still own and still run, and I have family and 
friends right across the agricultural sector who had water and made money out of land while I was a minister, so 
therefore did I have a conflict of interest in relation to those issues? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is a bit different. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Did I or didn’t I? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think the Leader of the Opposition’s disclosure of that would have meant that he 
actually understood - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is an interest in common, and you know it, so stop being stupid. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think the suggested interest in common in a company that is set up, of which the Leader 
of the Opposition is a director, which then gains a major licence - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, it didn’t.  It didn’t gain a licence. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition was involved in a company that benefited from a major 
licence - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It bought water from another company - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, it was an associated company. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And therefore I had a benefit because it bought water from another company? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Because the two companies were associated. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is no different from every other farmer who gets water out of a bore in Western Australia.  
Don’t you understand that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think the Leader of the Opposition, under the current disclosure requirements, would 
find himself in very deep water because of his total misunderstanding or lack of understanding of what is a 
potential conflict. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Given your form, why don’t you raise it in the Parliament - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am raising it now.  I am giving the Leader of the Opposition an opportunity to put it on 
the record and he has helped clarify some of the facts by indicating that there was a different company holding.  
Nonetheless, there was a connection there that had the potential to deliver an interest. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to the standing order relating to imputing improper motive.  The minister is trying to 
say that I had an improper motive.  Madam Deputy Speaker, you know as well as anybody in this house that the 
only way to raise such an issue is by substantive motion.  I suggest to the minister that he see the Clerk and, if he 
does so, tomorrow he can come into the house and suspend standing orders and move a motion of censure 
against me.  If he does not, I suggest he get up and apologise to me. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I did not make that imputation. 

Mr P.D. Omodei: You didn’t make that imputation? 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, I think at this stage the minister did not cross that line.  However, the 
Leader of the Opposition does have a point that if the minister is going to go any further, he needs to raise it as a 
substantive motion.  I want the minister to be cognisant of that fact and continue with the debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I accept that.  I was asking the question. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Your problem, minister, is that you judge people by your own standards. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition does not live up to them. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You can try as much as you like but you will never ever find anything improper on my part, 
or any illegality. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have not been convicted and I have not done anything to be convicted. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You haven’t? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  I have not been convicted and I have not done anything that would lead to the basis 
for a conviction.  I would like the Leader of the Opposition to live up to my standards.  He should try. 
Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The issue we were dealing with was whether the Leader of the Opposition really 
understood what potential conflict of interest might arise and how it might be perceived.  When certain things 
happen, whether they are real or imagined, it is certainly incumbent on members to try to make sure there is no 
suggestion, even if there is no reality, of a conflict of interest.  The point comes back - 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Minister, have you got a backyard bore in your place? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Does any of your family have a backyard bore? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Therefore, aren’t you in exactly the same position that I’m in? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  They do not live in that property anymore and they do not use the bore. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  They don’t use the water? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I rest my case. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is clearly clutching at straws.  I made the point very clearly 
that if there was a need for licensed backyard bores to protect the resource and protect the interests of the people 
who have sunk that money into the bores, we would look at doing it.  There is no case at this stage for doing that. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  That’s why this state is in a mess; it is because most people on your side have never owned 
anything, never done anything, never run a business.  That is why the management of this economy is in a mess. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is unbelievable.  This state is in a mess!  A month ago, 
Western Australia had 2.7 per cent unemployment.  It has seen record investment, record employment, a huge 
investment in social infrastructure and record capital investment, yet the Leader of the Opposition thinks it is in a 
mess!  That reflects on the Leader of the Opposition and shows that he deals with half-truths and only a half 
understanding of the facts.  He likes to make accusations based on what he hopes might be the case.  He might 
hope that Western Australia is going backwards, as it was when he lost government and when the state’s 
economy declined, but we now have fantastic economic growth.  The government is delivering substantial 
benefits to the people of Western Australia and it is seeking to do more because this government delivers for the 
people of Western Australia.  Will the Leader of the Opposition confirm the figure he mentioned earlier?  I heard 
him say that he uses 90 kilolitres of water a week for his domestic purposes. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I am not sure about that, but it is quite a bit.  It is a very big garden - 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Is that in the peak of summer? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  We probably wouldn’t use very much water at all on the garden in the middle of winter 
because it rains all the time. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Is that a productive garden, or just a household garden? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is just a garden with nice lawns.  You should come down and have a look, minister. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It must be a real picture if it uses that much water.  I congratulate the Leader of the 
Opposition for being such a keen gardener and for having such a fantastic garden that it uses that amount of 
water.  One might question whether that is the best use of the water, but it must provide a lovely place. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is this the Labor Party trying to suggest that I use too much water and that I waste water?  Is 
that what you are saying? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition has said that he uses 90 kilolitres of water per week.  That 
is a huge amount of water. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is that what you are saying?  You are right.  I do waste a lot of water. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not know whether the member wastes it. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  In the middle of summer water is going all the time. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is a huge amount of water to consume for domestic purposes.  Many very productive 
industries would use that amount of water.  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for entering into to the debate 
and for raising the issue.  It is an important debate.  I return to what the member for Avon said: a range of 
significant issues must be debated here and in the community.  We must engage the community.  A huge effort 
was put into consulting right across the state and a lot of work was done.  I thank the people who did that.  They 
perhaps did not get the response that is currently occurring because people are now further engaged by being 
directly involved in a licensing system.  Not only the licensing system, but also a range of other important 
measures will impinge on water users.  Water users will be offered much greater security, but in offering that 
security, some hard decisions must be made.  Some people may feel that they will be adversely affected in some 
ways by those decisions.  They need to engage in the debate so that we can talk to them and understand their 
interests and take them on board and make sure we are delivering for the people of Western Australia while 
respecting the interests of individuals who need water for their gardens or for productive enterprises.  I sincerely 
thank the Leader of the Opposition for bringing on the debate.  We do not believe that it is best to establish a 
select committee that has terms of reference that lack an understanding of the reform agenda that we have 
embarked upon. 
DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [6.23 pm]:  I want to check whether a number of other speakers want to take part in 
the debate.  If not, I will make my contribution relatively short in the interests of trying to progress the matter. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I do not think anyone else on this side will speak. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will not take up an awful amount of time, so that we can have a debate on the next motion 
listed on the notice paper.  We have spent quite a degree of time on this one. 
I take the opportunity to make a few points.  I have a couple of questions for the Minister for Water Resources 
while he is in the chamber.  I understood him to say - although I am not quite sure - that he thought one of the 
reasons he is not applying licence fees to the 150 000 or so metropolitan domestic bores was that he thinks that 
the water situation in Perth is managed relatively well and does not need to be changed. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is not a severe situation. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I thought that that is what the minister said.  My mind goes back to the 2004-05 and 
2005-06 annual reports of the Environmental Protection Authority.  It is odd that this matter was mentioned in 
those reports two years in a row.  In effect, the EPA said that the management of water in the Gnangara and 
Jandakot mounds, where the minister might find a large number of domestic bores, is actually pretty bad.   
You would know, Madam Deputy Speaker, because your electorate sits on top of the Gnangara mound, that the 
Gnangara mound is considered by some people to be in rather dire straits.  There are major concerns about the 
management of water across the Gnangara and Jandakot mounds, and in metropolitan Perth.  There is some logic 
to the minister’s argument that licence fees are required in the regions in which the minister intends to apply 
licence fees, so that the water in those regions can be managed effectively.  We could have moved a motion that 
says we condemn the government -  
Dr E. Constable:  Is that rain that I am hearing? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I just have to stand up, and it rains - just like John Howard! 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And afterwards, you can go outside and walk across water! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is right!  I will keep talking now, if my voice holds up!  I will be popular!  I might 
find a seat after all if I go out to the wheatbelt where they are looking for me!   
I have digressed somewhat.  We would have moved a motion saying that we condemn the government for its 
poor water management, but we have not done that.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Why?  It is because you could not make a case!   
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  In my opinion, we could have made a case.  However, the Leader of the Opposition, the 
generous and kind soul that he is, suggested that would not be a good way to progress this matter.  He was trying 
to be conciliatory, and productive and constructive, in this process.  I think we could have made a case quite 
convincingly that the government has mismanaged the water process.  The EPA report on the Gnangara and 
Jandakot mounds is a good example of that.  Interestingly, both the member for Stirling and I have made some 
comments in the media about this matter.  I think we actually had the same agenda in mind.  We want equality, 
so that the provisions that are applied to areas outside the metropolitan region are also applied within the 
metropolitan region. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They are. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will get to that in a moment.  I do not think they are.  The message that I heard from the 
member for Stirling - if I am wrong, I am happy to stand corrected - is that licence fees and meters should be 
applied across-the-board.  
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you serious about that? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is what the member for Stirling has suggested. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you serious about that proposal? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is not my proposal. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are not that silly! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  This is the proposal of the member for Stirling.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He is not that silly! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  What the member for Stirling said on GWN News, and what I understood him to say today, 
is that licence fees and meters should be applied across-the-board. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  I did not talk about meters.  I talked about licensing across-the-board. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Sorry.  I was going on memory. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  The case I was making, and which the minister contests, is that the same principles and risks 
apply.  As the minister has said, it is a cost-benefit analysis, rather than an analysis of the issue of water balance. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That reinforces my point; namely, that we are approaching the same argument from 
different ends.  My approach is that if we do not charge licence fees in metropolitan Perth, we have no moral 
right to charge licence fees in areas outside metropolitan Perth.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  But they are gaining a benefit. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  So are the people in Perth. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  But not the same benefit. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will ask the minister another question.  When was the last time in the minister’s memory 
that a subsidy was paid by a government entity for putting down a bore in the metropolitan region?   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  People are still getting a rebate for putting down bores. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Would they be people in the metropolitan region for whom reticulated water sources are 
available? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Okay.  Can the minister not see the inequity in applying a licence fee to people in my 
electorate, who have no reticulated water, and whose only options for water catchment are the water that they 
can catch on their roof in a rainwater tank, and a bore?  The minister wants to charge those people an initial fee 
of $200, and an annual fee for domestic consumption of $200.  The minister has announced that he will not be 
charging a fee in my area, and I thank the minister very much for that.  However, the inequity is that the minister 
is prepared to exempt people in metropolitan Perth, yet he wants to apply a fee to people who have no alternative 
water supply.  Not only is the minister prepared to exempt people in metropolitan Perth, he is still subsidising 
people in metropolitan Perth - who have reticulated water - to put down bores, just to reduce the drain on the 
Water Corporation’s resources!  This is one of the reasons that this motion needs to be supported.  It was only 
because of political and public pressure that the minister reversed that decision.  The minister mentioned before - 
I have made a couple of notes, but I am mainly going from my memory - that the draft water plan came out late 
last year, and the finalised plan came out two months ago.  Is that correct? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, a month ago. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Two months ago.  When the final state water plan came out, I would have thought that if 
the minister had got it right and had everything under control he would not have to change anything, because he 
had the process right.  However, the minister has not got it right.  I believe I made a comment about the minister 
backflipping, and when someone backflips he needs water to land in because otherwise it can be quite painful.  
Backflipping needs to be done in a diving situation, into water.  The water caught the minister this time, because 
on 30 May he said in a press release that annual water licence fees for existing domestic bores would be waived 
under the changes to the water licensing fee structure.  The minister did not have it right.  He had a draft water 
plan, and then progressed that to the final state water plan, but it was not yet right, because the minister had to 
backflip.  I lobbied for the minister to backflip, and I thank him for doing so, because it delivered a degree of 
equity between rural and country people.  However, it is an indication that the government did not have the 
licensing system for water in this state correct.  If the minister could have argued that he got it right from that 
point onwards, he would have needed no further changes.  However, the minister has made another press release, 
dated 13 June; that is, today.  The minister probably knows this well, because he probably remembers the 
precedent.  The release states that owners of farm dams who require water licences will now - another change - 
be charged only for the water they use, rather than the amount they store in their dams.  The minister has actually 
had to backflip again.   
Mr D.T. Redman:  Does that mean he will finish up the right way up? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No, because there is the backflip on the Yarragadee, which means that he has gone full 
circle once and is now head down again.  He has done a 360-degree turn plus a 180-degree turn.  The minister is 
amazing.  He is the most athletic man of his age I have come across! 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am also Minister for Sport and Recreation.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Of course; that is the only way he could have done it.  He has backflipped numerous times 
on water.  His state water plan is out there, and he thought he had got it right.  This is the reason he needs a select 
committee to look at it.  I cannot wait for the next backflip, because then the minister will be standing upright 
again.  Talking about making it rain - if he is standing upright, he will land on the ground. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  May I correct you?  I have made changes as a result of listening to people, but that is not the 
state water plan.  The state water plan is a higher-level document, and does not contain these specific details.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It does not, but it would suggest that the minister actually has a plan for water.  It suggests 
that everything has been worked out.  In the past couple of weeks the minister has had to backflip twice, which 
means that he has not got it right yet.  He can sit in this place and say that the government has this great plan for 
water for Western Australia and this is what is being delivered, but then, hang on a minute, it is wrong!  It is 
wrong in one way, and then two weeks later it is wrong in another way.  The argument the opposition is putting 
is that maybe it is wrong in other areas as well.  That is why he should not reject the very gentle motion from the 
Leader of the Opposition.  I would have moved one saying how bad the minister was, and calling him all sorts of 
nasty names across the chamber and done those very negative things.  Instead, to be constructive, the Leader of 
the Opposition has proposed a way forward to help the minister out of some of his problems. 
The minister has been selling his water changes very much from the point of view of protecting the sources, and 
I would be the first to agree with him that protecting sources is very important.  It is an issue that has gone 
dramatically wrong in the Murray-Darling system.  To be honest, I am not convinced that the new proposals 
have fixed things, but it is interesting to look at the direction in which they are going.  There is a need for 
protection of resources, and the minister has probably had approaches from people, as I have.  I will give an 
example from my electorate of the east-west flowing catchments, particularly towards the Busselton end.  Dairy 
farms have existed at the bottom of the catchments for 50 or 60 years with dams as the centre of their water 
collection.  Some of those dams are just for stock water but others are for pasture irrigation.  Managed 
investment scheme vineyards have started further up the valley, and suddenly we find that, with the decline in 
rainfall that we all acknowledge and recognise, the dairy farms that have been there for 50 years have a real 
problem with water catchment.  I recognise that and the minister recognises that. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The Leader of the Opposition has difficulty recognising that. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am sure the Leader of the Opposition has said that he recognises that security of water 
tenure is an issue. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  He didn’t recognise that. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is not what he said. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  No.  I was talking about the Warren-Blackwood catchment.  He is talking about Donnybrook. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  He is talking about those other areas.  I think the minister will find that everybody accepts 
that there must be some security of tenure.  However, that is not necessarily what the minister is proposing.  I am 
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intrigued to see how the minister can justify some of the figures he has put forward.  The figure of $5.8 million is 
an interesting figure and I am intrigued to know exactly how the department sat down and worked that out.  I 
was very intrigued to hear that bigger dams and bigger bores will have more regular inspections.  I think we will 
hold the minister to that assertion.  Some friends of mine have very large dams and will come close to paying the 
$3 000 annual fee for their dams; they are not very happy about it.  However, I will find out how often the 
inspectors go out to their dams and compare that with how often they inspect somebody with a very small dam.  
I suspect the minister is actually winging it a bit here.  I think he is trying to justify a figure without the 
necessary ability to do so.  I suspect that the Department of Water will do a desktop study for dams.  The 
inspectors will go to everybody’s dam, or they might google earth them or the equivalent.  They will then count 
the number of dams this year and check how many dams they had the previous year and realise that the same 
number of dams are all about the same size they were the previous year.  They will then assess them with a 
pretty simple calculation and realise that the amount of water the dams caught was the same as the previous year.  
I suspect per property that would take a couple of minutes - I do not know - using google earth or a desktop 
study. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You could have the contract. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I would love to have the contract; absolutely!  Call me what’s-her-name Rein; I could make 
a lot of money out of that - the only Rein we do not want to have.  I would love to have that contract because I 
think I could make a pretty dollar out of that.  The minister’s guys will conduct a desktop study, which will take 
them a couple of minutes per property, and the minister will charge people a minimum of $200 and a maximum 
of $3 000 for that.  There may be a new dam on the occasional property and the department will have to either 
send somebody out on site or, as the desktop stuff is pretty good, they could probably make an estimate of the 
water catchment based on the surface area of the dam and the topography.  That is how we do most of our work 
these days.  Within a 10 per cent variation, the department will know exactly how much water is in those dams.  
That will probably add another five minutes onto the time required to check each property, unless the inspectors 
go on site.  We will be checking to make sure, as we presume that is how the minister will justify his position.  
The minister will say that this is why it will cost people $3 000 a year for a large dam.  I think the minister will 
struggle to justify that position.  He might, for example, justify that position by referring to the overall cost for 
monitoring and supplying water.  He will include a heap of people, including political advisers and policy 
officers and a couple of people providing afternoon teas. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  And if you have a big one, you’ll pay more. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The minister will do all of those things.  I do not know the figure.  The minister probably 
knows it off the top of his head.  What was the last dividend the Water Corporation paid to the state of Western 
Australia, just out of interest? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The Water Corporation is not involved in this; it will pay a licence fee. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I know it is not, but the minister brings in bits that are convenient to him.  It will be 
convenient for the minister to say that the supply of water for industry and commercial dams in some areas must 
be completely user pays, and he will decide what the user-pays bit is because he will decide how much that 
should cost without checking it out.  However, he will not use the overall package that says the cost of supply or 
management of water across the state is X number of dollars and divide it up equitably.  This will affect a small 
and vulnerable group of people.  There are 13 000 farms but they are all spread out over a number of seats.  One 
vote, one value legislation is in, so the vote probably does not count much anyway, to be honest.  The minister is 
saying that this is a vulnerable group of people and he will take advantage of them.  He will say, “We will not 
charge the people in the Deputy Speaker’s seat in Wanneroo as that is likely to be a big group of people who 
might influence the vote for the seat.  We’ll damn well leave those domestic bores alone in the Perth 
metropolitan region.” 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The member for Wanneroo’s electorate has a lot of people who will be paying the fee. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There will be some, so that will be interesting.  However, it is not as many as there would 
be, of course, if the minister applied the fee across-the-board for domestic bores.  If the minister put in that full 
equity, he would have a problem in a lot of marginal seats, so that is not going to happen.  The minister is going 
to apply this proposal inequitably. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  Is that your policy?  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No, that is not my policy.  I was at the opposite end of the argument from the member for 
Stirling.  I said that because the licensing fees will not be applied to people in the Perth metropolitan area, they 
should not be applied to people in rural and regional areas. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  That’s a national policy. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Stirling was suggesting that the fees should be applied across-the-board.  I 
am suggesting that they would be removed across-the-board. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  So you’re not supporting the National Water Initiative? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I do not think that we should be dictated to.  The minister has probably recognised that I 
have always been a strong advocate for the independence of Western Australia and I will not be dictated to by 
our federal colleagues.  I will continue in that vein whatever the cost.   
I think the minister is applying this proposal inequitably.  The licence fee is an interesting process in how it 
relates to environmental outcomes and water flow.  Metering will be expensive.  If the licence fee is removed 
and people are allowed to invest that money in metering, the government might get a better outcome.  A 
committee that would look at this process might sit down - 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How can you meter if you don’t license? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Without charging the $200, $300, $1 500 or $3 000 licence fee.  Nobody objects to the 
licence process.  Nobody objects to a small administration fee to go with it.  We want to see the most effective 
use of the money that is being taken and see it applied equitably.  This debate is not about whether we should 
install meters; it is about equality across the state. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  My fear is your suggestion would actually cost these people a lot more money because I 
hope in many areas they won’t have to have metering.  If you’re saying charge for the metering and not for the 
licensing - 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am not saying that.  It may well be that we end up with metering and licensing in some 
areas. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  What you’re saying is that if you had a parliamentary inquiry, you could look into those 
matters.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We could get a better outcome.  We might find that instead of wasting time now because 
the licensing system does not work properly and the metering is required - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  But you need the licensing system at a higher level before you move to metering and 
planning. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There would still be a licensing system, but the money involved might be better spent.  I do 
not think the minister has looked at this.  He has had to flip around twice so far on the way that he is managing 
the water in this state and the licensing system, in particular, for both bores and dams.  The way that it was 
originally going to be applied was highly inequitable.  The latest outcomes are good; I thank the minister for 
them.  I think he has improved the system.  I think he can go a lot further and make it far better. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I think the minister could make the system far better.  I would like to raise a number of 
issues.  The mechanism by which the minister could make this system better is to make use of a parliamentary 
committee.  The minister stood in this place today and said that he got it right.  The proof is in the pudding.  He 
does not have it right; there is still a long way to go.  I think he needs assistance to do it.  When the government 
said that Western Australia had been short-changed on the National Water Initiative, I said in the public arena - 
in the press - that I agree.  I still think that there is much more that we can get out of the federal government.  I 
think the wrong projects have been targeted.  This is a stepping stone to improving the system rather than 
making it worse. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Just keep in mind that they have given us a letter of offer of money, and there’s the condition 
that we have to do this cost recovery or we don’t get the money. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I accept that.  A bipartisan committee looking at that process might actually lend some 
weight to the minister’s argument that it needs to be done his way. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Are you accepting that there should be cost recovery? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  In some areas there will need to be, but we need to look at cost recovery across the entire 
water supply system in the state.  We cannot say that we will apply cost recovery to one small group of farmers 
in the south west region who are providing horticulture and small crops but not to everybody else.  This is 
something that the government did wrong with the power supply.  There is a 25-kilometre limit.  When people 
are close to town, the government will apply one set of rules, but there will be full cost recovery outside a 
25-kilometre limit.  The government is penalising and attacking rural and regional Western Australia.  It has 
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made some reversals, and that is positive.  It can go far better and do far more.  I am disappointed, although I 
think that this was a positive outcome for the minister.   

To be honest, I would much rather enjoy doing it my way over the next couple of years by attacking the 
government and calling it all sorts of nasty names than doing it the Leader of the Opposition’s way and trying to 
be constructive.  We will go and claim the headlines because the government was not interested in a common 
approach.   

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [6.45 pm]:  I am sorry that I did not hear the beginning of 
this debate - I was tied up elsewhere in the house - because I have an interest in this subject.  I will read Hansard 
tomorrow, because although I am not an expert on dams, I am interested in that argument.  I am interested in the 
licensing of water and of the potential for volumetric charges.  The National Water Initiative’s reference to 
volumetric charges has raised alarm bells.  The growers in my electorate are concerned about volumetric 
charges.  They are prepared to talk about a licensing regime to gain security of tenure for their industry in 
Wanneroo.  However, it would be a different ball game if we were talking about volumetric charges.  The people 
in my electorate can take some comfort from the Gnangara sustainability study, particularly the work that is 
being done in east Wanneroo in a tight time frame.  We will get some joy from that study in terms of knowing 
what the future will hold.  It will also provide a clear direction.  I will be very surprised if the study does not 
recommend restrictions on domestic bores in areas such as the Gnangara mound.  I would be prepared to support 
such restrictions.  It seems ludicrous that water is taken from the Leederville and Yarragadee superficial aquifers.  
Domestic users do not take as much as agriculture users, but they use a reasonable amount.  The water comes 
from a superficial aquifer as does other water.  There is a question about whether they should be allowed to take 
water without some sort of equal opportunity or, indeed, whether they should be allowed to take any at all.  I 
take comfort that the Gnangara sustainability study will provide advice and a clear direction.  When we consider 
the mound and other fragile areas, we must think things through from not only an industry perspective, but also a 
domestic user perspective.  It is an oxymoron for the government to be encouraging water rebates in fragile 
areas.  Although I am a member of the government - I have aired this view elsewhere - it is encouraging rebates 
for bores to continue the drawdown on a fragile area.  That does not add up.  The government knows my views 
on that.  We must consider that issue.  It will probably come through as part of the Gnangara sustainability study.   

I will take note of the arguments put forward by country members about dams, because I am not an expert in that 
area.  We rely on the mound in my patch.  The growers in my electorate want security of tenure.  They will cop a 
licensing regime if they are able to continue to use their land.  The idea of volumetric charges, which is part of 
the National Water Initiative, rings warning bells.  Rather than go down that path, I would rather have a licensing 
regime.  I will look at the arguments that have been presented.  I thank the house for allowing me a brief 
contribution to this debate.  I will talk about this issue more at another time.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (15) 

Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

 

Noes (23) 

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

 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Ms M.M. Quirk 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr G. Snook Mr J.A. McGinty 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 
 


