
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Monday, 22 May 2006] 

 p28b-37a 
Chairman; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Tom Stephens; Mr John Day; Mr John 

Hyde; Mrs Carol Martin; Mr Trevor Sprigg 

 [1] 

Water Corporation - 
Mr P.B. Watson, Chairman. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke, Minister for Water Resources. 
Dr J.I. Gill, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr P.D. Moore, Acting Chief Operating Officer. 
Mr L. Werner, Acting Chief Financial Officer. 

The CHAIRMAN:  This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff.  The daily proof Hansard will 
be published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 
Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the off-budget authority.  
Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. 
It is the intention of the Chairman to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week.  For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the minister to clearly indicate to the committee which supplementary information he/she 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I 
seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the Committee Clerk by 9 June 2006, so that 
members may read it before the report and third reading stages.  If the supplementary information cannot be 
provided within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available.  
Details in relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers and 
accordingly I ask the minister to cooperate with those requirements. 
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the Clerk’s office.  Only supplementary information that the minister agrees to provide 
will be sought by 9 June 2006.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My question relates to the Roselea and Princeton problem that I discussed under water 
resources.  What specific action is the government taking to stop water contaminated by sulphuric acid and 
arsenic from entering the Water Corporation’s bore field in Gwelup that is used for the domestic water supply?  
Is it true that the minister is not doing anything about this and is covering it up because it is in his electorate?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, that is a nonsense.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously, there is an area of contaminated water.  In which direction is it heading?  Is it 
going towards the Gwelup water supply?  What actions are being taken?  Is the water being pumped out?  How 
is the corporation getting rid of this problem?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Dr Gill informs me that the Water Corporation currently, as in all cases, monitors these 
matters.  It is not currently a matter of concern to the Water Corporation, which has bores in the general area of 
Gwelup.  In the past, bores had to be closed down.  As far as I am aware, in those cases the contamination did 
not relate to acid sulfate soils.  It related to other contaminants in the ground water. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Arsenic, which is worse.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is not arsenic.  It is benzene.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  From where does benzene come?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  From leaking storage tanks at petrol stations.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It has not come from digging up the peat?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Not benzene, no.  To maintain the very high quality of water which the Water 
Corporation provides, there are in place a range of monitoring operations of the water it is drawing.  Currently, 
as I have indicated, there is no specific concern with respect to the problems of arsenic; it seems to be created 
from the acid sulfate soils in that area.  As I indicated in an earlier division, it is a matter that the Department of 
Environment is pursuing.  It has responsibility for it; it is a pollution issue.  It issues the de-watering licences.  It 
is certainly of concern to me that this is occurring.  As I indicated in an earlier answer, a program has been in 
place to advise people of the potential risks.  That has included letter drops to houses over a fairly wide area, and 
a request for people to bring samples of water from their bore for testing.  People have responded to that.  There 
is ongoing monitoring of the public use of ground water and there is the potential for problems.   
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We have a body of water that is contaminated.  Is it sitting still?  Is it moving?  What can 
be done in a situation in which there are contaminants in the water?  Obviously the situation is monitored, but 
what is done about that contaminated water supply?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I pointed out to the member, that is currently the responsibility of the Department of 
Environment and I have confidence that it is monitoring it and making sure that both the environment and the 
public are protected.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is right next to a major bore field - the Gwelup bore field.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I refer to the waste water program under “New Works” on page 417.  Will the minister 
outline the targets in terms of recycled water that the Water Corporation will intend to achieve in the out years?  
What are the targets in each of the out years?   

[5.10 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I did answer the same question from the member in the earlier division relating to the 
Department of Water, when I rightly suggested that we should revisit it at this point, because the Water 
Corporation is taking the lead in managed aquifer recharge.  As I have already indicated, we have a target across 
the state of recycling 20 per cent of the state’s water.  We are currently recycling 12 per cent.  A whole range of 
programs are in place to ensure that we reach that target.  We are looking to reuse, through managed aquifer 
recharge, the current waste water outfall into the ocean of approximately 100 billion litres a year.  I am advised 
that we do not have a designated target of how much will be reused by what date, because the science still has to 
be fully explored and proven.  The various approvals must also be obtained.  We cannot be sure whether that can 
be done in three or four years, or whether it might take 10 years.  It depends on the obstacles we run into and the 
level of expenditure that can be made on the required research.  We are hopeful that it will be one of the 
programs with which we can approach the commonwealth under the National Water Initiative, to see if the 
commonwealth will help fund the program so that we can move it more quickly.  It really is cutting edge stuff.  
We think it has the potential to reuse a lot of that waste water, but because it is a new, developmental program, 
we have not set a target of reuse by any given date.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The minister mentioned a 20 per cent target for reusing waste water across the state.  What 
component of that target is made up of metropolitan or integrated water supply scheme water usage? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will take that on notice and provide a supplementary answer that will break down the 
target of the 20 per cent recycled water both by metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. 

The CHAIRMAN:  For the benefit of Hansard, will the minister outline what supplementary information he will 
be providing? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will be providing to the member and the committee an answer on the targets for the 
recycling of water, both for the metropolitan area and the non-metropolitan area, to give the state target of 20 per 
cent. 

[Supplementary Information No A8.] 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I have two separate issues.  First, the normalisation process that has been adopted by 
Western Power for the rollout of power to Aboriginal communities was triggered initially by the previous 
Minister for Energy, the member for Cottesloe, and is now being rolled out into five communities.  There does 
not appear to be a similar rollout of a Water Corporation program for normalising water and sewerage programs 
for Aboriginal communities.  Why is this?  Why has the Water Corporation not found a way of advancing into 
the budget papers initiatives like those that have been carried out in the area of power?  Secondly, on page 417 of 
the budget papers there is reference to $30.6 million for the infill sewerage program.  In the absence of funds 
within its own budget, why has the Water Corporation been unable to roll out an infill sewerage program for Port 
Hedland, or at least support a submission to the regional infrastructure fund - 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  There is no regional infrastructure fund this year. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  There is the opportunity of doing it.  All it requires is a will to apply for and secure 
regional infrastructure funds to roll out an infill sewerage program for Port Hedland, where the pressure of the 
resources boom is creating a huge land shortage that could be alleviated by an infill sewerage program. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member has asked two very different questions.  On the first issue of the provision of 
water to Aboriginal communities, the Water Corporation is licensed to operate in certain areas.  Outside those 
areas, it will often be called in to help out because of its expertise.  It has assisted in a number of Aboriginal 
communities, but that is not part of its allocated area. 
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Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  That is the same for Western Power for Horizon, but what Western Power has done -  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am trying to answer that.  That is the old regime.  We need to move to a new regime and 
we are in the process of doing that.  That is a matter for the Department of Water under its new licensing 
arrangement, but that is still part of the policy development.  It does not shift the situation to one in which the 
Water Corporation or some other provider will be the designated service provider to a range of Aboriginal 
communities.  I am very conscious of the fact that we have failed to provide the standard of water that these 
communities should expect, and we are looking to address that from a policy point of view.  Who the provider 
will be is a secondary question to that.  On the issue of town reserves, the Water Corporation has a normalisation 
program whereby it is putting in meters etc for the water supply to town reserves.  The member may have some 
examples of towns in which we need to do that more quickly, but it is now happening. 

The other part of the member’s question related to sewerage in Port Hedland.  As the member is well aware, it is 
part of a sewerage program that has been running since 1994.  Priority was allocated on the basis of protecting 
water sources on health and environmental issues, and issues such as economic growth and planning came very 
much down the list.  Basically, the protection of water sources on health and environmental issues is all but 
done; more than 96 per cent of all properties that have priority based on those criteria have been done.  However, 
because that priority was set in 1994, and although there has been an extension of the program with changed 
priorities, that priority listing has largely stayed the same.  A review has been done to determine whether health 
issues have changed in that time, because there have been complaints from various areas that there are health 
issues with the non-functioning of sewerage systems.  That review will be completed very soon, and it may lead 
to a reorganisation of that priority listing.  That is not likely to address the issue of Port Hedland, from where I 
have heard no complaints about health issues.  Because the town is booming, there is a shortage of properties, 
and sewerage would help in expediting that development.  That is quite a different issue, and I am happy to work 
with the local member to see what we can do, but it will not get priority based on health or environmental issues. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The question was: why will the Water Corporation not advance a regional infrastructure 
fund application so that it can do it outside the program?  Why decline -  
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  There is no regional infrastructure fund this year. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  There has been and there can be.  Why decline, as the Water Corporation has done, to 
advance a program outside the policy framework that the minister has talked about and then leave a community 
frozen?  Western Power, for instance, makes applications for regional infrastructure funds and gets money to roll 
out programs, but the Water Corporation is refusing to. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  My advice from the officers is that we have not declined it, so perhaps the member needs 
to talk to me and we will see where that is at. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The minister wrote to me and told me that. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not advised of that. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I will be more gentle with my questions. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I appreciate that! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  In relation to the Yarragadee aquifer and the possibility of extracting water from the aquifer 
for the integrated water supply system, can the minister give some indication of when the assessment of the draft 
environmental review and management program prepared by the Water Corporation will be completed, and 
when a decision will be made on whether the go-ahead for that project will be given?   Secondly, what is the 
estimated total cost of the project? 

[5.20 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  By “project”, does the member mean full construction or the approval process? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The estimated cost of the full project.  Thirdly, what will be the design capacity and the 
maximum annual carrying capacity of the pipeline from the bore fields into the integrated system? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Starting with the last question, in general the scheme proposes to bring 45 gigalitres per 
year from the south west, particularly in the Jarrahwood area, to the Perth metropolitan area. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Can I clarify that?  Is that the maximum carrying capacity of the pipeline or will it have a 
greater capacity even though the intention might be to extract only 45 gigalitres initially? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  All the current assessments have been on the basis of 45 gigalitres per year.  There is no 
suggestion the pipeline will be overdesigned, but more water can be put through a pipe by installing pumps with 
a greater capacity.  There is some capacity to increase input through a pipe without having to increase the 
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diameter of the pipe.  The design work has to proceed.  There are so many hurdles to overcome.  The Water 
Corporation does not commit funding to detailed design work until it has approval to proceed. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  What do you expect the maximum carrying capacity to be? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The answer I am giving the member is based on the clear intent.  When they come to the 
design work, they may find there are advantages in doing things in a particular way.  That design work has not 
been done and will not be done until approval is granted.  The member should keep in mind that there are two 
approval processes - the ERMP, through the Environmental Protection Authority, and approval of an allocation 
from the Department of Water.  Both those processes have to be gone through.  The cost would depend on the 
design work and the tendering and contracting at a given time.  The figure we are currently working on for the 
bore field and pipeline is about $440 million, but there are extra integration costs when the pipeline reaches 
Perth.  They could be of the order of $170 million.  It is a very expensive undertaking. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  As I understand it, it would be connected at Harvey.  Is the minister talking about greater 
costs in the Harvey connection or in the greater Perth metropolitan area? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will ask Mr Moore to answer those questions. 

Mr P.D. Moore:  The initial connection is to the pipeline at Harvey, but there are integration costs in the Perth 
metropolitan area as well. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Can you give an indication of the timing of the decision? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Dr Gill may be able to answer that.  That matter is in the control of the Environmental 
Protection Authority.  I am told that the EPA is likely to make a determination later in the year. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Later in the year is between now and December. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will see whether Dr Gill can give a more definitive answer.  Clearly, the EPA has to go 
through its processes.  It has been my experience that even at an advanced stage of that process the EPA comes 
up with something extra it wants done and that can extend the time before the matter is properly resolved.  I do 
not know whether Dr Gill can be more specific. 

Dr J.I. Gill:  It is up the EPA to sort out the timing but the responses to the ERMP document closed today and 
we and others need to respond to the comments made.  That process would be complete some time in July.  I 
expect the EPA to make its final declaration on the project about July or October. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  When is it hoped that water can be extracted if the project goes ahead? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That decision must go through several stages of decision making.  As we have already 
discussed, it needs to be determined by the EPA.  The EPA decision may be a full yes or it may be a yes subject 
to certain conditions.  That is a common process for EPA determinations.  We do not know what conditions, if 
any, will be placed on it.  Therefore, further work might be required before we can make a commitment.  The 
government would need to take into account not only the Department of Water’s decision about water allocation, 
but also how quickly the water would need to be provided.  That may depend on factors such as how much 
rainfall and run-off there is this winter.  If we have a particularly good amount of run-off this winter, the decision 
could be put off for another 12 months.  However, if we have a particularly dry winter, we will have to pull out 
all stops.  A range of factors will influence when a decision is made.  I am told that the construction time will 
take three summers to access the areas where the pipe must be laid.  There are all sorts of difficulties, as the 
Leader of the Opposition mentioned earlier, with acid sulfur soils and getting access to particular land to lay the 
pipes.  The project could not be completed before the next three summers. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Would the government not look at getting water before 2009 or 2010? 

Dr J.I. Gill:  It would be 2009 at the earliest. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I refer to the Alkimos waste water scheme under “Works in Progress” on page 417.  The 
expected cost of the project is $279 million.  What will happen to the rock and soil that is taken from the site of 
the wastewater treatment plant?  If I am allowed, I will ask another question once I have that information. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member is probably aware that a number of his colleagues from the northern suburbs 
have been very vocal in asking for the development of this project to proceed.  The rate of urban growth in the 
northern suburbs will potentially constrain further urban development if the sewerage system is not put in place.  
The sewerage currently comes back to Beenyup.  The budget provides money to enhance Beenyup because it is 
reaching its capacity.  It was always intended to develop another waste water treatment plant in the northern 
suburbs, and it will be built at Alkimos.  As part of its long-term planning, the Water Corporation bought land 
close to the coast.  However, the Department for Planning and Infrastructure and LandCorp did not consider it 
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suitable to build a waste water treatment plant on the coast that would otherwise be ideal residential land.  It has 
taken some time for the parties to reach an agreement.  A major amendment is now before the house that will 
allow for the Alkimos waste water plant to be located slightly inland from the coast.  A fairly large program is 
necessary to remove the soil and rock.  As soon as clearance is given through the major regional scheme 
amendment, the Water Corporation will let the contracts.  I will seek advice about whether the $297 million is 
for only the first stage of the project or the whole of the development.  This is a major project.  It is a major 
undertaking to remove the amount of dirt that is required to be removed.  I am very pleased that the Water 
Corporation is already looking at how it can do that in a way that is least environmentally destructive.  Clearly, it 
must dig a large area.  They will seek to protect the surrounding environment to ensure more of a green band.  A 
proposal for a marina in the area adjacent to where the waste water plant will go on the coast is still in its early 
stage.  Potentially, the large amount of rock that is taken out can be stockpiled so that it will be readily available 
for the construction of a marina in the area.  

[5.30 pm] 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Would the rock be limestone?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is correct.  Sourcing the rock from further afield would increase the cost of the 
marina.  This proposal is a win, win situation because the Water Corporation contractors will not need to cart 
that rock a great distance; it can be stockpiled nearby and used to reduce the cost of putting in another marina.  
Given the demand for boating along the northern coastal suburbs, that would be a boon if the developers were 
able to get approval and construct a marina.  I understand there is no approval in the metropolitan region scheme 
for that, but the Water Corporation is looking at how things can be done in the most effective way and at the 
future needs of residents.  

Mr J.N. HYDE:  While all the people in the northern suburbs need expanded opportunities to get rid of their 
waste, they are still buying a lot of coffee in Leederville near the Water Corporation’s headquarters in my 
electorate!  I have noticed the Water Corporation doing an amazing amount of work in that area.  Many of the 
pipes have not been checked for more than 100 years.  Is there a budget figure for the work going on in the 
Leederville environs at the moment?  I can take that answer by supplementary information.   

Mr P.D. Moore:  Three projects are presently engaged in replacing parts of the existing Perth main sewer.  Off 
the top of my head, I think the contract value of the one the member referred to is $8 million or $9 million.  I can 
provide that information in detail.  There are two other sections to be done in the next year or so valued at about 
$5 million and $6 million.  

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Can I have that as supplementary information and the location of the Perth main sewer?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  By way of supplementary information, we will provide details on those three projects in 
the question asked by the member for Perth.  

[Supplementary Information No A9.]  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Given that we now know that the southern Yarragadee project will cost $440 million with 
another $170 million to integrate it into the system, making a total of $610 million, what is the total capital cost 
of seawater desalination plant No 1?  Do these costs include the additional costs required to provide operational 
flexibility to cater for future sources into the integrated water supply system? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Is that the cost of the desalination?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What is the total cost of the desalination plant?  Does the cost include integration into the 
current supply system, and does it include upgrading the north west corridor trunk main?  We have just heard 
that the southern Yarragadee will cost $610 million.  What is the true cost of the desalination plant No 1, given 
that it must be integrated into the system?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  These figures have been given previously, but I am happy to repeat them.  The figure on 
page 417 of $387 million is the cost of constructing the desalination plant, plus the cost of transporting that water 
across to the Nicholson Road pumping plant.  That was considered to be the integration cost.  There were no 
further integration costs for the rest of the metropolitan area.  The plan was to take that water into an existing 
main.  That was certainly considered to be part of the desalination project.  The opposition made a bit of a cry 
about the costs coming in above our first indicative cost.  My understanding is that that was largely due to the 
increase in connection costs and not so much the cost of the desalination plant. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The first $50 million blow-out - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There was not a $50 million blow-out.  I am saying that when it went to tender, because 
of the increased cost of piping etc to bring the water from Kwinana to Nicholson Road in Forrestdale - 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Of course that is part of it.  Did the minister think the water would sit there and fly through 
the air or something?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  The Leader of the Opposition should listen, instead of getting aggro for nothing.  
That is in the $387 million.  I am saying that when those components were put together, the figure of 
$387 million was slightly higher than the price we first estimated when we started on the project.  The major 
escalator in that cost was the connection from Kwinana to Nicholson Road.  However, that price is now locked 
in. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  As part of that package, is there also a requirement to upgrade the northern trunk line? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  It must be kept in mind that a lot of the water that we currently use comes from the 
northern suburbs, through the Gnangara mound. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Would there be a significant integration cost for a second desalination plant? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Most definitely. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Of what proportion? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  A second desalination plant would cost a lot more than the first because of the need to 
integrate it into the total network. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  What would be the total cost of that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We have not got that far.  Currently, we are looking at sites for its location.  In 
establishing those sites, we will look at environmental impact, cost factors and social factors.  As the member is 
aware, the Water Corporation has started work on a second desalination plant, because in the future we will need 
to bring on a major new source.  Currently, it is envisaged that that will be the south west Yarragadee.  If that is 
not approved, the Water Corporation must work on alternatives. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I have a supplementary question.  At the end of the current contract for the No 1 
desalination plant, which will be 25 years down the track, what will happen to the plant?  Will there be a need 
for a major injection of funds into the plant?  Have those costs been projected and factored into the out years? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will ask Dr Gill to respond to that more fully.  However, the part of the answer that I 
can give is that there is reasonably high expenditure on maintenance with these plants.  That is factored into the 
costs.  I have no idea what the anticipated life of the plant might be or whether a major renovation or rebuilding 
of the plant might be required after a certain time. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously, there is a certain cost per kilolitre of water for 25 years.  Is the cost per kilolitre 
post-25 years factored in? 

Dr J.I. Gill:  The economic design life of the plant is in fact 25 years, and the full cost of amortising the capital 
cost and maintenance is a kilolitre rate of $1.16. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  For those 25 years? 

Dr J.I. Gill:  Twenty-five years is the service life.  If it stops altogether at the end of that period, the economics 
would still support the original budget.  However, the chances are that at the end of that time we would review it 
in the light of new technology and current circumstances and decide whether it would have another 10 years of 
service life, for example, or whether it was time to replace it. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There could be a difference in the cost of water associated with that change? 

Dr J.I. Gill:  There could be.  The chances are that it would become cheaper, because technology would have 
moved on. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It would be cheaper because of the potential improvement in technology and also because 
this part of the integration asset would already be built, so that cost would not have to go into the price of a new 
plant to replace it.  

[5.40 pm] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The third-last paragraph at the bottom of page 416 refers to projects in metropolitan and 
country areas.  The last two lines refer to $4.4 million for the upgrade of the Coral Bay water supply and 
$4 million for the upgrade of the Wyndham water supply.  Is there a payment allocation for those community 
service obligations; and, if so, can I be provided with the figures for other CSO payments for other country 
projects? 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, there is.  The total cost of those CSOs is contained in table 2 on page 266 of the 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  The member will see there that country water, sewerage and drainage operations 
receive a subsidy of almost $248 million in the coming year.  The infill sewerage program receives 
$32.4 million, and that covers both Perth and rural areas. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Can I be provided with the details down to the project level? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is in the budget papers on page 266. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Does that go right down to the project level; in other words, what amount goes into it? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, it does not.  There is a rolling issue in that the Department of Treasury and Finance 
approves CSOs and then every few years goes back and re-evaluates them.  It therefore does not pick over the 
detailed CSO cost that goes into each one on an annual basis. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I am trying to target some reasons that the more isolated areas are not getting a CSO 
payment for some projects, whereas some presumably preferred areas, such as Coral Bay and Wyndham, have 
been picked out of the pile and do get CSOs. 
Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Because they need it. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not aware of any area in the country that does not get a CSO payment.  It is a fact 
that we city people are so fond of our country cousins that we pay huge amounts of money to subsidise their 
water and sewerage, which we think is quite appropriate. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I am trying to find out where the money is actually going.  Is that information available? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Water Corporation is required by legislation put in place by the last Liberal 
government, which we support, to recover costs and to get a commercial return on its assets.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Yes, I understand that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That means that charges for country services would be much higher.  We try to have a 
standard price, and that means that we must subsidise country services.  That is what happens.  Although the 
member might think the profits of the Water Corporation are very large, he would see that $385 million will be 
paid back next year in CSOs.  The vast bulk of those CSOs will subsidise country water and sewerage services. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Can I get the detail of where those payments go? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I said, it is on page 266, but it is not in the budget papers that we normally look at.  
The member will see that in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  That gives that breakdown, and that is where I 
am reading from. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  At which page? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Page 266 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Page 416 refers to waste water treatment and so on.  I am aware of a constituent of mine in 
business who has tendered to both the Department of Housing and Works and the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure for a fully accredited grey water re-use system to be used in various government housing projects.  
He has been told by both departments that there is no facility for him to tender for that business.  With the 
minister’s commitment to sustainability and all of those sorts of things, and with Water Corporation figures 
indicating that there is a potential saving of 60 000 litres a household with the grey water re-use system, will the 
minister take it upon himself to ensure that those departments in future will accept tenders from whomever so 
that this water can be saved? 
[Mrs D.J. Guise took the chair.]   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We are encouraging water reuse, and grey water reuse is an important part of that 
process.  There are a whole range of health issues, and the Department of Health sets the standards there. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It is fully accredited and fully approved. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  If there are obstacles, we would seek to have them removed.  There are a whole range of 
programs.  The member for Stirling raised an issue in a grievance recently in which someone had installed an 
aerated sewerage system so they could reuse their water.  This is very effective leading-edge technology.  They 
then got caught up when the infill sewerage program came through because they had to pay the sewerage rate as 
well as the cost of their investment in their own system.  We need proper planning, and there are a whole range 
of factors.  That should not stop people from using these innovative schemes that will improve our recycling.  If 
there is a particular obstacle with this one, it might be best if the member wrote to me with the details of the 
person who feels aggrieved and we can ascertain what the problem is and see whether it can be overcome.  I 
think that in relation to the issue the member is alluding to, correspondence is already afoot.  
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Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I would hope so. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  In relation to the infill sewerage program, can we have a breakdown of the areas that will be 
provided with sewerage under the program in the next financial year in both the metropolitan area and rural 
Western Australia?  Secondly, I note that there has been a further reduction in the estimated expenditure to 
$30.6 million from $34.5 million in 2005-06.  However, the government refers in budget paper No 3 to a 
$10 million increase.  How can a reduction of $4 million be described as an increase of $10 million? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think the member is aware that when the infill sewerage program was initiated in 1994, 
it was a 10-year program costing $800 million.  With the escalation of costs, it would be expected that more than 
that would be expended, but, due to efficiencies, it has not changed as much as one might have expected. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The government drags the program out and reduces the annual funding substantially.  The 
maximum amount spent was $90 million in a year during the time of the previous government, and now it is 
down to $30 million.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member is correct.  However, the situation is that when we came to government, we 
found that the previous government had totally failed to address the changing climate and the fact that run-off 
into our dams is now one-third of what we were getting as a long-term average.  We had a major problem of 
shifting our priorities.  I realise that that has caused some inconvenience to people.  However, given that the 
stated objective of the infill sewerage program from 1994 - it has not been changed - was to put in sewerage 
schemes where they would help protect water sources, where there were health issues with the existing septic 
systems or where there were environmental impacts, we have done 96 per cent of those areas.  We have actually 
delivered on the stated outcomes.  As we all know, the stated outcomes also included planning and 
redevelopment issues as a much higher benefit than had been stated.  Clearly, people want the infill sewerage 
program because it improves the value of their land and allows for subdivision and redevelopments etc.  Those 
issues are now driving the program.  They are very real and genuine issues, but they are not the priorities that 
were set by the previous government when the program was put in place in 1994.  The present government has 
had to move to deal with the drying climate - a problem that the last coalition government simply ignored.  We 
do not apologise for shifting our priorities and we are giving higher priority to security of water supply.  The 
opposition might be happy to have good septic systems and no water going into houses, but we thought that 
getting water into houses was a higher priority, and that is what we have done.   

To return to the figures quoted by the member, the figure generally was $80 million a year until 2001.  It might 
have gone beyond that in some years simply because there can be an overrun when work not done in one year is 
carried into the next year, and that still happens each year.  In 2001, that was reduced to $40 million a year, but 
again there was still a carryover, so the member probably did not see a $40 million figure in the 2001 budget.  
However, $40 million was the new base line.  That has been reduced further so that, where we were looking in 
the out years to have only $10 million, we still have the carryover from past years and the base funding is now 
$20 million.  That is why there is $30.6 million in the coming year, made up of the $20 million specific new 
allocation and a carryover from past years.  That is how the figures come about. 

[5.50 pm] 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  That is Labor government spin, because in reality there is a reduction in the amount of 
funding from the current financial year to next financial year. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have just explained that to the member.  There is a reduction and I have explained it. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  When it says elsewhere in the budget papers that there is a $10 million increase in funding, 
that is what I call spin. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, because there would not have been $30.6 million in the coming year if we had not 
put in an extra $10 million. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I did also ask for the areas that would be provided with sewerage in the next financial year.  I 
will take that as supplementary information, if necessary. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We can give the member that information in part, but it will not be fully definitive 
because two things are happening.  Because we have put in the extra $10 million, there is now a potential to 
bring forward some areas.  Also it takes more than 12 months to do the design work and the consultation work.  
Therefore, I will provide by supplementary information the current indicative list for the next financial year, but 
it will have the rider that it will be subject to change and hopefully enhancement, given those factors that I have 
mentioned already. 

[Supplementary Information No A10.] 
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Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I refer to the capital works program on page 416 of the Budget Statements.  I note that the 
seventh paragraph refers to the Wyndham water supply.  However, there are two other projects that I cannot find, 
one of which is the expansion of the bore field for the water supply to Broome and the other is the expansion of 
the sewerage works for Broome.  I am curious about where they are referred to in the budget papers, because I 
understand they are in the papers. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will provide that information by way of supplementary information.  In relation to the 
new bore field and the sewerage works in Broome, there are issues involved with approvals for land.  The Water 
Corporation is working on that.  In the answer we will indicate what money has been allocated and the current 
status of those works. 

[Supplementary Information No A11.] 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The sixth paragraph on page 416 refers to odour reduction.  I understand the University of 
Western Australia and the Water Corporation have been embroiled in legal action to resolve longstanding odour 
problems emanating from the Subiaco waste water treatment plant that may adversely impact on the proposed 
residential development nearby.  Since the court action adjourned approximately two years ago, what action has 
the Water Corporation undertaken to minimise the odours from the Subiaco waste water treatment plant and has 
a commercial settlement been proposed?  How much in legal fees has it cost water consumers in Western 
Australia to try to resolve this issue? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will call on Dr Gill to answer that question.  The heading used by the member does not 
specifically relate to Shenton Park.  It is an issue for all waste water plants and involves quite considerable 
expenditure to reduce the level of odour and improve the standards.  The Shenton Park site has involved complex 
negotiations with the University of Western Australia as the adjacent landowner.   

Dr J.I. Gill:  At the Subiaco waste water plant the odour-emitting areas have been completely covered.  The 
gases have been taken off and been put through a scrubber.  The level of odour emitted from the plant is very 
greatly reduced.  We have worked with the University of Western Australia over the past two or three years in 
jointly monitoring and discussing the amount of land that can be released.  We have reached a point of 
agreement on that.  We have satisfied the University of Western Australia. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  How much were the legal fees? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We do not have that information. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Why would you not have that information? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We do not carry everything with us. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I request that that information be supplied as supplementary information. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Although we have harmonious relations with the University of Western Australia and the 
matter is settled, it does not necessarily help in continuing that good relationship and obtaining a final conclusion 
if we put in the public arena how much has been spent on legal fees.  At the current time we would rather 
maintain that good relationship and hope that we get a final determination of all those issues.  At that stage I 
would be very happy to provide the member with the details of the legal costs. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  When will that be, minister - 10 years down the track?  The government has expended a lot 
of money in legal costs that have been paid to the Water Corporation by water consumers and they are entitled to 
know how much it is. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I have indicated, we are happy to do that at an appropriate time.  Currently, we have a 
good working relationship with the University of Western Australia.  There are still ongoing matters.  When they 
are determined, I will be happy to provide an answer to the question. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister refuses to provide information. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member knows quite well that he has the ability to ask questions in another forum.  
Perhaps he would like to take up that offer. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I refer to support programs listed at page 417.  There is a capital support cost of 
$16 million.  Is the minister able to elaborate what the money will be spent on? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am told that that is an accounting treatment.  The capital overheads are distributed and 
that is how they are picked up in the budget. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Across all projects? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Across all projects. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN:  What sort of things go into capital overheads? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will ask Mr Werner, who is the acting chief financial officer, to provide an answer for 
the member. 

Mr L. Werner:  The activities that the Water Corporation undertakes as part of its general management include 
things such as the operation of business and the capital of business.  When we do the accounts, some of the 
salaries of people who work in the corporation and other costs of running the business are allocated to the capital 
program because they are rightfully to do with creating capital assets.  It is done at a corporate level. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will give an example.  We discussed earlier the $440 million for the south west 
Yarragadee.  Several million dollars will be spent proving up that project.  That money is used to pay consultants 
and staff but it is part of capital.  It is part of the all-up cost of building the project.  Some of the costs are shared 
across that figure; some of the costs are engaged in capital but are not necessarily marked against a particular 
project. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Where does the government stand regarding possibly desalinating water from Wellington 
Dam and making use of it as a source of potable water?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The government considers that that is a possibility.  However, these things need to be 
gauged against what the cost will be and how quickly we can bring that water on stream.  We are investigating a 
range of new water sources, and also how we can save water and use it more efficiently, and how we can recycle 
water.  Wellington Dam is a very large dam.  It contains an incredible volume of water.  We cannot overlook the 
potential of using that water.  However, that needs to be developed, along with a range of issues.  As the member 
would know, we are diverting water from the east Collie River, which is highly saline, to help reduce the 
salinity.  There is also the water in the voids, and there is water from the mine de-watering.  There are a range of 
water issues in that area.  We are looking at how we can use that water as effectively as possible, and at lowest 
cost and with minimum impact on the environment.  However, it might take 10 or 15 years to bring on these 
projects.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Is that being assessed? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  A range of assessments are being done.  The issue is that desalination may not be 
necessary if we can get the salinity down by using all the other treatment options that are in place.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That concludes the consideration of this matter. 

Committee adjourned at 6.00 pm 
__________ 

 


