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JURIEN BAY WATER RESERVE DRAFT DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION AREA 
Grievance 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [9.39 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Water Resources, and it relates to the 
Jurien Bay water reserve draft drinking water source protection area. I make this grievance to the minister on 
behalf of a number of my constituents, many of whom are individuals and farmers who will be seriously 
impacted by this proposal if implemented. I thank the minister for hearing my grievance. I have spoken to the 
minister, and I know that he has had several briefings on this matter and is fully aware of my concerns. By way 
of clarification, I would like to place on record that the landowners are fully supportive of the need to protect and 
safeguard the quality of drinking water not only in their area but also right across Western Australia. Essentially, 
they asked me to bring to the attention of the minister and the house the inequity of the impact this proposal will 
have on them.  

The proposal is to gazette approximately 25 000 acres, the majority of which is spread over six farming 
properties and approximately 100 special residential properties, as a P1 zone. As the minister would be aware, 
the area extends for about 14 kilometres to the north east of the bore field, which is a considerable distance for a 
P1 zone. The sections of the properties east of Cockleshell Gully Road that are included in the proposed P1 
zoning should not even be included. They move into a different geological land formation, even though they 
come under the aquifer precinct. In comparison to other protection areas around the state and P1 zonings that are 
surrounded by P2 zonings and consequently P3 zonings to give the required protection across the range of what 
seems to be the water source protection area, this is an extremely large area to be proclaimed a P1 zone. This is 
an ambit claim. There appear to be departmental difficulties getting enough area upfront, which is more than is 
really needed. I picked that up during the briefing I had with the minister’s staff. 

I do not have to outline the impacts of P1 zoning to the minister. For the benefit of members of this house who 
may be interested and to place it on the public record, I will quickly go through some of the incompatible uses in 
a P1 zone that will affect these 25 000 hectares. Essentially, six active farming properties are engaged in 
producing food for Western Australia and trying hard to stay in business in these trying circumstances. 
Agriculture is seriously impacted by P1 zoning. For example, broadacre hectare cropping is incompatible. That 
is currently taking place. Most of the affected properties are running sheep, cattle and other stock, and that is not 
permitted under P1 zoning. Farmers cannot even have stockyards or kennels for dogs. Farmers currently are 
allowed to have a restricted number of feedlots without approval. In the interim, I think they are allowed around 
400 or 500 animals per feedlot. That will be prohibited, which will impact on the capacity of farmers to manage 
their stock and put them out to market in good condition. Forestry is compatible but there are conditions on what 
farmers can do. All farmers have fuel storage on their properties, for obvious reasons. That is incompatible; it is 
not permitted. All farmers run their businesses from their home office. It is not permitted. The list goes on. Every 
farmer has a pantry or a storeroom where goods and food are kept. They are incompatible. There are no dairies 
in that area yet, but dairy sheds etc are all incompatible. It is amazing to see some of the things that are 
incompatible. For example, places of worship are incompatible. Farmers do a lot of praying these days. Even 
though they do not have a place of worship, a lot of them are on their knees. I say that seriously. That is an 
example of the grossly unfair imposition that is placed on farmers by this P1 zoning. 

This zoning cuts right across the freedom and the right of farmers to practice agriculture. These people are 
asking the minister to look at this zoning closely to see whether some sort of compromise can be built in. It is 
untenable and grossly unfair that we in this place—the lawmakers of the land—make laws, pass regulations or 
impose these sorts of restrictions on farmers. This will principally transfer their equity and their capital off their 
land, which is their superannuation, into the public and private sector. This water is needed for the development 
of Jurien. When I was shire president, we met with people from the Water Corporation and the water authority 
and suggested that this zoning was compromising our good strategic planning for that area. We wanted them to 
obtain the water another 25 kilometres further out, which would be under a large area of government reserve. I 
implore the minister to look at this zoning closely and look at what it will do in smashing farmers’ rights to get 
to their capital when they need it as they continue to practise and provide food for all Western Australians.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta — Minister for Water Resources) [9.46 am]: I thank the member for Moore 
for his grievance. This is a very important issue. The area around Jurien Bay is undergoing fairly rapid growth 
and there is the potential for a lot more people to go there. When West Coast Drive goes through, I suspect that a 
lot of people will want to move into that very beautiful area. We will have to provide a range of services. Water 
is a fundamental requirement for any urban development. The current bore field is simply not adequate for that 
expansion. We need to ensure that we protect that water source. That is what the Department of Water has set 
about doing by going through a process by which a protected area will be established to ensure the water that is 
available in that bore field will be of sufficient quality and quantity so that it will be available for that urban 
development. Clearly, it is a difficult balancing act to meet the needs of the wider community and respect the 
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individual landowners and their rights. We need to find a compromise where possible between the two. This 
week I met with Shane Love, the president of the Shire of Dandaragan, and Clinton Strugnell, the CEO of the 
Shire of Dandaragan, who presented their views and the views of the council about trying to ensure that we not 
only provide for water for the expanding population, but also respect the rights of farmers and take on board the 
view of the shire as to what would be compatible land use over that water-protected zone.  

In 2001-02 the Department of Water carried out extensive drilling investigations in the Jurien-Cervantes region 
to prove up sustainable water sources into the future. The current allocation from the existing well field is 
0.4 billion litres per year. The anticipated demand to meet a projected population of 30 000 to 35 000 is over 
five billion litres per year. There is a huge challenge to provide that water. As the member indicated, maybe that 
water can be brought from another source further away. That will then add to the cost. Who will take up that 
cost? If that cost is then imposed on the developers of further lots around the coastal area and they pass it on to 
the cost of the blocks, that may prohibit people from living there. There is a balancing act in making sure we 
have the water available and it is delivered at a reasonable price. What is the best way to do that? If we left out 
the fact that there are landowners there, clearly, using the existing bore field and expanding it is the best way to 
go. One does have to take cognisance of the rights of owners of that land. Clearly, their land would be bought 
from them and they would be paid just compensation. However, often that does not suit their needs because they 
have committed more than money to developing their farms and they can see future business prospects; 
therefore, they want to be able to pursue their interests in a way that is as unfettered as possible. We understand 
that. The Department of Water is certainly looking at a compromise to respect the rights of those landowners and 
to enable them to have some continuous future use, depending on the protective zoning that is placed on different 
parts of that land. Currently, there is a recommendation for a priority 1 zone across a very large area. In some 
areas that are zoned priority 2, there is already a rural subdivision—if that is the correct title for it—south of the 
entrance road. Clearly, that area would remain zoned P2, but the issue is where the boundaries of P1 and P2 will 
be placed to protect the future drinking water source. Investigations are being done into the different geology in 
that area. One issue that is being investigated is that there is a lot more limestone in the area largely to the west 
and slightly to the south west. In areas with limestone structures, there is a greater propensity for cavities, and 
the water moves much more quickly where there are cavities. The risk then is that if there is some sort of 
contamination or deterioration of the quality of the water, it would move very quickly through to the area where 
the bores are. However, in areas in the east, there is less limestone and the water moves through the soil at a 
much slower rate; therefore, there is less risk in those areas and they do not need the same level of priority. 

The draft plan recommends a priority 1 classification over the entire reserve, apart from that subdivision, which 
has a priority 2 classification. Submissions close on 20 June. The Department of Water hopes that the 
submissions will result in a win-win situation for source protection on one hand and recognising the rights of 
landowners on the other. The department will consult with people based on those submissions and do the work 
that is required to ensure that it protects that water source in a way that respects the rights of landowners. 
Sometimes it comes down to hard decisions. There cannot always be a win for everyone, but the department will 
certainly try, to the extent that it can, to look after the interests of landowners and recognise their rights and also 
to ensure that water is protected for the future. 

This is an absolutely beautiful part of the state. Although a lot of people have moved to the area in recent years, 
there is potential for those numbers to increase in the future and, therefore, we need to be able to provide water, 
which is a fundamental requirement of any community. A burgeoning community of people will require water. 
We have a good source currently and it needs to be protected. The option of moving further away involves all 
sorts of cost considerations. At the end of the day, members of the public and those residents will pick up that 
cost. There may be a far greater cost than that of compensation that may be payable to landowners. Hopefully, 
we can come to a compromise. Although there will be some imposition on landowners, that does not mean that 
they will not have some use of their land and be able to plan to use that land in whatever form in the future. I 
trust that the Department of Water will work with all stakeholders to look after the various interests in a very 
open way and achieve a result that will hopefully result in a win for all sides. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Before I give the call to the member for Yokine, I advise the Minister for Education 
and Training that although I appreciate that he is not actually speaking into that phone, I do not particularly wish 
to see him using it.  
 


