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SELECT COMMITTEE INTO WATER SUPPLY AND MANAGEMENT 
Establishment - Motion 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.20 pm]:  I move - 

(1) That this house calls on the state Labor government to refer all matters pertaining to its policy 
on water supply and management to a parliamentary select committee to inquire into and 
report on - 

(a) proposed legislative changes; 

(b) the timetable of legislation and implementation; 

(c) proposals for licensing of water supplies; 

(d) the rationale for any change of riparian rights; 

(e) proposals for water resource management charges; 

(f) proclamation of areas of the state and any anomalies within the proposed 
proclamations; 

(g) proposed governance of licensing and management; 

(h) whether the National Water Initiative compels Western Australia to implement new 
water and resource management charges; 

(i) whether a “one size fits all” will work to the benefit of Western Australian farmers 
and landholders; 

(j) why the state government has excluded backyard bores in the metropolitan area from 
any charges on the basis that they are not affecting ground water levels; 

(k) the uniformity of government proposals across Western Australia; 

(l) how the government proposals will affect springs on private property and the 
definition of springs; 

(m) what is the actual cost of licensing and management in this state; 

(n) whether self-management of proclaimed areas is a more appropriate model; 

(o) what services are provided to landholders by government in relation to water 
licensing and management; 

(p) off-stream dams and dams used for aesthetic values; 

(q) cooperative and independent boards and their role in water management; 

(r) the effect of the Labor government’s proposed water charging regime on farm 
viability, householders, pensioners (senior citizens) and not-for-profit organisations; 

(s) whether it would be more equitable for any water-charging regime to be met by the 
consolidated account; 

(t) a phased implementation of fees to be introduced over the next 10 years if approved 
by Parliament;  

(u) transfer of water within and between catchments; and 

(v) any other matter relating to the state Labor government’s proposal to introduce water 
licensing and management fees. 

(2) That the select committee report to this house by 30 June 2008.   

Order of Business - Motion 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  We seem to have a bit of an issue here.  Order of the day 13 
deals with the licensing of farm dams.  The Leader of the Opposition has gone to order of the day 15, which 
deals with the establishment of a parliamentary select committee into water supply management. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is the one I want to discuss. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I was told that you wanted to debate order of the day 13, which was on your notice paper this 
morning, and that is the one I moved for debate.  We were never told order of the day 15.   
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It was my intention to move this motion and that is what I have moved. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Obviously, there has been an error on this side in communicating which motion we 
wanted to debate.  Both motions are essentially water supply issues.  I would hope that the government could 
accommodate us, because it was an error.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We might not debate it today.  That is all. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Leader of the Opposition could make his speech.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We prepared for order of the day 13.  We will not respond today.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister can choose to defer his response.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  I need a motion to move to order of the day 15. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I move - 

That private members’ notice of motion 15 be now taken. 

Question put and passed. 

Establishment - Motion Resumed 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister for accommodating that.  I initially proposed a motion condemning the 
government for its failure to communicate with farmers on farm dams, but I believe the matter is so serious that 
it needs to be more specific.  I therefore moved the motion expressing the detail so that it could be considered by 
a parliamentary select committee.   

The reason I raise this issue is that it is fundamentally the most important issue facing landholders in Western 
Australia and probably relates to one of the more significant decisions made by the government for a number of 
years.  Given that the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act was passed in 1914, it has obviously been amended on a 
number of occasions, including by the creation of the Water and Rivers Commission, the Water Corporation and 
so on.  The government is currently considering bringing three water bills into the Parliament.  In fact, one is 
already in the Legislative Council and is called the Water Resources Legislation Amendment Bill, which amends 
a number of acts, including the Country Areas Water Supply Act 1947, the Metropolitan Water Authority Act 
1982, the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1909, the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 
1914, the Swan River Trust Act 1988, the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984, the Water and Rivers 
Commission Act 1995, the Water Corporation Act 1995, the Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1912 
and the Waterways Conservation Act 1976.  It is therefore a significant piece of legislation, which will change 
fundamentally how water is managed in Western Australia.  I understand that the minister has another two bills 
to be brought into the Parliament later this year. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There are two main thrusts, but there may be three or four bills.  If we do not have three 
ready to come in at the end of the year, they will come in next year, and I will certainly put them out as green 
bills so that the community can see them.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is a step in the right direction, given, as I said, that there will be a fundamental change 
in the way in which matters are dealt with.  Obviously, the government will be doing away with the Water and 
Rivers Commission and putting in place the Department of Water.  I understand it will also change significantly 
the levels of water supply and management under the current Rights in Water and Irrigation Act.  Parliament 
can, by way of example, work cooperatively when it comes to road safety and the setting up of road forums 
around the state.  The difficulty we have here is that water is such a complex issue at so many different levels - 
pardon the pun - over the length and breadth of Western Australia, whether it is water that occurs naturally or is 
impounded in a catchment dam; irrigation water in the Ord River; micro irrigation water in Carnarvon; flood 
irrigation; water at Harvey; or water in the south west, where it is sprinklers or trickle irrigation and all the new 
technology.  It is therefore very important that we get this exactly right.   

I am suggesting that, with the government’s agreement, it would be ideal - as you would know, Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), with your experience as a chairman of one of the standing committees - that this 
matter be sent to a parliamentary select committee.  That would allow us to have a parliamentary committee 
representative of all political parties that could thoroughly assess the issue, call on people and go to places to 
find out exactly what the issues are right across the length and breadth of the state.  I believe this is a 
commonsense suggestion.  It is being offered in good faith to the government, rather than the opposition being 
critical and sitting on the side all the time questioning the government.  I might add that that is the role of the 
opposition.  We should send the matter to a parliamentary committee that is well resourced and able to bring 
people in to have their say right across the state.   
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Over the past few months in particular I have been accumulating a whole lot of information from all sources 
right across the state, including all landholders.  There is still the issue of country versus city.  It should not be a 
conflict and it could be resolved with sensible legislation.  We might not always agree on everything that the 
government will propose, but if we have a parliamentary committee that can come up with a report that suggests 
structures that will actually work, and can consider models that occur in other states and other countries, I 
believe it will be in the best interests of the state of Western Australia. 

I am sure that the minister will tell us about all the good work that has been done, and indeed good work has 
been done by successive governments over the years.  Now of course it is probably more of a topical issue, not 
only in Western Australia and Australia, but also across the world.  A sound water supply is fundamental to 
human life.  The government has produced a lot of glossy documents outlining the state’s water plan, the 
irrigation task force report and the government’s response, the National Water Initiative and on and on it goes.  
The matter has been brought to a head in more recent times because of proposals by the government. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I am sorry to interrupt the Leader of the Opposition.  We can hear the computer or 
whatever of the member for Mindarie.  Will he shut it down?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is he talking to his wife?  I thought the member for Mindarie would be interested in this 
speech, which is very important, because his electorate has groundwater.   

The whole issue of water supply and water licensing and management has been brought to the fore in more 
recent times with a proposal by the government to introduce water licensing in Western Australia and, I 
understand, down the track water management.  I was going to be critical of the government in a different 
motion about the consultation engaged in by the government.  However, as a result of its poor consultation with 
the community, disallowance motions have been moved in the Legislative Council by three different parties.  
The first was moved by one of the major committees of the Legislative Council; the second was moved by 
Hon Paul Llewellyn, who is a member of the Greens (WA); and the third was moved by Hon Barry House.  If 
the conservatives and the Greens were to vote together on the disallowance motion moved by Hon Barry House, 
the regulation would be disallowed, which would send the matter back to the drawing board.  That has not come 
about as a matter of course; it has come about because of the number of meetings that have been held.  More 
than 100 farmers attended a meeting that I organised in Manjimup.  It was also attended by state and federal 
members of Parliament, including senators who are concerned about the application of the water licensing 
regime.  The issue is of such concern across the state - people from Kununurra to Norseman are concerned about 
it - that the Greens’ Hon Paul Llewellyn became involved.  When someone like Paul, who is a strong 
conservationist, becomes aware of the concerns of his constituents, he responds appropriately.  It is interesting to 
note that the disallowance motions moved in the Legislative Council are all about the same issue; namely, the 
payment of licensing fees.  To his credit, the Minister for Water Resources has acknowledged that there is an 
issue.  He has held discussions with Hon Barry House, Hon John Day, who is the shadow Minister for Water 
Resources, and me to consider the options.  At the same time, Hon Paul Llewellyn moved an amendment to the 
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act in the Legislative Council.  I am not sure what happened yesterday, but from 
my reading of the uncorrected Hansard the amendment that would allow for the volumetric charging was not 
passed.  The Hansard shows that it did not pass.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It was.  They made a mistake.  Perhaps I should not put it that way.  A no vote was declared 
in opposition to the amendment moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn.  The relevant clause was reinstated and the 
amendment was put a second time and carried.  At the end of the day it was carried, but initially it was declared 
by the Chair to be lost.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If I recall correctly, the amendment sought to give the Minister for Water Resources the 
power to allow for volumetric charging.  I think the word “may” was used in the amendment, which would have 
given some flexibility.  Obviously, there was no objection to that amendment.  The disallowance motions are 
separate issues.  I understand that the Legislative Council has nine days in which to deal with the disallowance 
motions.  I expect that those disallowances will be passed, unless there has been a dramatic change in thinking in 
recent times.  I understand that the Minister for Water Resources is playing both sides of the fence and that he 
will deal with the Liberals and the Greens to arrive at a suitable option.   
What concerns me most about the issue is that although the general public - when I say the general public, I refer 
to farmers, landholders and water users no matter where they are - is aware of the proposal to apply a fee for 
water licensing, whether that fee is a volumetric fee or a fee based on usage.  However, they are not aware that 
the government also intends to implement a water management charge in the next phase.  I stand here today 
because I believe that if the raft of issues that I have raised were investigated by a parliamentary committee, with 
the cooperation of both sides of the Parliament, we would get a very good outcome.  As the situation currently 
stands, groups from all over the state with diverse backgrounds are making submissions to the government.  
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Although those submissions seek to resolve the issue, they will, in part, confuse the issue.  Many of those 
submissions have common themes that will assist the government.   
I will outline some of the positions.  There is the position of Hon Paul Llewellyn, who is a member of the 
Greens.  The Minister for Water Resources is negotiating with members of the opposition to arrive at a solution 
to the licence fee issue, not the water management issue.  There are four suggested options.  Hon Barry House’s 
mother passed away recently and we have not had time to meet to discuss the proposals.  We are more than 
happy to sit down with the minister to discuss that matter further.  The Greens have sent an open letter to 
landholders around Western Australia to outline Hon Paul Llewellyn’s position and his bid to amend the 
legislation by bringing in a scaled water licence charging system based on volume.  I think that system would be 
problematic and would cause conflict between bulk water users - that is, flood irrigators - and those who use 
other options.  There is a proposal for a self-supply model; in other words, a self-management model.  Some of 
the proclaimed catchments in the south west of Western Australia have operated on a self-management model 
since the 1960s.  Those committees have been chaired by the Water Authority and then the Water Corporation.  
In the main, they have worked very well.  The other models are Harvey Water and the co-ops in the Ord River 
and the Gascoyne.  There are also the Bunbury and Busselton water boards, which control water in those 
localities.  Those self-supply models should be seriously considered by the government to remove a lot of heat 
from the debate.  If the government introduces the models that have been initiated so far and adds a water charge 
for management of the catchment with full cost recovery, that will place a huge burden on farmers and 
landholders around the state.  When I say landholders, I mean not only broadacre farmers and large 
horticulturalists, but also small landholders who run lifestyle-type blocks that are supplied with underground 
water by bores or with surface water via dams.  A number of water reform reports have been published.  One 
report by a group chaired by Ross Kelly has received a response.  I understand - if I am wrong, the minister can 
correct me when he responds - that the government proposed to introduce a suite of bills to amend water 
management in Western Australia quite some time ago before the introduction of the National Water Initiative.  
Governments have intended to introduce legislation to amend the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act and the 
Water and Rivers Commission Act for a number of years.  As a matter of fact, I think my colleague the member 
for Dawesville was the Minister for Water Resources at the end of the previous Court coalition government 
when some such bills were being considered.  I remember clearly the issue of a self-management model with 
local rules and local laws being applied.  If a self-management model is adopted, we would have to consider a 
financial model to manage it.  There is the Greens’ proposal and the self-supply model.   

A report has been sent to the Auditor General from Manjimup and Pemberton landholders that asks the Auditor 
General to investigate the government’s proposal for revenue exceeding cost recovery for assessment of 
applications of new licences.  Another proposal asks the Auditor General to investigate the inadequate disclosure 
of fee pricing policies and another refers to the cross-subsidisation of large water allocation licence fees by self-
supply farmers and the lack of performance indicators for services to be cost recovered.  Alternative fee 
structures and other consequential matters relevant to a fee for setting water licences have also been suggested.  
Quite a large amount of background information has been provided to the Auditor General to allow him to report 
back to the Parliament on that matter.  Again, I put it to the house that it would be commonsense for all these 
matters to go to a parliamentary committee and for these people to give evidence on behalf of their locality and 
on behalf of their interest groups, in order that the government can take that on board and the committee can 
make recommendations to the government for a sensible water model for the whole state.  I think it is that 
important.  One bill that we are talking about is before the Parliament now; that is, the Water Resources 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  The minister has also been talking about other bills.  We have now been told 
that there could be another three or four bills as part of the suite.  It is important that those bills come into the 
Parliament and be debated and that action then be taken.  However, the minister has just said that he might put 
those bills out as green bills.  I think that is an excellent idea. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I give an undertaking that there will be several months of consultation.  They will lie in this 
place or, if it is too late for them to come in on the last day, we will put them out in the public arena. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I must say to the minister that when it comes to agriculture-related bills, the opposition 
often gets access to those bills through the farmer representative groups rather than through the government.  I 
think it is a bit disappointing that the government of the day would choose to go to an interest group or groups - 
it may well be the Western Australian Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, the WA 
Fruit Growers’ Association, Vegetables WA or whatever - and leave the opposition waiting in the wings until the 
bill is dumped on the table of the house.  With a lot of these bills that are in the public interest, some parts of 
which are controversial, it is sometimes better for a discussion paper or a green bill to be provided, so that the 
opposition can get access to it and make a submission.  Therefore, when the final bill comes into the Parliament, 
we do not have a long debate. 
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If legislation is introduced into the Parliament of Western Australia, obviously the government has the numbers 
at the moment in the Legislative Assembly by virtue of the fact that it has more members than the opposition, 
and it carries the day in the Legislative Assembly.  On the other hand, in the Legislative Council, the government 
does not hold the balance of power, and it is possible that the bill may be amended with the agreement of the 
Greens (WA).  Would it not be better for those bills to be dealt with in a more bipartisan way?  We may have to 
agree to disagree on some issues, but I think it is vitally important for the future of this state that we have the 
best possible water legislation that not only is applicable to this state, the state’s conditions and the environment 
in which we live, but also is world-first legislation.  Now we cannot.  In my motion, I refer to a “one size fits all” 
approach and whether that would work to the benefit of Western Australian farmers and landholders.  A “one 
size fits all” approach will deal with the farmer who lives in Northcliffe or Walpole, where there is a huge 
amount of rainfall, or in west Pemberton, which still receives about 50 inches of rain a year, or with somebody 
who lives in the Pilbara or the goldfields, where there are large artesian basins that are totally different.  I put it 
to the house that there probably is not a “one size fits all” approach, and that the Murray-Darling example, on the 
east coast of Australia, is not directly applicable to a scenario in Western Australia.  We do not have very large 
river systems in Western Australia, which is unfortunate.  If God had made the Darling Range another 5 000 or 
10 000 metres higher when he made Western Australia, we would indeed have very rich country.  However, let 
us not complain about it, because I think we do pretty well. 
To go back, a submission has been made by Manjimup and Pemberton landholders to the Auditor General to 
look at the bona fides of the Department of Water and Water Corporation suggestions.  A submission went 
directly to the minister from the Western Australian Farmers Federation, the WA Potato Growers Association, 
the WA Fruit Growers’ Association and Vegetables WA.  I know that the minister met with these farmers.  I do 
not think they agreed on very much, but he did at least meet with them, and I commend him for doing that.  
However, the major issues and summary points in their submission were the principles of water reform in 
resource management, the possibility of increasing costs with no clear benefit from that, and the recognition that 
there needs to be registration and licensing of those farmers.  The development of an application fee based on the 
volume of water was not agreed at that stage.  It goes on.  There were five major key summary points in that 
submission to the minister. 

These are just the notes that I have accumulated in the past couple of months.  There was then a submission by 
the Western Australian Farmers Federation.  It has similar concerns about the way in which the government has 
designed the water licence fees and how they will be implemented.  The Western Australian Farmers Federation 
then involved Vegetables WA and the WA Potato Growers Association.  It then went to an even wider audience; 
that is, to the Avocado Growers Association of WA, the WA Pork Producers’ Association and Table Grapes 
WA.  On it goes.  There is a table grapes industry in the south west, but many of the other industries such as the 
avocado and truffle-growing industries and so on are new and require a secure future water supply. 

The Pastoralists and Graziers Association provided its own submission to the minister and had communications 
with the minister.  Harvey Water also issued its concerns to the minister.  Of course, we know the history of 
Harvey Water.  It is a very successful organisation.  It was set up originally, I think, when we were in 
government.  The change from the government running the water supply in the south west - that is, the Harvey 
Water area, including all the dams - was initiated by the previous government and has been carried on under the 
current government.  Harvey Water has made some fantastic savings by piping the water instead of using the old 
channels.  Therefore, from an environmental point of view, there has been better use of the water and less 
leakage into the environment from channels that were built by hand during the Depression and are now 50 or 60 
years old.  I believe that Harvey Water’s initiative has been a very significant one, so much so that with an 
investment by the government into piping water in the Harvey irrigation area, there are significant savings of up 
to 17 gigalitres of water for the state.  Seventeen gigalitres of water rolls off the tongue very easily, but that is 
17 million tonnes of water.  That is a very significant achievement.  I know that when Malcolm Turnbull was in 
Western Australia about six months ago and visited Harvey Water, he was full of praise for the model and said 
that this was the kind of model that should be mirrored right across Australia.  To Harvey Water’s great credit, 
not only has it been able to deliver the water more efficiently on behalf of farmers, but also it has come up with 
some rules and made some agreements with the government whereby everybody becomes a winner.  The state of 
Western Australia wins. 
Another small and very important organisation that has made submissions to the government in recent times is 
the Scott River Growers Group.  There is a guy down in that area by the name of Dave Wren, who would be one 
of the most persistent fellows I have ever met.  He came to Australia from California about 30 or 40 years ago 
because private property rights were being eroded in California.  Therefore, he wanted to come to this great new 
land.  Now he is facing a similar threat to his existence, so he is certainly a great advocate on behalf of Scott 
River growers.  Scott River is an area in the south west corner of Western Australia between the Blackwood 
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River and Nannup.  Of course, the southern Yarragadee is under that area of land.  Scott River and the Whicher 
Range are located in the Busselton-Yallingup-Capel area.  Capel has its own catchment as well. 
I am saying that I believe that all these groups could appear before a select committee of the Parliament of 
Western Australia.  That committee would have the best research people.  They could be drawn from the public 
service or from other parts of the country.  We would have to make sure that we come up with a plan.  It may 
mean some amendments to the legislation that has not yet hit the Parliament of Western Australia.  The interest 
in this issue is so great that the member for Capel, Hon Barry House and I met with farmers in the Dardanup area 
and in the Ferguson Valley only a couple of weeks ago. 
Dr S.C. Thomas:  And Collie. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We have met with people from Collie as well.  Some of them are good Labor stock.  They 
came along to listen and express their concerns.  I can tell members quite plainly that they did not want any form 
of water charging in Western Australia.  They believe quite strongly - and, I think, quite legitimately - that if 
they build their own self-supply dam and capture the water that falls onto their property, they should be entitled 
to use that water without any intervention by the government.   
Another document that could be considered by the committee was put out by the Department of Water and is 
entitled “Water Reform Made Simple”.  It proposes a range of fee levels and structures for water licensing.  
There are also submissions by the Manjimup and Pemberton landholders, in particular Neil Bartholomaeus, who 
has provided a great website for people to log on to and see what the concerns are.  It is www.jardee.com.  Neil 
Bartholomaeus was a former senior bureaucrat in Western Australia.  I think he worked in the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet.  At one stage he stood for Parliament.  He spent a lot of his time working for WorkSafe, as 
it was, or the former Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare, or the Commission for 
Occupational Safety and Health, as it is today.  He provides good advice to farmers in those localities.  He gives 
them an idea of how to deal with bureaucracy in Western Australia.  Much of this information is foreign to 
landholders, who spend most of their time trying to farm their property and make a living out of it.  That is not to 
say that they do not pick these things up very quickly.   
I have heard a number of anecdotes about issues that have arisen that I would not have even considered.  For 
example, should a person who plants a plantation of trees on his land apply for a water licence, given that those 
trees would be pumping water out of the ground as much as any other pumping source?  Last week one of my 
constituents was in my office.  He had established a marron farm on his property.  He had been there for about 
15 years.  The next-door neighbour applied for permission to plant a tree plantation, and in the last three years 
his dam has not filled up.  We are always given this spiel that trees lower the watertable and lower salinity but, in 
fact, when they take so much of the water away, it has the reverse environmental effect.  Planting trees might 
have a good effect as far as greenhouse gas emissions and carbon sinks are concerned, but it lowers the 
watertable and causes problems with stream flows and groundwater. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Have you become aware of that happening in a number of cases or is that case you just 
related a one-off to your knowledge? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There are two or three that I am aware of.  Tree plantations are not prolific in the Shire of 
Manjimup.  As the minister probably knows, the Shire of Manjimup covers 7 000 square kilometres but only 
10 per cent of it is actually cleared.  The rest of it is covered in forest.  It is the largest shire in the south west.  It 
covers the area from Lake Muir in the east all the way to almost the Nannup border to the west.  Then it goes 
south down through Pemberton and Northcliffe.  The western side of Northcliffe is stabilised sand dune country.  
The eastern side of Northcliffe is heavy timber country.  There are surface water supplies and groundwater 
supplies in that locality.  In recent times dairy farms have been planted with wall-to-wall plantations.  That has 
been done commercially.  Farmers are entitled to sell their properties to pulp producers.  There are significant 
problems associated with that that the government will need to address.  The first problem relates to the 
production of food and horticultural produce that will be consumed by the people of Perth.  The alternative is to 
have food imported into Western Australia from other countries that do not have the same phytosanitary, food 
safety and farm safety methods that we have in Western Australia.   
The proposal that I am putting to the minister is one that I make in all seriousness.  I believe that he would get 
significant cooperation from the community if people were able to come and put these submissions that are 
going to the minister, the Department of Water and all over the place in a central point where we could deliver a 
water plan for the state that we could all be proud of.  It is the most important issue facing Western Australia at 
the moment.  If the minister wants the support of landholders, my strongest advice is not to adopt the process 
that has been adopted up to date in relation to the payment for water licences.  The regulations were tabled in the 
Legislative Council on the day that Parliament rose before a six-week break.  I know some advertising was done, 
but the bills went out.  Immediately that regulation was tabled, it was gazetted and it became law.  All the bills 
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went out to the landholders.  In the meantime, there was a groundswell of opposition to this proposal to pay 
significant amounts for a licence.  A piece of paper was sent saying that landholders had to have a licence to 
have water stored on their properties.  Nobody was told.  Admittedly, it was in the documentation, but none of 
the farmers were circularised and told that this was only the first tranche and there would be a further tranche 
down the track, a water management plan. 
It was proposed that in the first place there would be a flat licence fee of $200 and then a fee of somewhere 
between $200 and $3 000.  As members can imagine, the farmers were not too enamoured with this.  Most 
farmers in family situations do not have one dam; they have several dams.  They might have five, six or 10 
dams.  If we add to that cost potentially between $1 000 and $2 000 in the median area and then add to that a 
water management fee along similar lines or maybe even more, we are looking at $5 000 or $6 000 per dam.  
Farmers are struggling because of all the special considerations that we have for our rural producers in Western 
Australia.  They are required to adopt the most stringent of guidelines to meet health and safety standards related 
to food.  We should compare their produce to that from countries that have wages that are probably a quarter of 
ours and that have no food safety standards.  In the end, I think when our community realises where and how that 
food is produced and compares it to the way our food is produced in Western Australia, it would reconsider that 
position. 
The thing that annoys me the most - I am a farmer and I produce grapes, as everybody knows - is hearing about 
those rabid farmers who are consuming all that water.  A farmer does not consume any more water than anybody 
else.  The water that he uses on his property to produce food is usually consumed by the masses in the 
metropolitan area.  It manifests itself in fresh fruit and vegetables, wine, milk and so on.  The cows eat the grass 
and the water is transferred into the milk and so on.  Milk actually comes from cows, not from cartons.  When 
farmers are faced with that kind of accusation, they become very unhappy.  Most of the land where I operate in 
the lower south west corner was covered in forest when it was first settled.  There were higher rainfalls back 
then.  There is no doubt about that, particularly in the 1950s and 1960s.  One of the driest years was 1914.  It was 
probably the catalyst for bringing in the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914.  It was one of the very dry 
years.  During the 1950s and 1960s there was reasonable rainfall in the state.   
All the graphs that we have seen show that stream flow is reducing significantly as rainfall diminishes.  The 
other thing that is not taken into account in those graphs and equations is the fact that we have changed our forest 
management practice since the early 1900s.  In the early days of settlement in Western Australia, burning took 
place, particularly in the jarrah forests, every five years, even before white settlement, as all the documentation 
and scientific research shows.  When the bush was burned regularly there was increased run-off, but until the 
land was cleared, there was nowhere near the amount of water that is capable of being captured today. 
Although I thought it might be unbecoming for a person in my position, I seriously considered, when I got my 
bill for my dam licence from the government, sending a letter saying that I was prepared to lease back to the 
government on an annual basis the dam I constructed at a cost of about $100 000.  I would be prepared to give 
the government a lease for, say, $2 000 a year.  Given that the bill for the dam licence was $1 400, the 
government could then remit $600 to me within 30 days.  I thought that was being a little too smart, but that is 
the kind of sentiment that is being expressed to me.  The dams did not just appear there.  Once the forest was 
cleared, water started running down the streams at a greater rate, and farmers built dams at their own cost.  They 
captured the winter flow that otherwise would have gone out to the ocean.  The most recent dam built in 
Pemberton cost about $150 000.  It was built by a mining company man who has a fair bit of money.  He has 
built the dam, and now he is about to get a bill for licensing it.  In fact, the water is turned into produce that is 
consumed by people in regional centres and in the metropolitan area. 

The other anomaly that cannot be explained by the government is how an area such as Karri Valley is to be 
licensed.  It is a tourist resort.  The dam was built there in the late 1940s or 1950s for the production of hops for 
beer making.  When that industry collapsed, for a number of reasons, the area became a tourist resort.  On what 
basis would the government charge a licence fee based on volume for the Karri Valley dam?  How much of that 
volume would that tourist industry require?  Does the government just pluck a figure out of the air?  The concern 
is that if the licence is based only on what is used, will the government, some time down the track, come to a 
dam owner and require that some of the water stored in the dam be left out, for whatever reason? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Member, you know that under current law you have to let it go.  You have to let water flow 
through.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes, the minister is right.  I do not know whether it is law.  I understood that there was an 
unwritten law that half of the summer flow was allowed to go, if the dam was on a permanent stream.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There is a technical term that I cannot recall at the moment referring to not unduly impeding 
the stream.  That term is accepted at law.  There is no 50 per cent measure. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  No, there is not.  Most of the dams being constructed in my locality, mainly in the Seven 
Day Road area, which is probably one of the richest horticultural areas in the world, are on permanent streams.  
A stream called Lefroy Brook flows for most of the summer.  There are probably only eight or 10 dams on the 
stream itself.  The rest are in the catchment, or high up in the catchment, where there is no defined gully.  I think 
they are called hillside dams, but we call them catchment dams.  

The other issue in the review of the legislation is that springs were not captured under the Rights in Water and 
Irrigation Act 1914.  I understand that it is now proposed that they be covered by the new legislation.  That is up 
to the government, but there needs to be an opportunity for people to come and put practical issues before a 
parliamentary committee, so that we get a sensible response.  A lot of bureaucrats have been around the water 
sector for many years.  Local knowledge is vitally important.  It is instructive that in Manjimup in particular, the 
only two dams in the district that are not full are the two that are owned by the government.  Scabby Gully, the 
main water supply dam for Manjimup, is still almost two metres below the spillway.  I estimate that 95 per cent 
of the other dams have been overflowing for a number of months.  We have had a reasonably good season for 
rainfall.  

I acknowledge that climate change is affecting rainfall, but there is a difference between rainfall and stream flow 
in the process of filling the dams.  I understand that the government is considering a project in the Wungong 
catchment to thin the vegetation.  When I was minister, it was discovered that the Scabby Gully dam was leaking 
badly, so it was decided to fix it up, so all the water was let out, and the dam was rebuilt.  Farmers came to me 
and said I would have egg on my face, because the dam would not fill up.  I called in the engineers and said that 
it could be a bit embarrassing if the local member of Parliament who was also the minister rebuilt the dam and it 
did not fill up.  They guaranteed me that the dam would fill up within two years.  In the meantime, the catchment 
was logged and some of the area was cleared.  The dam filled up in the first year.  There is no doubt that stream 
run-off is improved by clearing.  The government should accelerate the Wungong project and also do it for a 
number of the other dams.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There are also myriad cases in which more water has been obtained, but it has been so saline 
that the supply is spoiled.  There is a need for a careful balance to make sure it is done properly.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It all depends where it is, I suppose.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That happened in Mundaring Weir in 1903 and 1904.  The forest was clear-felled for about a 
kilometre around the dam, and the salinity went up so markedly that there was a major problem.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is okay now though, is it not?  The trees grow back; one of the problems with catchment 
thinning is that the vegetation grows back, so the situation needs to be managed.  

A whole range of issues need to be considered.  The way the process is being handled at the moment, unless 
members of Parliament and officials bring information to farmers so that they can collectively make a sensible 
contribution, the initiative will be lost to the community.  The bureaucracy is imposing its will on landholders, 
creating a backlash from a section of the community that is not happy about the way it is being handled.  I do not 
think there will be too much objection to a system of licensing, but there would be greater acceptance of a local 
management model.  It would need to be structured in such a way that it can be properly managed and audited.  
All of those things are distinctly possible.  Many people in the community have excellent information.  To go 
back to the Scabby Gully issue, if it were not for landholders in the next catchment pumping water into those 
dams, there would be a shortage of water in Manjimup.  Manjimup could not be described as a water deficient 
area, given the amount of horticultural products that come out of the area.  A cooperative, commonsense 
approach is required, and I am prepared to work with the government to come up with a plan that would be 
acceptable to people across the state.  There would certainly be some rationalisation of water sources. 

Groundwater is certainly an issue.  It is perplexing to me to hear comments to the effect that the 160 000 
backyard bores in the Perth metropolitan area make a contribution by lowering high watertables, and yet lakes in 
Gnangara and other northern areas of Perth are drying up, for a number of reasons.  One of those reasons is 
reduced rainfall, but the other is certainly increased consumption of groundwater, by the Water Corporation, 
agricultural producers or local government.  There is no doubt in my mind that a lot more can be done in the 
public sector to save water, particularly in parks and gardens, which are irrigated by sprinklers.  Technology is 
now available that would cut that water consumption, which would make that surplus water available for other 
uses.  The figures I have in my head are that we use about 110 gigalitres of water for horticultural production in 
Perth, and about 100 gigalitres from backyard bores.  About 40 gigalitres is used by local government, and 
another 40 gigalitres is used for other purposes; it just goes missing.  The CSIRO has different figures from the 
Water Corporation, and on it goes.  As part and parcel of the process of government over time, the government 
renews legislation.  Has the Department of Water existed for two or three years? 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  About two years. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Water and Rivers Commission legislation is in the process of being repealed now.  
There is no doubt that the wheels of progress move very slowly. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That was, in fact, a 2003 bill out of the machinery of government report. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is right, but the Water and Rivers Commission legislation is just now being repealed.  
The Department of Water exists and operates by virtue of government policy rather than legislation, which 
throws up a lot of questions about liability and whether a challenge could be made to some of the decisions made 
by the Department of Water.  I have no problem with this; I know that is how things work in government.  
However, I acknowledge that this is a significant time in the governance of water in Western Australia.  It is 
probably the most important time since 1914 because of the proposals that the government is introducing now 
through the Water Resources Legislation Amendment Bill and the suite of other bills.  On that basis, we must get 
it exactly right.  The government can impose its will on the Parliament and say it will do it the John Kobelke 
way.  The government can tell us that is how it will be and it can do a deal with Paul Llewellyn over an electoral 
issue and get its legislation put in place.  However, if the legislation was not workable or effective, or if it 
damaged a certain section of the community, the next government would have to change the legislation.  It will 
not be necessary to do that if the political parties cooperate in Parliament and the community is consulted and a 
forum is held.  I thought that parliamentary select committees were for members of Parliament to investigate 
matters, to listen to evidence, to call on people, to visit various places and to meet when the Parliament is not 
sitting.  The great benefit of a parliamentary committee is that public servants and other people cannot provide 
misinformation to the committee because if they did, they would be held in contempt of the Parliament.  That 
imperative and strict discipline is part of the parliamentary process and would allow people to provide 
information to members of Parliament and the research officers.  The committee could work in cooperative way 
and come up with a model that would make the minister’s job easier.  The legislation that was then introduced 
into Parliament would have a steady passage.  The alternative is for me and other country members of Parliament 
to get information, to ask questions, to debate the matters in Parliament and to make use of the Auditor General.  
That is a complex and messy arrangement. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Can I make an interjection? 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If I rise, I will lose my opportunity to speak later.  This matter has been brought on when I 
was not prepared for it.  I am willing to work cooperatively and to have some form of inquiry, but we must 
decide which committee would deal with it because I will not support the establishment of a select committee.  
Also, the terms of reference are far too wide.  Tighter terms of reference are needed.  I am happy to work with 
the Leader of the Opposition over the next week to reach an agreement.  If we can reach an agreement, we could 
make some amendments to the motion and set up some form of an inquiry if the Leader of the Opposition wishes 
to use private members’ time for that purpose next week. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the minister is reasonable, I will be reasonable, but if the minister is unreasonable, he 
will just have to wear it.  I am not doing this to be frivolous.  It is not often that we concede ground to the 
government.  We have done it on road safety because of the importance of that issue to Western Australians.  We 
are prepared to do it in this scenario.  However, if the government is unreasonable about it, we will do our job 
and hold the government to account. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [5.14 pm]:  The Minister for Water Resources has said that he will support the 
establishment of a committee to inquire into the issue of water licensing fees, albeit after some further 
negotiation has taken place.  The establishment of a committee would provide an opportunity for the people who 
are affected by water licensing fees and the water reform agenda to present their cases in a very controlled and 
effective way. 

A wide range of issues were covered by the Leader of the Opposition in speaking to the motion he has moved.  A 
number of people who are affected by those issues will feel strongly about them.  There is enough weight in the 
motion to support a push to establish a select committee - although it might be another type of committee - into 
the water reform agenda.  The water licence fees have prompted this debate and have been the catalyst for a 
number of questions being asked in Parliament over the past six or eight months.  They have been the catalyst 
also for a number of public meetings that have been held across the south west of the state, including in my own 
electorate.  As part of the parliamentary process, the people who are immediately affected by the government’s 
water reform agenda have raised certain issues with their local members. 

There is a glaring shortfall in the current motion.  Although I support it, a couple of points must be made in 
addition to holding the inquiry.  It is inappropriate to hold an inquiry and for the government to be sending 
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invoices to the current licence holders and asking them to pay fees for their current water licences.  I support an 
amendment to the motion to revoke the current licence fees while the inquiry process is in place.  In fact, they 
should be revoked until the legislation is put in place and statutory water management plans define the full 
breadth of water licence fees across Western Australia.   

The government’s credibility must be addressed in this motion.  I refer to the anomaly whereby Albany and 
Exmouth have domestic bore water licences.  I will talk about that in more detail soon.  A very similar situation 
exists in the metropolitan area, where there are a number of domestic bores that are not subject to a licence 
regime, yet it is acknowledge that they have an impact on the water hydrology in the metropolitan area. 

Amendment to Motion 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I move - 

To insert in line 1, after the word “to” where it first appears - 

(1) Immediately revoke water licence fees charged to water licence holders from 1 July 
this year, until statutory water management plans are in place following the passing of 
appropriate legislation and comprehensive negotiations with all stakeholders having 
taken place. 

(2) Immediately license the 165 000 metropolitan domestic bores to be consistent with 
the principles of the National Water Initiative, the state government’s water reform 
agenda and current domestic bore licences in Albany and Exmouth. 

(3) To 
My amendment then leads into the rest of the Leader of the Opposition’s motion regarding sending the matter to 
a select committee.  Some members in the house have copies of the motion. 
A number of key issues have largely led to this debate and to my amendment to the motion.  It is clear that the 
government is putting the cart before the horse.  Legislation to support putting in place statutory water 
management plans for a number of areas across Western Australia is proposed to be introduced next year.  I 
think that nine areas have been prioritised, including the south west and great southern.  That statutory water 
management planning process will define exactly what level of regulation will apply over the allocated water 
within those systems, whether it be a licensing regime for particular catchments and people, or whether it be a 
water access entitlement or another form of water allocation.  The legislation will put in place a regime that will 
determine the level of regulation and, indeed, how many licences there will be, yet before that regime has even 
been put in place, people who have licences are being charged fees.  That is clearly putting the cart before the 
horse.  It is also interesting that at page 52 of the “State Water Plan 2007” there is reference to statutory water 
management plans.  It states -  

Nine statutory water management plans are prioritised for completion from 2007-2011. 

Plans completed prior to the passage of water legislation will require review and may be subject to 
amendment to change the nature of water access entitlements. 

I see that as a clear acknowledgement of the very fluid nature - I did not mean the pun - of the legislation that 
will be introduced and the statutory water management plans and, hence, their potential impact on the number of 
water licences.  Yet the government is going gangbusters down the path to get back some $5.8 million from a 
handful of water licence holders.  That brings me to another point while I am talking about water licence fees.  
That has also changed over the past two years.  In 2006, 18 764 water licences were to have fees applied.  That 
number was reduced to 13 541 in February 2007 and to 10 841 on 30 May 2007.  It has been very much a 
moving ship.  As the Leader of the Opposition highlighted, we are talking about a very important point in the 
water reform agenda of the government in Western Australia, and the protection of the security of water and of 
water for the environment.  It is a most important piece of legislation, yet the government is charging down the 
path to get back a bit of money.  In the scheme of things, $5.8 million is absolutely nix, yet the government is 
putting these people through a great deal of pain and is denying them the opportunity to raise in an appropriate 
forum their concerns about the introduction of these fees.  That point alone is enough for members to support the 
motion to refer this matter to a parliamentary committee so that those people’s issues can be heard. 

As the Nationals’ spokesperson on water resources, I recently visited the Manjimup area and caught up with a 
number of people who have been impacted on by water licence fees.  One couple I met was Lloyd and Pam 
Murphy.  They have a relatively small property in comparison with many farmers in Western Australia.  
However, in those horticultural areas they can get significant production out of a relatively small area.  Over 
many years they have invested in infrastructure to support their horticultural projects.  Some 20 years ago, when 
they were considering building their first dam in a small catchment, a person who was obviously an authority on 
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water processes told them that they could go to jail if they did not have a water licence for the dam.  For the past 
20 years they have had a licence for the water that is caught in their catchment.  On 2 July this year the Murphys 
received a letter from the Department of Water after a visit by one of its officers.  It states in part -  

As discussed at the time it was determined that none of your irrigation or aquaculture dams and ponds 
are located on a watercourse as defined by the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 . . .  As such you 
are not required, nor are you eligible, to hold a licence under Section 5C of the RIWI Act 1914.  
Accordingly, Surface Water Licence . . . has now been cancelled. 

Twenty years ago this couple were told that they might go to jail for not having a licence, and now their licence 
has been cancelled.  When legislation comes into effect next year and statutory water management plans for 
these areas are put in place, it could well be that they will again require a licence for their particular catchment.  
That would put them into the pool of people applying for a water licence for what could well be a limited supply 
of water in their area.  I think that three of their neighbouring properties are tree plantations.  As the Leader of 
the Opposition pointed out, embedded in the government’s new blueprint for water reform is the requirement in 
some cases for tree farms to have a water licence.  Straightaway, there is a likelihood that this couple could well 
be in competition with the local tree farms for a water licence for the business which they have been operating 
for the past 20 years and which has been their family’s livelihood.  That is another reason that we must have a 
very close look at what is happening.  Members need to support the amendment that I have moved to revoke the 
current water licence fees so that we can examine, through the necessary parliamentary and scientific processes 
involved in the implementation of the statutory water management plans, exactly what level of regulation needs 
to apply to these catchments.  This couple are well concerned about the security of their water and, of course, the 
future of their business. 

I have raised this issue in Parliament previously, but I think it needs to be highlighted again.  The second part of 
my amendment relates to the domestic bore licence debacle.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), you will 
recall that in the Albany region, which is in my electorate, there were a number of domestic bore water licence 
holders in the Frenchman Bay area very close to Sandpatch, which is where Albany draws its water supply from.  
When the licence fee regime was first introduced on 1 July this year, a heap of domestic bore water licence 
holders received a bill for $200.  They were extremely concerned by that.  In the first instance, they saw a clear 
anomaly between their circumstances and those of the people in the metropolitan area who have domestic bores.  
Those bores had a clear impact on the water supplies for Perth and on the Gnangara mound aquifer, yet there was 
no similar licensing regime or fee charged for people with bores in the city.  Obviously, through some good 
lobbying by local politicians, the minister saw the hypocrisy of that arrangement and said that those people 
would no longer be required to pay $200 for their water licences.  However, they still have licences.  A number 
of people in the area have licences for their domestic bores.  A good question to ask could well be: why do those 
people have licences if people in the metropolitan area in similar situations are not required to have them?  I see 
a clear inconsistency in the application of the water reform agenda.  For the integrity of the government, there is 
a very good argument against these inconsistencies and for the same principles to be applied to both areas. 

There are also a number of viability issues.  The issue of licence fees is only the front edge of a regime of 
changes that will come into effect over the next couple of years.  Once the statutory water management plans are 
in place, particular catchments will experience a greater level of encumbrance.  Of course, meters will be 
introduced for water allocations of a certain size.  The water management charges, which have not yet been 
determined, could well be the last straw for the viability of a number of industries.  I also visited Peter McGinty 
who runs an aquaculture facility in the Manjimup area.  He had just pushed up windrows of 2 000 cherry trees.  
He strongly highlighted the point that the water licence fees were the straw that broke the camel’s back of the 
viability of his cherry orchard.  That is only one example.  There are a number of examples -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What fee was he required to pay? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  He highlighted the point that the water licensing fees for his irrigation dams were the 
straw that broke the camel’s back. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How much are you talking about? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I do not know exactly how much the fees were, but he highlighted the point very strongly. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  So $1 000 or $2 000 a year tipped the business over? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  He makes the point strongly.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you saying that a fee of $1 000 or $2 000 a year tipped the business over? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  This is the front edge of a number of changes and reforms that are happening, which will 
impose significant fees and charges on these people who are producing food for the state.   
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You do not have much credibility if you cannot answer my question.  I think you are stirring 
the pot and you do not know what you are talking about.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The minister must acknowledge that these are extra imposts -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How much was he being charged, if you claim it caused him to reduce the size of his 
business or close it down? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  He saw fit to take out a cherry orchard.  He made the point to me.  If the minister is 
questioning Peter McGinty’s credibility, he can do that, but Peter McGinty made the point that the impost was 
the straw that broke the camel’s back when it came to the cherry orchard part of his business.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You cannot say how much the amount of money was. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I cannot say because I have not seen the fees he was charged.  However, I highlight that 
this is the start of a number of changes that will substantially impact upon farmers in the south west.  I highlight 
this: I am not getting feedback that we should not have licences.  Farmers in the south west support a licence 
regime but they also support a very fair, equitable balance between all user groups.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  That could well be highlighted by this inquiry.  We would get feedback from those groups 
on the impact that it will have on their businesses.  I heard on the radio this morning that there will soon be a 
sustainability report on the Gnangara mound.  The minister has highlighted a number of issues on it and spoken 
of a number of investments that the government has made to ensure that issues are addressed.  The minister 
issued a media release on 2 April this year in which he reported - 

While there were mistakes in the past about the Gnangara Mound’s management, the State Government 
has committed $7.5million to ensuring the mound’s long-term sustainability . . .  

The government has made a commitment to the sustainability of the Gnangara mound and fixing up mistakes.  It 
has not chosen to take any action on private bore water use in the city but has proposed to charge south west 
farmers a licence fee for cost recovery when those farmers are producing food for the state.  I find that very 
difficult to reconcile.  There are certainly questions of credibility in the balance of those two issues.  I guess that 
sums up and supports the arguments for this inquiry.  It also supports arguments for my amendments to the 
original motion.  We see the solution to this issue, in the first instance, through the revocation of the current fees 
until water management plans are in place, because they will define how many people will have licences.  We do 
not want a moveable feast, as we have now.  We want to progress the legislation.  The deliberations of the 
inquiry would support the debate in this place and enable us to get good legislation in place and the 
implementation of statutory water management plans.  It would also support the licensing of city domestic bores, 
which would be consistent with what is happening in Albany and Exmouth, where private bores are impacting 
on the aquifers in those areas and potentially the supplies for those towns.   
A number of other issues will arise in time.  They include water resource management charges.  We do not have 
any information on the impact that they will have.  I believe there is some federal feedback on how they should 
apply and on the question of consistency across Australia.  There is also the issue of the cost of metering.  There 
is a lot of debate in the south west in particular about the need - or the perceived lack of need - to put meters on 
“in stream” dams, when water use can be calculated by a whole range of other means rather than a $5 000 water 
meter.  
Another potential concern that has raised some level of debate, but it has a long way to go, is the issue of water 
and land title.  I support other comments that have been made in this place that the National Water Initiative has 
probably been put in place largely in support of issues on the east coast where there is basically one big drainage 
system, which means that water trading is viable for people drawing water from that system.  However, Western 
Australia has quite a different landscape.  Here there is a lot of concern and calls for caution when heading down 
the path of separating water and land title.  We need to be cautious of applying a one-size-fits-all approach to 
Western Australia.  There have been some very good examples of self-management of water resources.  There is 
no doubt that the closer to the ground government can get legislation for management processes, the more 
effective it will be.  Putting local people in charge and giving local ownership of the management of water 
resources would be likely to be more successful.  Such models really need to be debated.  One forum for that 
would be a parliamentary inquiry.  No doubt we will have a lot of debate in this place when the legislation 
finally comes in.   

I encourage the opposition to support the amendments I have made.  I certainly feel encouraged by the comments 
of the minister.  He has expressed support for some form of inquiry into the government’s water reform agenda, 
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because it is having an impact on a wide range of people, particularly in regional areas.  We need to be very 
cognisant of their concerns and need to set up a forum in which they can raise their concerns.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.38 pm]:  I will gain the attention of the minister in a moment, but, just as an 
aside, I note that even Chris Judd did not want to go to Collingwood, which I think is an interesting outcome.   

A number of issues have been raised on this bill.  I am keen to speak to the minister at some point about the 
motion proper - that is not a naming offence!  It is a very important motion for us to debate.  I am glad to see that 
the government will accept the proposal and have a greater look at it.  Sending it to a committee would be a very 
positive step.  I commend the government for that.   

My initial intention was to speak to that motion, which I thought was a very good one, and I will be speaking to 
it in time, but we are now debating the amendment moved by the member for Stirling.  I have some concerns 
about both parts of the amendment and I will put a couple of propositions to the minister, if I may.  The first part 
of the amendment is to immediately revoke water licence fees charged to the holders until statutory management 
plans are in place.  My understanding is that it is most likely a disallowance motion will succeed in the other 
place.  That being the case, it will have the same effect as the first amendment anyway.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Only partially.  The member is putting a time limit on it.  I think he does not understand what 
it is about, because a proper licensing system needs to be in place before we can undertake statutory 
management.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Assuming that it proceeds, for which, of course, we are relying on support from the Greens 
which, since they have moved one of the motions, appears to be there, I suspect that it will occur on the basis of 
that happening. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It will be on the basis on which I am talking to both your leader and the Greens, which is 
putting in place a different licensing management structure.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, but if the disallowance motion gets up the minister’s structure will not exist until the 
next proposal goes forward. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There would be continuity.  If we could manage it properly, we would simply bring in the 
new regulations and then refund or credit the people who had paid a bit more, and it would just continue on from 
then. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is assuming it could be done that quickly.  The concern would be that if the minister 
agreed to send the issue to a committee for examination, there would still be the same problem; whatever 
proposal the minister put up for a licensing scheme would still have to get through the Legislative Council.  It 
would need to be a relatively fair one.   

Mr D.T. Redman interjected.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I recognise that, but the fees relate to the process.  The minister still has to get the proposal 
through the Legislative Council.  For that reason, the first amendment to the motion may well be usurped by the 
time that we have to debate this motion, even if we do it next week or whenever we next come back to it.  That is 
an issue.   
I will spend a bit more time talking about the second part of the amendment.  It has been my general impression 
over many years that dividing people and turning them against each other is generally one of most negative 
aspects of leadership.  I am referring to not only this subject, but also a number of other matters.  Members may 
remember when Western Australian wheat farmers threatened to protest the price of wheat by not taking their 
wheat to the depots.  Farmer decided to get together for a massive boycott of that.  Somebody on the receiving 
end put the price up a smidgeon and suddenly the trucks were lined up waiting to get into the depots.  Rural 
communities that turn on each other are their own worst enemies.  I have lived most of my life in rural 
communities.  The division of the community of Western Australia into country versus city is not the best 
leadership outcome for Western Australia.  The minister can correct me if I am wrong, but under the current 
proposals - not the original proposals, but the proposals that the minister has done a backflip on a couple of times 
after pressure from the Liberal Party - all domestic bores and stock bores will be exempt, unless they are a 
certain size.  My understanding is that the minister has effectively exempted all domestic bores from the process.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The situation is a bit more complicated than that.  If the bore goes into an artesian aquifer, it 
has to be licensed.  There are specific areas where unconfined aquifers are in danger of saltwater intrusion and 
those have to be licensed.  If bores don’t fit into those categories and they are under 1 500 kilolitres or less a 
year, they do not have to be licensed.   
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I did a lot of work when the first proposals came out earlier in the year.  In Gelorup people 
use bores for purely domestic purposes.  Gelorup generally comprises blocks of one or two acres and 
occasionally five acres and it has no reticulated water.  There is no Water Corporation or other serviced water.  
The people in Gelorup rely on bores or the rainwater they can catch in rainwater tanks.  The government decided 
to hit those people with having to submit licence fee applications.  However, thanks to a wonderful campaign by 
local Liberal members in that area, those people were exempted from the process.  That is important.  Given that 
we have taken those steps, and given that people in my electorate and in other regional areas have managed to 
come up with that process, we do not necessarily want to use that as a stick to create a city-country divide.  We 
do not want to whack the people who live in the metropolitan area on the basis that it is us and them.  It is not us 
and them.  I will provide an important example to illustrate why it should not be an us and them argument in the 
licensing debate.  When we get into the debate proper, I will talk about the National Water Initiative and how we 
can apply pressure to use it differently.  It is one of the levers that can be used and, as with every lever, if it is 
used well it can provide great benefit and if it is used inappropriately it can be a great problem.  I think we 
should debate that when this matter resumes next week.  The potential proposals will divide and conquer the 
people of rural and regional Western Australia in terms of water licensing.  There is a jealously component as far 
as the water co-operatives in the Ord River and Gascoyne are concerned, because those with massive dams will 
pay one licence, people in the Harvey area - when we are talking significant gigalitres in total - will pay a licence 
fee of $3 000 and a person with a tiny dam who might be running an orchard will pay almost the same fee.  That 
is very dangerous, because it does not recognise the compliance costs and the costs applied by the cooperatives 
themselves to those people to whom they supply the water.  In terms of Harvey Water, it is a significant cost.  
Although it might pay a $3 000 licence fee to the Department of Water, its compliance cost are between 
$300 000 and $500 000 depending on who sets the figures.  We all exaggerate a bit in the same way that we 
exaggerate about our football abilities.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Is much of the Preston irrigation district in your electorate?  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Preston is largely in my electorate.  There is a large irrigation area.  During my 20 years in 
the veterinary industry I have worked in Collie, Dardanup, Capel, Bridgetown and the edge of Bunbury.  I 
worked in that community for a long time.  A lot of the producers who use those agriculture districts are friends 
and clients as well as constituents.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I want it on the record that it is part of your electorate.  That is a positive thing, because 
clearly you have an interest in representing people from a range of areas, particularly those in your electorate.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Absolutely.  The people in those cooperatives are a part of my constituency, as are people 
who have a farm dam who are not purchasing their water that way.   

Here is the thing about the amendment that has been suggested: what has been put out there is a divide and 
conquer process.  The rural and regional communities should be careful, because we have a history of allowing 
ourselves to be divided and to be run over.  That is a real problem.  If we reach a situation in which the 
cooperatives are attacked because they are paying one fee for their massive water resource compared with the 
people who are paying a one-off fee, that will not take into account the whole situation because it will not 
recognise the compliance costs that are put on the cooperatives outside the process.  If we allow the divide and 
conquer process, everybody in that area will become a loser.  All the regional areas will become losers.  We must 
be careful about that process.  That does not mean that we should not consider the way we manage water 
resources in the city.  I recognise the argument that if we try to spread the $5.8 million compliance costs - which 
I will come back to soon - by adding the 160 000 bores in Perth, the compliance costs will be spread out further.  
My suspicion is that because nobody adequately monitors that - I will come back to that in a proper debate - if 
the government demands compliance from those 160 000 bores, it might find that instead of saving money for 
everybody else, it is costing them more.  The government must be remarkably careful about putting that process 
in place.  It is not good for rural and regional Western Australia to - as my father used to say - cut off your nose 
to spite your face.  I hate those old barnyard analogies.  The government must be careful about that.  That is why 
this issue must not be an us versus them situation.  There was inequity when people in Gelorup, for example, 
were being charged a licence fee for a domestic bore when they had no alternative water source and people in 
Perth were not.  There was an iniquity there.  There was an iniquity in the proposal that rural people using 
domestic bores and domestic dams should be charged licence and application fees, when the people in Perth 
were not.  There was an iniquity in that proposal.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I think you mean an inequity.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Sorry, an inequity.  Iniquity, inequity - my language is not too good.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I thought we were back on the prostitution debate!  
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There was an inequity in both of those cases.  I ran a campaign in my electorate to have 
that decision reversed.  Given that we are in the game of politics, I will claim credit for it and so will the 
minister.  That is the way the process works.  The process as it stands now has improved to a large degree.  It is 
not right yet, minister.  I think we agree that it is not right and that there is still some work to be done to make it 
the ultimate process.  However, to simply change that and bring in those people in the metropolitan area with 
bores will not be a positive for two reasons.  The first reason is that it might cost more rather than less, and I 
think that is a significant - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It will cost a lot more in total. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes.  I accept that.  That is not to say that we should not do something about metropolitan 
Perth.  I am sure that when we get into the debate proper I will harangue the minister for 10 minutes about what I 
think should happen with that.  However, that is not what we should be discussing here, because that will make 
the situation worse for the constituents I represent.  Therefore, there is that issue of potential increased cost.  The 
other thing it does is simply make the whole debate complex.  This is probably my biggest problem with the 
amendment, member for Stirling.  If the committee is to look at the potential licensing of metropolitan domestic 
bores, the costs that might go with that and the compliance that needs to be attached to it, my concern is that with 
the licensing of rural farm dams and commercial dams, whether they be for orchards or for vineyards, stock is 
actually exempt - I want to deal with that during the debate also - until a certain size.  I believe that all those 
things will get lost if the committee looks at the licensing of bores in metropolitan Perth.  That is my concern 
with the amendment as proposed by the member for Stirling. 

I am not saying that we should necessarily vote against it at this stage.  I do not know whether the member for 
Stirling is willing, at some point this afternoon, to allow the debate to be adjourned or to allow us to discuss this.  
Then, if the member for Stirling’s amendments went with the original motion and the amendments of the 
minister, we could look at, examine and play with those.  I must admit that I would probably retain my concerns 
about those amendments.  However, perhaps everybody could get together and potentially come up with a 
proposal for the investigation that should occur.  The motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition is very 
important in getting that right.  Therefore, if we could come up with a proposal, without necessarily dividing the 
community in the process - 

Mr D.T. Redman:  It is my understanding, member, that the minister will adjourn the debate and come back to 
the amendments once we have had a chance to look through the details. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Therefore, the member would be prepared to let his amendments lie there, and then he 
would potentially have the opportunity to withdraw his amendments or leave them.  He has the option to leave 
them as he moved them.  That is entirely up to him.  For some strange reason, we have managed to come up with 
a bit of goodwill, so we might try to encourage that and keep it going.  I think that is probably the best outcome 
for where the amendments sit at the moment.  Obviously, I will leave that to others. 

However, I want to come back to a couple of matters that were raised before.  The first is the $5.8 million, which 
I understand is the cost of compliance for those rural and regional dams and bores that the minister will licence 
in this process, including some that are now exempted.  Would that be a reasonable - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is the total cost for the Department of Water to administer water licensing. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Okay.  Sorry, that was not my question.  My question to the minister is: has that 
$5.8 million been taken from the budget of the Department of Water for this current financial year, 2007-08?  
Has that money been removed?  If it has, will that be reflected in future years, and if it has not, will it be 
removed in the next financial year? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I think you have got it half right.  I would not say it has been removed.  However, when the 
budget was put together, it recognised that the $5.8 million from these licence management fees would meet the 
cost of that element for the department.  Therefore, it was not double paid. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Therefore, it was not coming out of the consolidated account as it was previously. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No.  The reason that is not clear is that there has been a huge expansion in the department’s 
budget for the extra work that it is doing - the planning, the drilling and trying to prove up more water in your 
area etc.  Therefore, there has been a huge expansion in the department’s budget.  However, if we do not have 
the fees, it will not have money specifically dedicated to cover the full cost of licensing, so either it will have to 
cut down on something else it is doing or more money will have to be put in from the consolidated account. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Can I have my second extension, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), even if I do not 
make any more Collingwood jokes? 
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[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  This is the issue, and I think we need to debate it much further into the process.  The whole 
process of user pays is an interesting one.  We could probably spend all of private members’ business time till 
the rising of the house for the next election discussing the appropriateness of user pays, what users should pay 
for and what service is an obligation of the government.  We will talk about initiatives, the National Water 
Initiative, competition policy and all those components.  However, probably the main reason that this issue has 
been pushed in the way that it has is that the cost of operating that system has been removed from the budget of 
the Department of Water and, all of a sudden, if the Department of Water is going to do the job it is required to 
do, it must start charging people.  I understand what is driving this process at both levels, and at all levels of 
government.  However, some serious negotiations should have been put in place so that people could say, 
“That’s not a good outcome.  This process will take more time than it has been granted, and removing that part 
of the budget from this financial year was a major mistake.”  My problem is not actually with the Minister for 
Water Resources; it is with the Treasurer for removing $5.8 million from - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Don’t you pick on my friend the Treasurer! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am sure he is big enough to look after himself.  The problem is with the Treasurer.  The 
Treasurer has taken $5.8 million out of the Department of Water’s budget and said, “Go and charge it somehow 
to the community.”  What I hear people arguing about all the time and what the debate is about is: who are we 
going to charge?  We are doing it now.  We are arguing about whether we should charge only people in the rural 
communities or whether we should charge people in the metropolitan area.  We can be too successful.  My friend 
the Treasurer has taken $5.8 million out of the budget.  Through a very good campaign to look after my 
constituents, I have now managed to have exemptions granted to thousands of people.  Because the driving 
agenda of the Treasurer is to take $5.8 million out of the budget, and because I have managed to reduce the 
number of people he is charging it to, what has happened?  Everybody else has to pay more.  Where do we see 
evidence of that?  The charges went up before they were ever applied.  The minimum fee was $175, and then it 
was $200, before it was ever applied.  This is the problem.  The driving agenda is not to license dams and bores 
to get the best outcome for water resources; the driving agenda is that of the Treasurer, who has taken 
$5.8 million out of the budget and said, “Go and find it from somewhere else so I can go and spend $5.8 million 
elsewhere.”  That is the driving agenda in this process, and that is why we can be too successful in everything we 
do in arguing and fighting.  Talk about cutting off one’s nose to spite one’s face!  It means that for every person 
we get exempted from the process, the situation is made worse for everybody else.  That is what this process is 
doing.  I still think that the compliance costs of the metropolitan people would make the situation worse, so that 
is not necessarily the answer either. 

A bipartisan committee perhaps might reach a position whereby both the government and the opposition felt 
comfortable about who should pay for this.  The truth is that if that committee comes back and says, “This is not 
a user obligation; this is a government obligation to manage water resources”, and if the Parliament accepts that, 
we will take on all sections of both federal and state government, including everywhere else, in saying that we 
have decided that this is something the government should provide.  Costs are associated with that.  The National 
Competition Council might decide to cut back the state’s payments, but that is an argument to be had.  All the 
arguments that we are having around that are not based upon changing the outcome; we are just changing who 
will do the paying. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  Member, don’t you think the driver should be the statutory water management planning 
process, because that means you have the experts looking at particular areas and defining what sort of water 
regime should be in place on the basis of proper management of the water, rather than coming from a perspective 
of looking at the dollars? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member is exactly right.  We should be looking at putting the water management 
planning first and leaving the dollars as a secondary consideration. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  Which means that if we allowed the statutory water management plan for the south west and 
for Perth to be put in place, it may well say that we do not need the licences or it may well say that we do, on the 
basis of good water management and not on the basis of obtaining fees.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is right.  I believe that the intent of the first part of the member for Stirling’s 
amendment is to encompass that and allow that to happen.  Maybe we need to negotiate whether that will happen 
as a result of the disallowance motion and go on from there.  If the disallowance motion allows those things to 
proceed - 

Mr D.T. Redman:  That’s still to happen. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is still to happen.  I suspect that it will all happen at about the same time.  If we come 
back next week, I would not be surprised if the Legislative Council debates a disallowance motion while we are 
potentially debating the wording of what should go to a committee.  I can see where the member is coming from 
but it is a matter of getting it right through the process that we have here.   

Those are my concerns with the amendment as it stands at the moment.  I understand the intent of the first 
paragraph in terms of revoking that position.  I am not a Collingwood supporter, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. 
Watson) - 

Mr G. Snook interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Football is a dangerous thing at the moment so we probably should not be talking about 
that.  I believe that there is enough leeway in the National Water Initiative to negotiate and say that charges do 
not need to be laid for this year.  Members of the Liberal Party met - we took a senator down - with a group of 
farmers in Manjimup.  The Leader of the Opposition was there, Hon Barry House was there and a large number 
of Liberal Party representatives were there.  We took to Malcolm Turnbull’s office, the federal Minister for the 
Environment and Water Resources, that it was our belief that there was enough freedom within the National 
Water Initiative to allow the deferral of fees for at least this financial year until some greater certainty could be 
reached.  Everything that we received back in that process has been very positive.  It appears as though there is 
some flexibility in the National Water Initiative that will allow us to negotiate a better outcome.  That is not what 
we have at the moment.   

Although it is an issue that we have to deal with, the National Water Initiative is not necessarily forcing the 
current proposal upon us.  There is some flexibility for us to move.  The problem will be that if as a group we 
decide not to enforce those charges this year as a result of the National Water Initiative, thanks to the actions of 
the Treasurer, the Department of Water will be $5.8 million short.  Somehow the Department of Water has to 
come up with $5.8 million.  The government is sitting on a pretty fair budget surplus.  I would have thought that 
$5.8 million was probably a reasonable price to pay to delay the development of the licensing and fee system for 
12 months until the government can get it right.  It would be interesting to see what would happen if the 
opposition and the minor parties in the Legislative Council managed to get disallowance motion after 
disallowance motion through because nobody was happy with the outcome and it got to the end of the financial 
year and the Department of Water did not have the $5.8 million as it had hopefully spent it.  We cannot leave 
that compliance process unengaged.  It will be interesting to see whether the Department of Water eventually 
gets its money and how it will manage if it does not.  We should remember that the driving force in this process 
is not the Minister for Water or the Department of Water but the Treasurer and his $5.8 million.   

The member for Stirling’s amendment raises the issue of metropolitan domestic bores.  It is a very important 
issue.  I do not want to jest that we should not be talking about the bores in metropolitan Perth and the adequacy 
of the management of those bores.  For three years in a row the Environmental Protection Authority has raised 
concerns about the compliance monitoring in the Gnangara mound; that is, the ability of this government to 
monitor what is occurring and compliance with conditions set by ministers.  Over the past two years the 
Environmental Protection Authority has said that this government is not capable of monitoring compliance.  
Unfortunately, the government is a repeat offender in the monitoring of compliance, and in compliance itself for 
that matter.  It is an important issue.  Page 11 of this year’s Environmental Protection Authority’s annual report 
states - 

As raised in previous compliance reports, the EPA reiterated its view that the whole issue of the current 
capacity of the Gnangara groundwater mound to cater for sustainable abstraction whilst protecting 
nominated environmental and social values must be reviewed as a priority.   

That review is still coming.  It also states - 

The level of breaches of criteria is not improving.  The Department stated again . . . that this is primarily 
the result of declining rainfall. 

The level of breaches has not improved three years in a row.  The monitoring of compliance has been 
insufficient three years in a row.  The member is right to raise the issue of the management of the Gnangara 
mound and domestic bores.  To link the issue with which we need to deal - the licensing proposal that we have 
now - with the monitoring of bores in Perth, the compliance of those bores and the licensing and potential 
metering of those bores is a disservice to the people who will be affected by these licensing systems in rural and 
regional Australia.  I think it will muddy the water.  For those reasons, I have grave concern that we will see a 
country-city divide at a time when we need not deliver another country-city divide. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [6.07 pm]:  I will keep my comments fairly brief because I know that other 
members wish to speak, and most of the arguments have been pretty well put by other speakers.  This is a 
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somewhat contentious issue, particularly in the south west of the state.  The issue has been debated in this house 
prior to today as well.  Issues of water management are absolutely fundamental to the wellbeing of our society 
and our community.  That is certainly very much the case in rural communities where people depend on well-
managed water supplies not only for human habitation but also for industry and agriculture and - this point has 
been made by others - for the purpose of producing food and other goods for people across the state and also for 
export. 

There has been some discussion between the government and the opposition, as the Leader of the Opposition 
referred to earlier, about the specific aspect of licence fees and what might be possible or acceptable.  The 
government has obviously realised that the disallowance motion that has been moved in the Legislative Council 
has the support of the Liberal and National parties and also the Greens (WA).  Therefore, the regulations that the 
government has sought to put in place will be disallowed.  It is matter of working out what may be possible.  
There have been some discussions between the government and the opposition.  We appreciate that opportunity.   

One point that the Minister for Water Resources could put on the record either today or at some later stage 
relates to the issue that I raised with him privately earlier today.  He also made this point in a letter he sent to 
Hon Barry House about this whole issue.  The point was made that it is necessary for Western Australia - 

to “commence implementing cost recovery charging for water planning and management by 
December 2008, with further charging elements to be in place by July 2009”.   

That is a quote from the Water Smart Australia Program.  All of this flows from the National Water Initiative.  
There is some debate about the implications of that.  I understand the explanation that the minister gave to me 
privately.  I think it would be good to put on the record why it is necessary to commence this process and start 
charging licence fees in 2007 whereas the letter states that it is necessary for it to commence by December 2008.  
That will be helpful. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That’s not a date for WA.  That is part of our agreement in terms of delivering the outcomes 
to the NWI that we have to have it done by then at the latest.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I thank the minister for that interjection.  Perhaps he could now say why the process of 
charging people licence fees has started in 2007. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  In the whole of water planning and the statutory planning process - which is very important 
when making sure water is not over allocated and that there is enough for the environment - it is necessary to 
know how much water people are currently using or what allocation they currently have and want to retain the 
right to.  Unless some price signals are put in place, people will simply hang on to everything that they can in the 
hope that at some future time it will be of value to them.  We need the most accurate planning, as quickly as 
possible.  A thorough licensing system is important, with pricing an important mechanism by which to achieve a 
better licensing system. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I thank the minister for his response, which to some extent helps to make the point that the 
Leader of the Opposition’s motion to refer this issue to a select committee would be a worthwhile process.  I 
understand why the government may prefer these issues to be considered by a standing committee of this house, 
as opposed to a new select committee, and I am sure that if that is what the minister agrees to do, the opposition 
would support him, given that standing committees are already in place.   

The broader point I wish to make is that in my experience of serving on various parliamentary committees since 
my election in 1993, a rational and bipartisan approach has almost always been taken on the various issues under 
consideration.  If the issues of water licensing fees and all of the related water aspects were to be considered by a 
parliamentary committee, I believe members on both sides would approach the task in good faith.  The issues 
that are being raised and the claims that are being made by the various parties could be tested in a more thorough 
process than is possible in the debates we have in this chamber.   

I am not sure what the minister’s ultimate response will be, but I believe it desirable from the point of view of 
both the government and the community to have a process whereby the issues can be considered in a rational and 
sensible way, allowing for a process of community consultation and feedback to ensure that the people are heard 
by the Parliament through its committee, as has occurred on a number of other issues that have come before the 
Parliament from time to time since I was elected in 1993.  The minister has been in this place longer than me.  In 
1994 we served together on a parliamentary committee investigating groundwater supplies.  That was both a 
constructive and very valuable process.  I am sure the minister will remember that the outcome was not perhaps 
the outcome the government of the day was seeking or hoping for.  However, the select committee gathered 
evidence about the potential for pollution of or harm to groundwater supplies from urban development - in 
particular the Gnangara water mound and the Jandakot water mound.  It found it valuable to seek advice from 
and hear the views of well-qualified people from other countries - and I am not suggesting that this particular 
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committee will need to do any extensive travel outside of Western Australia if this proposal is agreed to - and 
that led to a recommendation to the government of the day to provide a greater degree of protection for the 
Gnangara and Jandakot water mounds than may otherwise have been the case.  My main point is that it is 
desirable for a whole range of issues related to water licensing in particular, and perhaps some other aspects of 
water management issues, to be considered in a rational and sensible way by a parliamentary committee.  
Therefore, I think that the original motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition should be supported.   
As for the amendment moved by the member for Stirling, I believe the opposition would have some concerns 
about the value of any proposal to licence the 165 000 metropolitan domestic bores.  As I understand it, the 
argument has always been that we need to have good water management in the metropolitan area, as elsewhere, 
but given the costs involved and the benefit that may be obtained from a metropolitan bore licensing regime, it is 
highly questionable whether there would be any net benefit gained. 
The other point that I will make - and I am happy to take an interjection from the member for Stirling in just one 
moment - is that, as I understand it, the equivalent of domestic bores in the Perth metropolitan area that exist in 
other parts of Western Australia are not proposed to be licensed or to have any fee applied under the 
government’s current proposal.  It is not a matter of discriminating between residents in rural areas and those in 
the metropolitan area - I agree that people need to be treated equitably - but it is a question of whether there 
would be any real gain from such an exercise.   
Mr D.T. Redman:  The point that I was going to make was that we currently have licences for domestic bores in 
the Albany and Exmouth regions.  I guess that is what you are touching on.  Don’t you see the anomaly in that 
arrangement, albeit they are not paying fees but are required to hold a licence? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  As I understand it, there is a requirement to have a licence because of the particular 
circumstances that apply to the groundwater deposits in those areas.  If the same situation exists in the Perth 
metropolitan area - and I think it may do in the Cottesloe and Mosman Park area - then the same process should 
apply. 
Mr D.T. Redman:  So they should have licences as well? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  If there is a good argument in support of what can be achieved by that, then I think that it 
should be considered.  However, to have a licensing system across the whole metropolitan area, if it is not going 
to produce any net benefit, is at best questionable. 
I believe that the original motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition should be supported, or perhaps the 
government may want to consider suggesting an amendment.  It is important and desirable to have these issues 
considered by a parliamentary committee so that the community can have its say - in particular the people 
directly affected - and so that the issues can be gone through in a comprehensive and a rational manner by 
representatives of both sides of Parliament. 
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [6.18 pm]:  I support the Leader of the Opposition’s original motion and wish to 
contribute to the debate on the amendment that is now before the house, as the two are intrinsically linked.  
Nothing sharpens human focus more than those times when that which we have been used to seeing as a basic 
right - as a majority or Western Australians have viewed and accepted the consumption of water - comes under 
threat or becomes increasingly expensive or limited in supply.  Those of us who have had the privilege and the 
opportunity to grow up and farm in the marginal wheatbelt areas, such as the Dalwallinu district, have had to 
provide for our own water supplies at our cost - as thousands of farmers across the state have done.  When the 
average rainfall is only eight inches, one has to be very careful how one uses the water that is collected.  Bore 
water in these areas is fairly saline and is often only suitable for watering stock.  Farmers, as intuitive as they are, 
put down turkey nest dams.  I am talking principally about my experience in the wheatbelt, because the south 
west experience has been well-documented by other members.  What a vast difference there is in terms of the 
water availability experienced by the great southern and north west of the state and that experienced by the 
northern and eastern wheatbelts, where, sadly, the lack of water is clearly demonstrated by the severe drought 
conditions experienced by the poor people living in those areas.  That really brings into focus the events of the 
past couple of decades - maybe three decades - in which there has been a very evident drying of the climate and 
a lack of rainfall in certain areas of the state. 

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Not at all.  I am not a climate change convert as such but I certainly acknowledge that this 
planet’s climate has been in continual change.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Ever since Adam? 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Well before Adam.  The point I make is that there is a need - which I think everybody in this 
place acknowledges - for us to manage a resource as precious as water.  It is above all the most fundamental and 
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vitally important element to life.  We can go without a feed, and we often do.  People should try going three or 
four days without a drink of water and they will soon suffer the consequences as a result of that. 

In considering the motion I compliment the Leader of the Opposition for proposing to refer all these matters to a 
select committee.  It is acknowledged that we would support a referral to a standing committee if that is the 
agreement the minister leads us to.   

We need to be careful that we do not pre-empt decisions by introducing and locking in provisions.  Part (2) of 
the member for Stirling’s amendment is that we make a decision prior to having this great opportunity.  The 
member suggested in his comments that this should be done so that we can move towards a better outcome than 
the methodology adopted by the minister and the government and the way they have run the debate.  People in 
the member’s area and the Leader of the Opposition’s area in the south of the state are being seriously impacted 
by their dams.  This debate has raised a lot of serious concerns in the minds of a lot of people in my electorate 
and people generally throughout the wheatbelt.  It appeared that things evolved when word got out that there was 
effectively a new licensing regime.  There was a lot of uncertainty, and much of it was misguided information or 
wrong assumptions.  People were fearful that their farm dams - their turkey nest dams - were going to be 
licensed.  All sorts of debate ensued from that. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have to accept some responsibility because there had been a thorough consultation process 
but it reached only a small percentage of people.  We did not spend enough on advertising and on educating 
people so that they properly understood what was involved. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am not here to name and blame.  I support the concept of us going back and getting a 
committee to consider this proposal in total.  I am sure the minister would agree that, even with all the good 
knowledge we have of the hydrology of the state, the wonderful research that is being done and the evidence 
about the structures of the various aquifers and how they interface with one another, the full extent of the water 
resources in the aquifers would not be known. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  You would agree with the first part of my amendment. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I think that we need to go back to square one and get the committee to look at it all.  I am sure 
all members would have seen the paper put out by the Department of Water, “Water for Life: Western 
Australia’s Water Reform Program”.  It highlights a range of issues of how the picture will be painted.  There is 
no date on the document.  I do not know exactly when it was put out.  It was certainly this year.  It is a fairly 
comprehensive document that looks at and discusses the benefits of water entitlement, and outlines the different 
types.  There are three main forms of water entitlement: water licensing, water access entitlements and basic 
landholder rights.  It goes on to discuss consumptive pools.   

We really have to make sure that when we start managing, licensing, restricting and making people comply that 
we - as best we can - encompass all the varying needs.  One of the concerning aspects of the current approach - I 
know that agriculture in many forms is being recognised and acknowledged - is that, as much as water is 
fundamental to the survival of humanity, it is also true for food.  If we look back in history and the current 
situation in Western Australia compared with the rest of the nation, we should ask where the majority of our 
food is produced.  Our domestic food is produced in areas where there is water available for irrigation.  We have 
massive potential in this state.  We have some great examples of success stories in the Carnarvon area with the 
Gascoyne irrigation scheme and the efficiency that that use of water delivers in the value of product.  It may be 
true that it can be held up as a shining example compared with the Murray and even the Ord, where it appears 
that there is a massive volume of water but also great inefficiency in terms of the value of production from the 
volume of water that is used.  We have to remember that there are two types of irrigation schemes; there are two 
different processes for applying the water.  We also have to remember that, for example, in the Ord there is a wet 
season, which totally changes the dynamics of productivity there.   

We really need to support this idea.  I am pleased the minister indicated he would give consideration to a 
committee to consider this matter.  That is a great move.  I commend the minister on that if we can look at the 
range of impacts and issues to make sure that we can cover as best we can everything that has been raised in 
criticism of the licensing scheme and regime that has been put in place.  I think it gives us a great opportunity to 
take a broader view than that and to look at these other matters and issues.   

I think we are still in a fortunate position with our underground water supplies in that we have not gone past a 
critical point.  I am confident of that.  I have nothing but my background in agriculture and my instinct to tell me 
that we have not overstepped the mark to a critical degree.  It is timely that we look at this now.  In my electorate 
there has been a large expansion of irrigation projects.  Olives are a fairly substantial crop in the Moore River 
region.  Producers in the Gingin area are using a lot of underground water.  It looks as though some successful 
results are coming out, which will really put Western Australia on the map in terms of olive and oil production.  
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The minister would also know that we have Western Australia’s and possibly Australia’s largest carrot producer 
in my electorate.  It is a very large setup.  There are also turf farms and lucerne farms and smaller grape growing 
projects under irrigation.  There are also a number of aquifers.  A lot of them are not being used.  I am not 
arguing that they should be used.  One is the Agaton, which is an identified source of water.  There is also the 
north Yarragadee, which is currently being tapped.  Both of those provide good quality, potable water.  There are 
also the Parmelia and Lesueur aquifers.  On the coastal plain, right up to the area of the member for Greenough, 
is the Tamala limestone aquifer, which is relatively shallow.  There is a superficial one that sits on top of that, 
which is being used by farmers to a degree.  There are also wetland issues where people have used soaks.  The 
minister knows that in Gingin for more than 100 years domestic stock water has been taken from soaks.   

There was the unfortunate debate about the Swan coastal plain wetlands policy.  Good intentions were behind 
that, but I advised that it was not done in the right way.  It is critical that in all these instances we bring together 
the users, consumers and the landowners, metropolitan as well as rural.  I know that some consultation took 
place, but we can only consult for so long.  It is essential that we consider going back to square one with this.  
The members for Capel and Darling Range expressed concern about making decisions on the metropolitan bores.  
If ever we had the opportunity of moving away from the country-city divide, it is with us now.  In principle, I 
believe in the user-pays system.  We need a managed system that is fair and equitable and has a licensing system 
attached to it.  We need to responsibly measure and monitor consumption so that we do not step over the critical 
mark.  The best way we can do that is to have a committee consider this issue in detail, and go through all its 
aspects so that we can avoid driving a wedge between our metropolitan and rural communities.  We do not need 
that.  I strongly urge this house to consider the view that we should not make decisions that pre-empt a total 
review. 

Licensing of bores could very well be the outcome, and I would not argue against it.  I would take a punt and say 
that there are probably thousands of unlicensed rural bores.  I am sure that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. 
Woodhams), would have many coastal communities in your electorate of Greenough, where there are many 
bores.  Quite remarkably, they are in the main very good sources of water, at a depth of no more than six to 
seven metres.  I am talking about areas within a cricket ball’s throw of the ocean.  It is quite amazing, and it is 
sad to think that the early explorers who travelled along the coast perished without realising that fresh water was 
available very close by.  We have to be careful to apply consistency in the application and ensure that there is 
good recognition of the need for water for agriculture without excluding other industry users.  I admit my bias 
here.  The essence of what I am saying is that in view of the threat of imported food, we need to be very careful 
in the decisions we make in this place.  The minister has said that $2 000 will not send someone broke, and he is 
right in the case of a single cost.  However, this impost is in addition to many other fees and costs.  The cost of 
fertiliser, for instance, has trebled in the past three years.  All those costs jam the producer close to the fine line.  
We need to be careful how we work through this.  I urge the house to support the motion.  I urge the mover of 
the amendment to wait until we have given that amendment consideration. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [6.34 pm]:  As I indicated by way of 
interjection, it is not my intention to respond this evening, and I intend to adjourn the debate.  However, I am 
very open to suggestions for these matters to be dealt with in whole or in part by a committee to attempt to 
establish bipartisan support for the matter, and to use the incredible value of a parliamentary committee.  
However, I will briefly place on the record the government’s position that the matter should be dealt with by an 
existing standing committee, rather than a select committee.  We will need to determine which committee will 
best be able to deal with this matter.  The terms of reference proposed by the Leader of the Opposition are 
incredibly broad, and they would take far too long for a committee to deal with.  The whole reform agenda has to 
roll on, so we need to make sure that the terms of reference enable a report to be delivered within three or four 
months, and define exactly what we want done.  Finally, if we use a standing committee, the Leader of the 
Opposition may wish to appoint an extra member to that committee, because some members are very interested 
in this and can be seconded to the standing committee.  I hope that we can sort that out by next week.  If the 
opposition is open to continuing this debate next week, I will come back with amendments that can then be 
debated.  Therefore under standing order 103, I seek leave to continue my remarks on another day.  

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later date.] 

Debate thus adjourned. 
 


