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WATER EFFICIENCY LABELLING AND STANDARDS BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 June. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [4.04 pm]:  Unaccustomed as I am to speaking on this bill, I will continue to make 
a small contribution.  The lead speaker for the opposition, the member for Darling Range, will give a full and 
proper account of the Liberal Party’s position.  Generally speaking, I am in favour of anything that saves water.  
It is a very hot topic.  The Minister for Water Resources had a question he did not really know was coming, or 
that he wrote very carefully for someone else.  Does the minister remember which was the worst year on record?  
This year is becoming the worst on record, but does the minister remember which was the next worst year? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The difficulty with answering that question is that you have to say what you mean.  There are 
lots of different statistics.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Let us pick the catchment in the dams, for example.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The year 2001 was very bad; I think it was the second worst on record.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That was the second worst, but can the minister say what the worst year was? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, it was before my time.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I told the minister what it was last week; I was just checking to see whether he was 
listening to my speech.  I only had five minutes, and I was wondering how many people listened.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Tell us now; stop wasting time.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It was 1914, when the new minister was young.  What is he the minister for? 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Disability services.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I thank the Minister for Disability Services - this week’s minister.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  He has not been a minister before.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  He is this week’s Minister for Disability Services.  I understand it is a rotating option.  
They call it the phonograph ministry - thirty-three and a third revolutions per minute.  Everybody keeps turning 
around.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  I wouldn’t say that too loud - look at your own side! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We are very settled on this side.   

This is a very important piece of legislation because it gives people the ability to choose water-wise appliances.  
It gives people the knowledge that they are doing something about saving water.  It is very important to progress 
in that area, as we do with energy.  I commend this bill to the house.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [4.06 pm]:  As the member for Capel has indicated, the opposition will 
support this bill.  It is part of a national scheme to put in place a water efficiency labelling and standards regime 
across the whole of Australia.  The scheme is being put in place in the context of increasing pressure on water 
supplies.  The debate on that issue is occurring in every state and territory of Australia.  It is very prominent in 
Queensland and New South Wales at the moment and, with the very dry start to winter that Western Australia 
has so far experienced, this issue is of increasing importance to us also.  That has also been demonstrated by the 
published figures showing declining rainfall over the part 30 years or so, which has led to decreased runoff into 
the dams that supply the south west of Western Australia.  We need to make use of all reasonable options to use 
water more efficiently, as well as considering what additional water supplies may be available, which is also the 
subject of extensive debate.  The various options include the recycling of waste water.  There is an increasing 
interest in the reuse of waste water.  It has already commenced in the Kwinana industrial area, and there are 
plans to trial aquifer recharge in the Perth metropolitan area.  We need to be careful about that, particularly in the 
area of public acceptance.  There is a strong degree of sensitivity about the prospect of drinking recycled and 
purified waste water, although it is quite clear that it is technically possible, and is already used as an option in 
many parts of the world; for instance, in Orange County in California.  We will see increasing interest in the use 
of recycled waste water.  It needs to occur to promote more efficient water use, but sufficient information and 
education needs to be provided to the public.  
This bill is intended to encourage more efficient use of existing water supplies.  This can be done in two ways: 
firstly, by the provision of information to consumers, which is what this bill is all about; and, secondly, by the 
provision of incentives to consumers to purchase water-efficient products.  The least-cost planning approach to 
obtaining additional water supplies or achieving more efficient use of water supplies makes sense.  That 
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approach can be applied to many other aspects of service provision.  It means that we not only consider 
additional suppliers of a particular commodity and how it may be obtained, but also make better use of existing 
supplies.  The opposition is supportive of the bill in that context as well. 
On the provision of incentives, three years ago the government instituted the Waterwise rebate program.  The 
scheme provides for rebates on the purchase of a range of household appliances, the most significant of which 
are washing machines, soil-wetting agents and showerheads, as well as a range of other items.  The scheme was 
the subject of a report by the Auditor General last month and has received some public coverage.  Although the 
Auditor General did not oppose the scheme, he pointed out that it was impossible to estimate the amount of 
water savings that had been realised as a result of the government’s scheme.  In particular, the Auditor General 
stated that the savings of water have been overstated.  I will quote from page 4 of his report. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  If members want to have a meeting, they should do it 
outside.  I know that the Hansard reporter is having trouble hearing the speaker. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The report states -  

Public statements have overstated the extent of water savings generated by the rebate program.  The 
stated savings have been based on the assumption that persons who purchased a water saving device 
and received a rebate only purchased the product because of the rebate.  It does not reflect those persons 
who would have purchased the product even if a rebate were not offered.  The extent that the rebate 
influences purchase decisions is unknown. 

It would be fair to presume that the volume of water saved as a result of items purchased under the rebate 
program is perhaps half the volume claimed to have been saved.  No doubt the minister will give a different 
perspective in his response, but the Auditor General has certainly drawn attention to this issue.  Further on 
page 4, the following statement is made -  

Appropriate levels of integrity and reliability should be applied to public statements and reports about 
the extent of water savings from the rebate program. 

As occurs pretty frequently with the incumbent government, it is more interested in getting favourable headlines 
than putting in place a program that is genuinely about water conservation.  Certainly, water conservation is 
extremely important and perhaps some savings have been made as a result of the Waterwise rebate program.  
However, the approach of this government, both before and since the last election, is to show more interest in 
favourable publicity than in doing something of substance.  I would also like information from the minister when 
he responds about whether the rebate scheme will continue.  I think I am right in saying that funding has been 
provided only in the 2006-07 state budget until the end of June 2007, so there is a question about whether the 
scheme will continue. 
The water efficiency labelling and standards scheme that is being instituted under this legislation will replace the 
existing voluntary scheme that has been in place for a few years.  Under the existing scheme, water-using 
appliances are labelled with between one and five As, and the more As an appliance has, the better.  That scheme 
will be phased out and the new scheme, which is being mandated in the bill, will ensure that appropriate water-
consuming appliances are labelled with up to six stars, and the more stars an appliance has, the better.  That will 
be directly comparable with the electricity labelling scheme, which has also been in place for a number of years.  
Consumers will be much more readily informed about the water efficiency of an appliance, because they will be 
able to make a direct comparison between appliances labelled under this scheme and those labelled under the 
electricity labelling scheme.  We are advised that by the time the scheme takes full effect in Western Australia - 
obviously there will be a long phasing-in period, because the changeover of appliances will take some time - it is 
estimated that six gigalitres of water a year will be saved by 2016.  That is not a huge amount in the overall 
context of about 250 gigalitres a year that is being consumed within the integrated water supply scheme, and a 
large amount of extra water is consumed outside that scheme.  Nevertheless, it is worth saving six gigalitres a 
year and making more efficient use of appliances. 
I will provide a few facts and figures.  The scheme will ensure that there is mandatory labelling of all 
showerheads, washing machines, toilets, dishwashers, urinals and some types of taps.  There will also be 
minimum water-efficiency standards for toilets.  Nearly half the water savings will come from washing 
machines, about 25 per cent will come from showers and 22 per cent will come from toilets.  I am advised that 
the most efficient dishwashers use about half the amount of water that old or inefficient dishwashers use, so that 
is a significant difference.  Taps with an aerator or flow restrictor use half the water used by standard taps.  I am 
advised that a water-efficient washing machine uses about one-third the volume of water that a water-guzzling 
washing machine uses.  An eight-minute shower using a regular showerhead uses about 120 litres of water, but a 
water-efficient showerhead uses fewer than 72 litres, which is a water saving of about 40 per cent.  A normal 
single-flush toilet can use up to 12 litres of water in one flush, but the new, more water-efficient, dual-flush 
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toilets generally use fewer than four litres in one flush.  It is also worth noting that the scheme will help reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the amount of energy consumed in heating water if less hot water is used. 

The opposition is supportive of the bill.  For those people who read Hansard - believe it or not, there are some in 
the community who do - it is worth putting on the record that there is a good web site on the scheme at 
www.waterrating.com.au.  It has been put in place by the commonwealth government and provides a lot of 
useful information on how the scheme will work, its background and so on.  As I have said, the opposition is 
supportive of the bill and is happy to progress its passage. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [4.17 pm]:  The purpose of the Water Efficiency Labelling and Standards Bill 
2006 is to implement a cooperative scheme involving complementary commonwealth, state and territory 
legislation to ensure that purchasers of particular types of water-use and water-saving products are provided with 
information to assist and encourage them to select more water-efficient products.  I cannot dispute that.  The 
National Party will support the bill.  However, I take this opportunity to make a couple of comments about the 
focus of the government on the issue of water. 
During the short time I had to contribute to today’s debate on a matter of public interest, I highlighted our 
concern with the pumping of water from the south west Yarragadee aquifer.  I will expand slightly on one of the 
points I made because I believe it relates to the nature of this bill; that is, when there is a shortage of water, the 
focus of the government is to look for more, rather than make some serious attempt to reduce the level of 
consumption.  Yes, this bill supports efficient water use.  However, I believe it will have a relatively small 
impact.  Although I support the bill and think it is important to have those mechanisms in the community to 
encourage people to use water more efficiently, there are some more serious steps that we can take to reduce that 
consumption.  Unfortunately, members of some of the communities in the eastern states, and particularly in New 
South Wales, are facing severe water shortages and are having to take a more aggressive approach to reduce their 
consumption.  They have had some serious reductions in recent years.  One example is Goulburn in New South 
Wales, which is now down to, I think, its last 15 per cent of water supplies.  That has forced their hand, and they 
are now taking steps to reduce water consumption, and to put in place initiatives to reuse some of the treated 
waste water.  I encourage the government to do the same in this state.  The Department of Water and the 
government are proposing to take 45 gigalitres from the south west Yarragadee to supplement the needs of city 
water users.  Rather than do that, the government should take a serious look at these initiatives.  The government 
has looked at an initiative to put some of the treated waste water back into the aquifers in Perth.  The proposal to 
take water from the south west Yarragadee has the potential to cause significant environmental damage.  That is 
borne out by the comments in the report from the Water Corporation.  Instead of looking for more water sources, 
the government should look at how we can recycle the 100-odd gigalitres of waste water that is currently 
discharged into the sea and put it back into our reservoirs, as New South Wales is looking at doing, simply 
because it has been forced into that situation.  We should be taking up these initiatives now, on a smaller scale, 
before we get to that stage.   
I again want to raise a point that I raised in a grievance to the minister with regard to a constituent of mine in the 
Little Grove area of Albany.  It is unfortunate the member for Albany is not in the chamber, because he is aware 
of this issue -  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Member, I am here!   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Sorry, Mr Acting Speaker!  I was looking for you in your seat, from which I usually find 
you making comments while I am on my feet!  It is great that you are in the chamber, because you are certainly 
very aware of this issue.  This gentleman in Little Grove had to invest in a Biomax aerated water treatment 
facility because of the proximity of his property to Princess Royal Harbour and the concern that effluent from a 
normal septic tank would leach into that waterway.  That meant he had to spend about $10 000 compared with 
the $4 000 he would otherwise have had to spend on a septic system.  However, because it is now proposed to 
put deep sewerage past his house, he is required by law to connect to that system, at his own cost.  He is also 
required to pay for the cost of decommissioning his Biomax system.  Although the minister has said that he is 
sympathetic to the circumstances in which this gentleman finds himself, unfortunately no outcome can be found 
other than requiring him to pay those extra charges.  That will impose quite a burden for this person.  I would 
like the minister to take a serious look at how we can compensate this gentleman and the other four or five 
people who are in this situation.  They are doing the right thing.  However, they have been caught out by 
circumstances beyond their control.  This gentleman has won a Waterwise award, because the system that he has 
put in place enables his household to save about 150 000 litres of water a year.  The minister would not get much 
contest from the opposition if a special case was made to compensate people who have made an investment out 
of their own pocket to do the right thing by the community and reduce their water consumption.   
We support the bill.  It is a great step forward in reducing water consumption in our community.  However, I 
have serious concerns, as I have mentioned, about the focus of the government and the Department of Water on 
taking water from the south west Yarragadee rather than looking at water recycling.  I am also concerned about 
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those people in our community who have invested in a system that reduces water use yet who are now required 
to pay about $6 000 out of their own pocket because they have been caught out by circumstances beyond their 
control.  I thank members for the opportunity to speak in this debate.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [4.24 pm]:  I thank members opposite for 
their contributions and their support for the Water Efficiency Labelling and Standards Bill.  A couple of 
questions were asked that relate to the bill.  The member for Stirling asked some questions that have no 
relevance to the bill, but he wanted to use this opportunity to raise them.  I will start with the comments of the 
member for Stirling.  The current government is aware of water management.  Our Waterwise rebate scheme has 
been an outstanding success.  I will talk more about that in a moment.  The rate of water consumption in this 
state was about 175 kilolitres of water per person per year.  That is now down to 155 kilolitres of water per 
person per year.  That has in large part been met by the restriction on when people can water their gardens.  Our 
target is to maintain that rate, even when we remove the water restrictions, which we hope to be able to do at 
some time in the future.  Therefore, a real effort is being made to reduce water consumption.   

I turn now to the questions raised by the member for Darling Range about the Waterwise rebate scheme in 
Western Australia.  The member asked whether that scheme will continue.  In my view it will continue.  
However, that does not mean it will continue in exactly the same form.  We review the scheme on a regular 
basis, and from year to year products are added to, or subtracted from, the list of products for which the rebate is 
payable.  That is why there is no set amount of money in the out years budget for this scheme.  The situation is 
monitored as the marketplace changes.  For example, there may be a reassessment of the efficiency of certain 
products for which the rebate is payable.  However, we intend to continue with the scheme in some form to 
ensure that we are driving people to use water more efficiently. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Does that mean that when you go into the budget process each year you start from scratch, as 
opposed to allocating funds in the forward estimates that may be varied up or down?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The principle generally is to allocate funds in the forward estimates, because it is an 
ongoing program.  We employ so many thousands of police, teachers and nurses, and we assume that situation 
will continue.  However, there may be a need to reassess the situation.  If the student numbers drop, for instance, 
we may need fewer teachers.  However, we would expect the particular regime to be ongoing.  The Waterwise 
regime is reassessed and can change from time to time; therefore, we do not carry the money forward in the 
forward estimates.  However, that does not indicate that the program will not be continued.  It indicates that the 
program is reviewed regularly, and through that review, the rebate is adjusted, and obviously money has to be 
found for it.   

The member for Darling Range referred to the Auditor General’s report.  The issue that he raised is a very 
simplistic and narrow view of how the rebate works and how we can assess its benefits.  I accept that there are a 
lot of underlying assumptions to the government’s claim about the amount of water that is being saved due to the 
rebate.  People can question those assumptions quite validly.  However, the fact remains that we want an 
efficient and effective water management system.  If we estimate how much water is saved by all the products 
that attract the rebate, we can impute a total saving.  That is a fair and appropriate way to do it.  The question that 
is raised - quite properly - is that a person may not be motivated to buy a particular product just to get the rebate; 
a person may buy the product in any event.  I accept that.  However, once we get into the issue of a person’s 
motivation, it is very difficult to put a number on it.  Some people - a minority, I suggest - buy a product that 
attracts the rebate but do not claim the rebate.  Those people are not included in our figures, but they have still 
bought the product.  The important issue is that we are providing the rebate not just to encourage people to buy a 
water efficient shower head or washing machine, but to change their behaviour and make them more water 
conscious.  That is the much bigger picture that it is driving this scheme.  We are not only seeking to change the 
views of consumers so that they will use water more efficiently and use water efficient appliances; we are also 
seeking to change the attitude of manufacturers.  A classic example that is mentioned in the Auditor General’s 
report is that when the Waterwise rebate program first began, only eight washing machines models on the market 
met the then AAAA criterion to be eligible for the rebate.  As a result of the rebate, over 230 models are now 
available on the market.  The whole market has shifted as a result of the rebate scheme in Western Australia and 
what was happening in other parts of Australia.  The government has withdrawn the rebate on some of those 
machines.  People are still buying them and we are getting the savings, but we are not paying the rebate.  It is a 
valid point that the fact people buy the appliance and get the rebate does not mean that they are motivated by the 
rebate.  However, an appliance to which the rebate applies is water efficient, and the fact that people are using it 
means there are savings.  To accumulate that as imputed savings is quite a valid methodology.  Although we take 
into account the general point, it is narrow when considering the whole program and its success. 

I think those were the substantive issues raised by members opposite.  I again thank them for their contribution.  
As they are well aware, this is part of a national scheme that a number of other states have already implemented.  
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I believe that South Australia has just introduced it into its Parliament.  We hope that it can be implemented 
fairly quickly so that we are part of the national scheme.  The scheme will no longer be voluntary.  Furthermore, 
this legislation will ensure that it will have certain mandatory aspects for the provision of a whole range of water 
appliances. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Minister for Water Resources), and transmitted to the 
Council. 
 


