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MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL 

 Wai 144 submits the following questions of clarification for Philip Galloway 

[A69(g)]: 

1. Regarding the Royalty approach, throughout your evidence, you mention royalties as 

not requiring the creation (or recognition) of a proprietary interest in water.[P2]  How 

are royalties to be paid, if not to those identified as having a proprietary interest? 

2. Regarding the Royalty approach, your examples refer to geothermal energy projects.  

[p.9, 11, and 12]  Isn’t it correct that it is much easier to identify origins and therefore 

ownership of geothermal resources than the water in flowing streams or rivers?  

3. Regarding the Royalty approach, at section 4.2 Unitization Issues, you have used 

another geothermal field example.  Isn’t it correct that this example is reliant on the 

resource being located in an identifiable area, with known ownership, even if that 

ownership involves many parties? 

4. Wouldn’t you ultimately conclude that the royalty approach is more easily applied to 

geothermal resources than to hydro power plants? 

5. Ultimately, all of the three remedies—identification of water rights with use by lease, 

royalties or shares in a company—would require a determination of the proprietary 

rights in the water, correct? 

 

Dated 26 June 2012. 
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