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WATER RESOURCES - SOUTH WEST 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths):  I received the following letter this morning from Hon Paul 
Llewellyn - 

Urgency Motion - 4 September 2007 

Paul Llewellyn to move - 

That given the ongoing pressure on the water resources of the South West of Western 
Australia, this House calls on the government to commit to long term water efficiency targets. 

Pursuant to standing order 72, the member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [3.33 pm]:  I move the motion. 

I framed this proposal fairly openly because it contains two operative phrases: first, “long term” and, second, 
“water efficiency targets”.  This will not be the first time we have raised the idea in this house.  Given the current 
decline in rainfall; given the current state of the water storage systems, particularly the storage of surface water 
in the dams in the hills that supply the Perth metropolitan region and some of the dams that supply the great 
southern and irrigation sector; given the approximately 37 per cent water storage in those dams; given that the 
wall has been hit for water resources available from groundwater resources; given that it is very expensive to 
develop water resources, in that it needs massive investment in state infrastructure for new dams, new pumping, 
new pipage and the whole distribution system; and given the expense of water infrastructure and capital 
investment, it makes sense to use the state’s water resources a great deal more efficiently.   

It is worth having a look at the facts.  If the state had the best rainfall this season, it would still be well below the 
pre-1975 average rainfall.  The Water Corporation put out graphs showing that at best this year rainfall will be 
slightly above the past five years’ average, and not even within the past 10 or 15 years’ average.  As we know, if 
rainfall depletes by 20 per cent, stream flow will deplete by something in the order of 50 to 60 per cent.  As a 
consequence, stream flow is down, water storage is down and the running of the system is very tight.  This 
would make no difference if all the water in the dams could be used or all the water could be sucked out of 
groundwater reserves, but the consequences of overtaxing groundwater reserves would be large-scale ecological 
impacts and environmental impacts.  Also, we simply cannot get the last drop of water out of the dams.  We are 
therefore left with the same situation.  If the level in a farm dam or water tank was down to 30 or 20 per cent, 
what measures would be put in place?  If we were managing a small farm or house water supply and the level 
was down to 30 per cent, we would be taking a great deal of care with the way in which we managed the last 30 
per cent of that water.   

If rainfall decreases slightly more, what will be the outlook for next year?  What will next year’s water supply 
look like if there is another dry year?  I will give members some rough but reasonable figures.  The south west 
integrated system currently distributes something like 270 gigalitres of water a year - it could be 280 gigalitres, 
but it is of that order.  We are storing just 235 gigalitres of water in surface water dams.  At its lowest a few 
years ago, at 28 per cent, only 180 gigalitres of water were stored for a distribution task of 270 gigalitres.  Over 
time we have shifted more and more from using surface water towards using groundwater.  The general trend 
suggests that nearly 60 per cent of water is coming from groundwater resources.  The recharging of the 
groundwater assets is declining at the same rate as the rainfall.  Therefore, we are not in a better situation, but are 
consistently moving towards a worse situation.  

As I said, if we ignore the environmental implications of overtaxing the Yarragadee aquifer, the Gnangara 
mound or the Jandakot mound, and if we could ignore the extraordinary cost of desalinating water, it would be 
okay for every person to continue to have 155 kilolitres of water delivered per capita per year.  Desalinated water 
is extremely energy and resource intensive.  If the first desalination plant was expected to cost roughly 
$400 million, the second desalination plant looks like it will cost $960 million.  In that case, the cost of 
delivering water will go up from around $1.10 per kilolitre to $1.90 per kilolitre, if not $2 or $3 per kilolitre in 
the future.  By increasing the price of water, we may inadvertently reduce demand.   
It is incumbent on water managers in the state to plan for a higher level of water efficiency and water 
conservation.  This year’s state water plan, which was the result of a considerable and exhaustive public 
consultation process, has finally acknowledged that it will set some short-term water efficiency targets.  I said at 
the beginning of this discussion that this proposal is not about setting short-term targets; we propose to set long-
term water conservation targets or water efficiency targets.  It is worth noting that before we started having this 
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conversation in this house, and before the Greens (WA) gave notice that they would put forward a water 
conservation targets bill, there was no mention of water conservation targets in the “State Water Plan 2007”.  In 
its wisdom, the government has now chosen to put forward some water conservation strategies for the next four 
or five years.   
We would like to see Western Australia, in particular, Perth, come into line with the other major cities around 
Australia.  Sydney’s per capita water consumption is 124 kilolitres per person per year, with a target of 100 
kilolitres per person per year by 2030 - a 24 per cent reduction.  Melbourne’s current water consumption is 120 
kilolitres per person per year, with a target of 108 kilolitres per person per year by 2020 - an 11 per cent 
reduction.  Perth’s numbers are interesting.  Our current consumption is 152 kilolitres per year.  Our expected 
target is 155 kilolitres by 2012 - a two per cent increase.  That is out of step with the general logic that is 
capturing the imagination of not just water planners across Australia but also the public, who are expecting us to 
move towards more efficient and intelligent use of this precious resource.   
If we used water resources a great deal more efficiently and if we could deliver a more efficient water service to 
consumers, water consumption would go down and household water bills could go down as well.  It is much 
cheaper to deliver water conservation services than it is to supply more water.  In other words, the dams, the 
pipes and the distribution networks cost more than water conservation strategies.  In our current environment, it 
makes a great deal of sense to look at this significant water challenge.  We are closeting the fact that this water 
challenge is a great deal more significant than the Water Corporation and the Department of Water seem to 
allude to.  They refuse to set mandated or binding targets, and they refuse to put in place significant programs 
with long-term objectives to use water more efficiently and conservatively, as it is clearly precious and in short 
supply.   
Without pre-empting a bill that the Greens will introduce, entitled “Water Services Licensing (Water 
Conservation Targets) Amendment Bill 2007”, we have laid out a framework for setting water efficiency and 
conservation targets for all major water suppliers.  That target will be part of a licence condition of the major 
water suppliers.  They will have to take a series of measures in order to meet those water efficiency standards 
and to deliver water services to consumers rather than feel obliged to continue to just deliver kilolitres.  In other 
words, a megalitre saved is a megalitre that we do not have to produce or source.  We would prefer the Water 
Corporation or Aqwest-Bunbury Water Board to be known as water service providers rather than water pipers 
and pumpers.  That is the trend internationally and nationally.  That is the trend that Western Australia should be 
following; that is, setting long-term binding water efficiency targets for the state of Western Australia.   
HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [3.47 pm]:  I wish to add some comments to the debate on Hon Paul 
Llewellyn’s motion.  I will point out a couple of other issues aside from typically water efficiency targets for the 
state government.  One of the biggest problems in Western Australia is not a lack of water but a lack of fresh 
water.  In the Agricultural Region, even with the drought in the northern parts, there is always water to be found.  
The problem is that it is usually saline in most places.  In the wet years, the salt dissolves into the lake systems 
and the lower lying areas.  In the summer time, that water evaporates and the salt is still there.  Every five or 
10 years a lot of areas throughout the Agricultural Region in Western Australia get floods or high rainfalls.  It is 
quite often freakish in the middle of summer.  There is sometimes a very heavy flood in a region and, all of a 
sudden, those lake areas and low lying areas are flooded.  The salt dissolves and fills the lake system and sits 
there for months.  After Lake Grace was flooded last year, it took six weeks before the main highway through to 
Lake Grace was passable to traffic.  The water from those lake systems eventually gets into the river system and 
flows towards the Avon River and then into the Swan River.  It takes a very long time to do that.  Before that 
water reaches the river systems, in a lot of cases, it evaporates and all that salt stays behind.   
This is an issue that the government needs to look at in the medium to long term.  Money needs to be spent on 
some major infrastructure in the area where drainage is a problem throughout the wheatbelt, particularly with a 
view to draining that lake system into our current river systems and back to the ocean.  I am sure there will be 
opponents to that idea because they may say it will put salt water back into our river systems.  If we do not put 
salt into the river systems now, in 100 years, 500 years or whenever, that salt will accumulate in the wheatbelt 
and eventually get into our river systems one way or another with floods or higher rainfall activity in years to 
come.   
I was disappointed that the Carpenter Labor government chose to build a second desalination plant in Western 
Australia to solve, in particular, metropolitan drinking water and other domestic water requirements when there 
is so much water available in the south west.  If the government started to focus more on improving the quality 
of water in the south west through such means as drainage systems, there would be a much greater availability of 
water through the dam system in the south west and even from the Yarragadee aquifer, without drawing out too 
much from that aquifer in the long term.  If enough clean water went into that system to replace the water that 
was taken out, given the area of land in the south west and the rainfall that it gets, I believe the draw-out of that 
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water would not be enough to seriously affect the quality of water in the south west or contribute to the 
encroachment of salinity from other areas.  However, if that is an issue, it could be closely monitored by the 
government through the Water Corporation and other agencies to make sure that the region’s aquifers were not 
damaged in the long term.   
The focus, however, must be on getting rid of salt from inland areas.  The simplest way to do that would be to 
improve the drainage systems out of the lakes areas and all the creek systems that feed into them; for example, 
Blackwood River, Beaufort River, Swan River and Avon River, and we could keep going further north to 
Geraldton and beyond.  There are events of flooding in those areas every 10 to 15 years.  One of those events 
would be an opportunity for all of that water to take all of the salts very quickly down to the ocean.  I believe that 
in the long term there would be a much cleaner Blackwood River, a cleaner Swan River system and probably a 
cleaner ocean as well.   
Those are the main issues I wanted to raise in support of Hon Paul Llewellyn’s motion.  We should not be 
looking at ways to interfere with the availability of the water resources that we have now; we should be looking 
at improving them.  It is very sad that Western Australia is facing a water shortage, although the government 
probably blew up the shortage a little more than it needed by saying that water availability was a crisis.  There is 
water available; it is just a question of finding the best way to get it.  I was very disappointed that the 
government chose to desalinate seawater in Western Australia to solve the water problem, which is really only a 
short-term solution. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.52 pm]:  I am very happy to support the motion 
moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn.  The support indicated all the way around the chamber by the number of 
members who stood to support the urgency motion being heard was a fair indication that this matter has a 
considerable degree of unanimity.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Although you can draw that conclusion on this occasion, you should not do that as a 
matter of course.  Some of us stood to allow Hon Paul Llewellyn the opportunity to make a speech, which does 
not necessarily indicate support.  I think you are drawing perhaps - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Of course.  However, on this occasion it is at least a fair indication that this is a serious 
matter and that all members, regardless of their persuasion, regard it as a matter worth discussing.  That was the 
only point I was trying to make. 

In 2003 the state water strategy set a target to reduce per capita consumption, which is precisely the essence of 
the motion.  On that occasion the target set for 2012 was 155 kilolitres a head for those users within the 
integrated water supply system.  That target was to be reviewed no later than 2007 to determine whether it 
should be varied to deliver a lower per capita outcome.  It must be noted at this stage that that target has been 
achieved and has been bettered each year since 2003.  However, even before the target had been established, the 
Water Corporation had already been implementing water efficiency measures.  I take particular note of the point 
that was made by Hon Paul Llewellyn that of all the measures available to husband the limited resource that we 
have, by far the lowest cost of those options is to use water more efficiently; I do not believe any member would 
have an argument with that.  The efficiency measures that the Water Corporation had already implemented 
included initiatives such as the various Waterwise programs; however, that initiative was just part of a very 
diverse approach to sustaining the state’s water supplies in the long term.  That work was the basis for an internal 
strategy, not only to achieve the revised target of 155 kilolitres a year for users in the integrated system in Perth, 
but also to ensure that water efficiency plays an appropriate role alongside the development of new water options 
for Perth, the greater IWSS and the whole state.  That strategy consisted of the Waterwise programs that I have 
mentioned, which provide training in community awareness; education; the Waterwise in Schools program; 
rebates; recommendations on water-efficient plants in gardens, businesses and garden centres; garden irrigation 
systems; irrigation design shops; by working with plumbers in display villages, landscapers and land developers; 
and ultimately the 5 Star Plus process, which includes a range of water efficiency measures.  I note that the 
house is debating in another context the 5 Star Plus issue.  I cannot refer to that issue in any depth as a result of 
that debate.  However, it is worthwhile referring to 5 Star Plus in this context.  Similarly, the strategy involved 
the national water efficiency labelling scheme, which gives consumers an idea from the labelling on the goods 
that they are buying about whether those goods are water efficient.  I have already mentioned the 5 Star Plus 
scheme.  There are also communication and behavioural change programs, which include the Water Smart 
behavioural change program and the advertising campaigns.  Last but not least there are new opportunities and 
research; for example, water efficient lawns, salt moisture sensors to limit watering to an as-needed process, 
rainwater tank effectiveness and non-drinking water developments. 
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The Water Corporation strategy has focused significantly on residential consumers.  I note that focus has drawn 
a degree of criticism.  However, the fact is that 70 per cent of the water supplied in Perth through the IWSS is 
used by householders. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  But 40 per cent of that 70 per cent is used on gardens. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I concede that it is used in large part by householders on gardens.  I made that point 
because it is often said that it is a waste of time, for example, going through the Waterwise program to educate 
consumers because the vast bulk of the state’s water is used by the mining industry, by agriculture or by 
whomever.  The fact is that those sources of water - Hon Anthony Fels made this point too - are either not 
suitable for potable use or are not available for one reason or another to the IWSS.  It is the IWSS that is 
critically short of water.  The water that is available from the Carnarvon artesian basin, for example, is not 
available to Perth for a number of very good reasons. 

The Water Corporation has taken a very long-term view about the sustainable level of water efficiency that is 
needed to provide water for the future.  A lower per capita target will make some difference to this long-term 
planning, but it needs to be seen as a whole and integrated process. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  What is the Water Corporation’s long-term target?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have only three minutes left, but I am actually at that point now.  The state water plan, 
which was released in May 2007, sets a series of targets for water conservation and recycling.  It includes the 
following three aims.  The first is that households are urged to reduce Perth’s demand to fewer than 
100 kilolitres a person a year by 2011.  Household water use in regional areas is also under review, and it is 
likely that a recommendation will be made to set a target in these areas, albeit possibly not the same target.  The 
second aim is to work collaboratively with the agriculture industry and the minerals and energy sector to achieve 
a 20 per cent improvement in water use efficiency by 2030.  The third aim is that the state water strategy set a 
target to recycle 20 per cent of all waste water by 2012.  This target was retained and strengthened by the state 
water plan with the inclusion of a long-term target to recycle 30 per cent of all waste water by 2030.  Currently, 
about 16 gigalitres, or 13 per cent, of waste water is recycled in this state.  This has increased from 2.6 per cent 
in 2000.  The objectives around these targets are being achieved.   

It is important to note that the wording of Hon Paul Llewellyn’s motion is very broad.  Hon Paul Llewellyn did 
that intentionally.  I salute Hon Paul Llewellyn for being prepared to keep the wording of his motion very broad.  
We might have expected Hon Paul Llewellyn’s motion to call for mandatory targets.  I am grateful that the 
motion does not call for that.  However, what is the difference between a target that is being achieved, and a 
mandatory target?  I would argue that there is no difference.  If a voluntary target is being observed and people 
are aspiring to make those water savings, provided that target is effective - clearly the 2003 target has been 
effective - it has exactly the same effect as a mandatory target that is accompanied by a big stick.  We need the 
capacity to enforce mandatory targets.  However, we do not want to use mandatory targets if we do not need to.  
Clearly, the Water Corporation’s existing and longer-term targets are being reached.  We have every confidence 
that in the future these targets, which I think we all agree should be achieved, will be achieved.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.04 pm]:  I will be brief.  I am very interested in this motion, 
because it covers a range of things.  If we want to talk about long-term efficiency targets, we could talk about the 
irrigation areas in the south of the state and whether we should have flood irrigation, or irrigation that is 
delivered below the ground.  Below-ground irrigation is probably one of the greatest things we could do.  
However, it involves an enormous cost.  We need to remember that the real cost of irrigation in the south west is 
the cost of moving that water.  It costs about $40 a megalitre to move water using electricity, and it costs about 
$80 a megalitre to move water using diesel.  It is a huge cost.  However, over the longer term that may well be 
one of the methods by which we will restrict the use of water.  Hon Anthony Fels made the very good point that 
we are really talking about water that is fresh and that can be used for either irrigation or domestic purposes.  
People often do not realise that a lot of water is required to produce our foodstuffs.  An enormous amount of 
water is required to produce beef, for example, and horticultural products.  An enormous efficiency could be 
achieved in that area.  Therefore, we need to find a balance between what we charge for water and our food 
requirements.  That is made even more obvious by the situation in the eastern states with the Murray River, and 
also in the north of the state, where the Ord River system is, I hope, coming on stream very quickly.  I wanted to 
make those remarks about agriculture.   

One important issue is that the water targets that have been set in Perth are higher than the targets that have been 
set in Sydney and Melbourne.  However, it is one thing to set a target for water and for the environment.  It is 
another thing to achieve a reduction in those targets.  Hon Paul Llewellyn made some general statements about 
reducing the targets.  I would have liked him to outline to us just how the targets can be reduced.  It is all very 
well to reduce the use of water for showers and for toilet systems.  However, such a reduction will go only a 
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small way towards addressing the overall need to reduce the amount of water that is consumed.  A number of 
issues need to be addressed.  One issue is recycling.  About 100 gigalitres of stormwater flows into the ocean 
annually from the metropolitan area.  That water could be put back through the system.  Recycled water could 
also be put back through the system.  That water could be piped into our industrial areas to help relieve the 
pressure that is placed on the supply of fresh water.  About 40 gigalitres of water is used in the Gingin area to 
water trees in the horticultural industry.  The Allanooka reserve in Geraldton is used for a variety of reasons, not 
all of which are absolutely essential.  If we could achieve efficiencies in these areas, it would make a substantial 
difference in ensuring that we use our water in the best possible way.  Of course, we could also clear the 
catchment areas around dams to increase the amount of water that flows into the dams.  That is the case 
particularly with Wellington Dam, where Mr Peter Coyne has suggested ways of purifying some of the run-off 
from the dams and using that water for irrigation.  Another issue is desalination.  The government has just 
opened the new $400 million desalination plant.  I understand that the next plant will cost about $1 billion.  
However, electricity is required to run those desalination plants that the green movement is asking for, and that 
will have an impact on the environment.  A range of issues need to be addressed.  It is not just a matter of fixing 
the water supply; it is a matter of getting the balance right across the whole environment.  Yes, we can talk about 
these things.  However, when governments come to make decisions on these matters, those decisions need to be 
balanced and take into account all the issues that I have mentioned.  We need to focus on those things and have 
the courage to put them in place if we want to achieve efficiencies in the system itself.  
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.08 pm]:  This motion is in 
two parts.  The first part of the motion talks about the ongoing pressure on the water resources of the south west 
of Western Australia.  When we are talking about the amount of water in Western Australia, it is important to 
look at the sources of information that are available to us.  In 2006, I asked a question about the state’s water 
resources.  I asked that question because the only information that was available at that time was the water 
resources assessment, which was undertaken in 2000.  I wanted to know whether the government intended to do 
more research to find out whether those figures were correct.  I also wanted to know what the situation was then, 
in 2006.  When that question was asked, the answer that came back was yes, they are the only figures we have - 
that was in 2006.  However, the answer went on - 

An overall review of the state’s water resources is being undertaken as part of the state water plan. 
The state water plan came out in 2007.  Page 22 of the “State Water Plan 2007” has a heading “Water 
Resources”.  Under the subheading “Water Resources Availability”, the only figures that are provided are - 
surprise, surprise - the figures that were available in 2000.  I do not know why the government has not, between 
2000 and 2007, upgraded the assessment of the state’s water resources.  I would have thought that was 
absolutely fundamental to know how much water we have.  In 2000, the total for the whole state of Western 
Australia - I will come back to the south west in a minute - for all water resources was 11 515 gigalitres, and that 
was the sustainable yield.  The estimated current use is 2 340 gigalitres.  In other words, based upon the Water 
Corporation’s assessment of sustainable yield, we are using about two-elevenths of the water that is available in 
Western Australia, yet we are being told that we have a crisis on our hands. 
Maybe there is a crisis in some parts and not in others.  Therefore, let us look at the situation in Perth and in the 
south west.  The groundwater division, in which the figures are determined, calls it the Perth basin for 
groundwater, and it is called the south west division for surface water.  For the Perth sedimentary basin 
groundwater, the sustainable yield is 1 937 gigalitres, and we are currently using 908 gigalitres, so it is less than 
half.  For the surface water for the south west, the sustainable yield is 1 610 gigalitres, and we are currently using 
312 gigalitres, which is one-fifth.  They are the figures that have been produced in the “State Water Plan 2007”.  
I mentioned these figures once before, and Hon Paul Llewellyn said, “Yes, but you can’t use those figures 
because some of the water is brackish, some of it is salty, some of it is up north, some of it is out east, and it 
doesn’t make any difference.”  Therefore, I have chosen the figures that relate to the Perth basin and the south 
west regarding surface water. 
Therefore, I ask the question rhetorically: does the first part of the motion stack up in terms of the actual figures?  
Maybe it does and maybe it does not, but I wish to goodness the state would tell us what the state’s water 
resources are now in 2007, not what they were in 2000.  Things may well have changed.  I do not know.  
However, at the moment we do not have a water resource problem in the south west, if we look at the figures 
that reflect the amount of water that is available from a sustainable yield perspective and the amount of water we 
are currently using.  It is a lot less. 
The second part of the motion refers to committing to long-term water efficiency targets.  As the Leader of the 
House or somebody said, the motion does not include the words “binding” or “mandated”.  I am pleased to hear 
that, because if we can achieve the sorts of targets that are thought to be appropriate without them being 
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mandated, that is a far better outcome than somebody picking a figure and saying that that is what we will have 
to do. 
People need to start thinking seriously about what it means.  In Melbourne now, people drive dirty motor cars 
because they are not allowed to wash their motor cars anymore.  In Melbourne, the effects of the very serious 
water restrictions can be seen in the general gardens and so on of that area.  Imagine Perth with a dramatic 
reduction in the amount of water that is used at a household level and the effect it would have on the general 
amenity of a hot and dry place such as Perth, or the south west, or, indeed, all of Western Australia.  Therefore, 
we can get ourselves a bit carried away about all this, because if the people are told often enough that they will 
die of thirst, they will believe it eventually, just as the Greens (WA) and others will tell people that, with climate 
change, we will either drown or fry.  I am not sure which, but one or the other will happen to us.  The serious 
concern I have is that vast numbers of young people just accept it as a given that we will either fry or drown, and 
we will not have enough water.  That has now somehow or other become part of the psyche of the community, 
and it is all based upon the fear campaign that is being run by those who will benefit politically from it.  That 
worries me.  I just wonder why the motion does not have mandated targets, even though the honourable member 
said that that is what we need to try to achieve.  I have a fundamental view: waste not, want not.  Wasting things 
is not something we should encourage.  In fact, we should seek to conserve, whether it is water, electricity, petrol 
or whatever. 
It seems to me that the overview that is contained on page 31 of the “State Water Plan 2007” that looks at water 
from an overall perspective is the way we need to go, instead of having mandated consumption targets.  On page 
31, the plan shows four things that we need to do.  First, we need to use less water, which is fair enough.  A lot 
of work is being done on the far more efficient use of water.  Second, we should recycle water.  I suspect that we 
do not do anywhere near enough of that.  A hundred gigalitres is pumped out to sea every year from our 
sewerage system.  That could be recycled and used again.  Third, we need to improve productivity.  We all know 
that.  Vast amounts of water are being wasted, particularly in some irrigation areas.  However, to give them their 
due, people in those areas have worked that out.  They must get far more efficient in how they use their water.  
That can be and is being done.  Fourth, we need to develop new sources.  The Greens would have us believe that 
we should not try to develop any new sources at all.  That is what it sounded like.  Hon Paul Llewellyn said that 
we should not be a dams-and-pipes-led economy; we should be just a consumption targets state.  My view is that 
we need to do all four of those things to ensure we can provide a reasonable level of water to enable people who 
live in Western Australia to enjoy the amenity of living here.  Some people think it is a great idea to make sure 
that people use far less water than they do, and that somehow or other they will feel better.  I do not think those 
people have ever had to put up with some of the very stringent and, I would have thought with a bit of better 
planning, unnecessary water restrictions found in the eastern states. 
I am not sure that there is ongoing pressure on our resources in the south west.  I would like the government, 
once and for all, to clarify the sustainable yield in the south west of Western Australia.  How much can we use 
sustainably?  The word “sustainable” means that it does not affect the environment.  You, Mr President, as a 
former minister, in answer to a question in which I asked, “What does sustainable mean in terms of sustainable 
yield?” said that it means that it does not affect the environment adversely.  Therefore, that much water can 
actually be taken without an adverse effect on the environment.  I would like to know whether the 2000 figures 
still apply in 2007.  If they do not, I am happy to say that I have it all wrong.  If they are still the same, let us stop 
frightening everybody by suggesting that we are going to run out of water in a very short time.  Indeed, water 
can also be moved around, which is not something that has not happened in the past.  Indeed, many of my 
constituents are very happy with that pipeline that goes from Mundaring to Kalgoorlie, because it provides a 
standard of living in Kalgoorlie that did not exist before that water was made available. 
I say to the government that it should find out what the figures are and let the people know.  The government 
should present them in an non-emotive way so that we all understand unemotionally what the issues are and 
whether we are confronted with ongoing pressure on our water resources.  If we are and I am wrong, I will be the 
first to admit it.  However, my view is that instead of long-term water efficiency targets, we should use the four-
pronged attack that is outlined in the “State Water Plan 2007”, which I mentioned a moment ago. 
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.18 pm]:  I do not think anybody could disagree with the sentiment of 
the motion.  However, I will make a few comments about a couple of its aspects.  It is good to see some of the 
targets that have been set by the Water Corporation for metropolitan household usage.  It was good also to hear 
the Leader of the House express those targets in terms that I interpreted as being very supportive of, for instance, 
the Prime Minister’s approach to targets on climate change.   
The other part of the motion refers to the south west of Western Australia.  I do not think it was intended by Hon 
Paul Llewellyn, as the mover of the motion, but if there is any implied criticism of water users and suppliers in 
the south west, as a member for the South West Region I will stand and defend the honour of the region 
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concerning its contribution to water in this state.  We know that many of the state’s major water sources are 
based in the south west.  The dams along the ridge line, such as Stirling, Waroona, Harvey, Harris River and the 
underutilised Wellington Dam, all contribute vast amounts of water.  There are a host of other smaller dams, 
such as Glen Mervyn Dam and Ten Mile Brook Dam, that feed primarily into domestic supplies in the south 
west.  They are vital pieces of infrastructure in meeting the state’s overall water needs. 

Personally, I was very pleased with the government’s decision to not go ahead with the Yarragadee project at 
this stage - that is, to take 45 gigalitres from the Yarragadee - and to opt for a desalination plant at Binningup.  
To be supportive in general terms, I would like the government to investigate fully the option of putting the plant 
in the established industrial area at Kemerton, just a couple of miles back from the coastline.  I know there will 
probably be extra expense involved, but I do not think a comprehensive cost analysis has been done of that yet.  
We live in a state in which any residential development on the coastline seems to be frowned upon, yet when we 
need a water supply and a huge water factory - which is effectively what it will be - there does not seem to be 
any dispute about it being on the coast. 
The motion refers to ongoing pressure in the south west.  The south west, like a lot of other areas, has 
experienced declining rainfall in the past 30 years.  We must not forget that activity in the south west has 
increased.  The south west has increasingly become a major food bowl for the Australian economy.  Agricultural 
activities include horticulture, viticulture, dairying, vegetable growing and so on.  Let us not also forget that 
there is an increasing draw on our water supplies as a result of tree plantations.  Tree plantations are very hungry 
consumers of water.  There has also been an enormous residential expansion through the south west in recent 
years in areas such as Mandurah, Bunbury, Busselton, Dunsborough, Margaret River and right around the corner 
through to Denmark and Albany.  People in those areas have to be serviced from domestic supplies.  There are 
also commercial requirements. 
We know from the Department of Water that most of the catchments in the south west are not currently over-
allocated; there is excess capacity.  That is encouraging.  We also know that we have to be careful in how we 
manage it.  I would argue that the south west has already done its bit.  From the plans I am aware of, it is 
prepared to do its bit into the future.  For instance, Harvey Water has already enclosed much of its open channel 
structure and, through water efficiencies, has released quite an amount of water into the integrated water scheme.  
Members might recall that Harvey Water was privatised by the previous Court government.  It introduced a very 
efficient, locally owned management structure.  That was a significant step forward.  Let us also not forget that 
the two local water boards - Busselton and Bunbury - have operated for 100 years.  Both of them celebrated their 
centenary in recent times.  They have provided a very efficient water supply to their local communities for a 
century, and they continue to do so.  They compare more than favourably with the Water Corporation, which 
supplies residential areas close by. 
The Water Corporation has also adopted many improvements in recent years.  I would also suggest that it has an 
opportunity to do much more, particularly in the area of re-use.  The Water Corporation has entered into 
partnerships with some local users, such as the golf clubs at Manjimup and Busselton, to very good effect.  There 
is a great opportunity for it to do more than that with a couple of golf courses at Margaret River and at the 
Dunsborough and Districts Country Club, which I am sure Mr President knows about!  They are two potentially 
magnificent community facilities that will be enhanced one day by the use of re-used water.   
There have been some forward steps through planning initiatives.  One that I am aware of is the development of 
Gracetown, for which another 140 lots are mooted.  Along with that is a sustainable water use pattern that will 
involve the collection of rainwater and its re-use on public open space and gardens in the area.  The Shire of 
Augusta-Margaret River is negotiating with developers who have land on the outskirts of the current built-up 
area of Margaret River to initiate a re-use program and a second pipe system that will service public open space.  
That is also to be encouraged. 
Let us not forget farmers.  Farmers have provided their own infrastructure at enormous cost over the years.  An 
important point that needs to be acknowledged here is that farmers are not big consumers of water in their own 
right.  They do not drink any more or wash any more than the average person in Perth.  They use their water as a 
legitimate input into a production process that produces the food that ends up on people’s plates throughout the 
state and the world.  The ultimate consumers of the water that goes into the production process are not the 
farmers; it is the people who consume the food down the line.  There will be more said about the imposts on 
farmers at some other opportunity in some other debate. 
Another opportunity exists - perhaps the mover of the motion might want to consider it - through gene 
technology.  There has been talk in recent days about the moratorium on GM crops.  I am aware of a very 
successful wheat trial.  The wheat not only is salt and frost-resistant, but also uses less water to grow a more 
productive crop.  Perhaps the people who resist the lifting of the moratorium on GM crops should also consider 
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that GM technology in this area could lead to very significant water savings, along with other advantages such as 
the reduced use of pesticides and so on. 
HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [4.29 pm]:  I will take a few minutes to address some of the issues 
that were raised.  I take Minister Chance’s view that I deliberately did not use the word “mandated” because I am 
more interested in having the conversation in which we say that it is more efficient to save and conserve water 
than it is to find new sources.  Hon Norman Moore said that there is no shortage of water in Western Australia.  
Indeed, if we look at page 22 of the “State Water Plan 2007”, it would seem that we have a vast amount of water.  
Very often, it is in the wrong place and, very often, it is in the wrong condition because it is too salty or 
contaminated.  It also might be available at the wrong time of the year.  Underpinning that, what is the cost of 
producing clean water in a form that we can conveniently consume?  I also noticed that when the Yarragadee 
decision was put aside - the draw upon that source was not stopped forever - we had a choice.  We could have 
either investigated ways to reduce our water consumption by 45 gigalitres or found another 45 gigalitres.  Why 
did we not tender for 45 gigalitres of water, given that we know it will cost us nearly $1 billion to desalinate that 
water?  That is the capital cost, not the running cost, of providing that water.  The argument is that there must be 
other ways of providing water more cost effectively to consumers.  The literature and evidence suggest, and I 
would argue, that the most cost-effective form of water delivery is water conservation and efficiency.  In other 
words, we should increase the productivity of our current water assets. 

Setting and legislating for a water efficiency target as a licence condition would mean that the Water Corporation 
and Bunbury Water would have to meet a certain level of efficiency or deliver a certain amount of water saving.  
There is a strong case to maintain and extend the two-day-a-week sprinkler restriction throughout the 
metropolitan region because that restriction saves a considerable amount of water.  As we know, approximately 
40 per cent of water delivered is used on household gardens.  If we could transform the current landscape of 
water-dependent plants to an equally high amenity landscape using native plants or plants that are less water 
dependent, the landscape amenity would be maintained without the additional cost of putting scheme drinking 
water onto gardens.  We do not argue that there should not be landscape amenity; we argue that landscape 
amenity can be achieved using less water.  By setting a target of using less water, particularly on gardens for 
which scheme drinking water is used, a better outcome could be achieved in terms of amenity if that water was 
invested more carefully. 

The rebate program could be expanded and strong water efficiency standards could be established for all 
products.  The only products that currently have water efficiency standards are toilets.  Why not establish water 
efficiency standards for a whole range of products?  We know that voluntary programs work to some extent, but 
to go that extra mile often requires the government to set standards and rules about where we are going.  We 
ought to set benchmark standards for agriculture and industry.  We can accept that a certain amount of water can 
be delivered to achieve a certain amount of productivity in agriculture, but if that usage is exceeded, the price for 
that extra water should be increased to provide an incentive for people to become more efficient.  A range of 
initiatives could increase water efficiency and resulting productivity, and improve water conservation in Western 
Australia.  Those initiatives are there, waiting for us to take up the opportunities in a positive and practical way.  
We believe that those initiatives should be legislated. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


