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SOUTHERN FORESTS IRRIGATION SCHEME 
Statement 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.50 pm]: Tonight I would like to speak about the southern forests irrigation 
scheme. I first heard about this scheme in 2014. It was seen as a great idea—water would be available to people 
who did not have it, and everything would be good. We were told that it would be new water. That was a great 
idea, and a lot of people liked it, especially those who had the money to buy into it and who lived near the pipeline 
that would deliver the water. But the community did not really think the project would go ahead. Just before the 
last federal election, a bit of money was thrown at the scheme. An extra $40 million was committed to match the 
$20 million from the state government. All of a sudden, it was full on and it was going to go ahead. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: So you don’t think there was an election commitment in 2017? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: No; I did not hear anything about it at that time. I know that $20 million was in the budget. 
I do not remember it happening then. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: It was only $20 million. Yes, I understand that it came from the previous government. Let 
me continue. Until the federal funds were put towards the scheme, it was not expected to go ahead. The people 
who were going to be hurt by this realised that they needed to speak out; they needed to be heard and they 
needed to state their point about what was happening in that area. I will tell members what was happening with 
this scheme. Seventy million dollars would be put into a scheme to provide water for 70 farmers. The farmers were 
going to put $10 million into the $70 million scheme. Eighty-five per cent of the funding is taxpayers’ money. 
Eighty-five per cent of the farmers will not benefit from the scheme. Only 15 per cent of the farmers in that area 
will get any water out of it. 

New water was supposed to come out of the forest. The farmers have been watching that water out of the forest 
a little more closely than our department. The water is not there; it is coming from the cleared land. The reason we 
know it is coming from the cleared land is that although the catchment is fully allocated, it is not all being used 
because a lot of farms have a larger allocation than they are currently using. That water is still running into the 
river but the farmers still have access to it. There are a lot of other anomalies. This scheme is inequitable. On 
another evening I could go on about our Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914. It was supposed to be equitable 
but it was set up on a first come, first served basis. It is just not working and no such equity is coming out of it. 

The only step between now and the scheme going ahead is an Environmental Protection Authority assessment. 
An EPA assessment can look at how the environmental aspects might affect the community but that is the whole 
of it; possibly Aboriginal cultural significance as well. This scheme will inundate 160 hectares of good forest that 
has barely been logged because it is on quite steep land, including a tree that is 84 metres tall. This dam was going 
to surround the tallest karri tree in the world. Luckily, the wall of the dam has been moved, so the tree is about 
50 metres away from the wall. Whether that will be protected is unknown. The dam will still inundate 160 hectares 
of land and it will also lead to the clearing of another 142 hectares for 250 kilometres of pipeline. 

One thing I should mention is the report of Hydrology and Risk Consultancy. The report shows that this scheme 
will have a 90 per cent reliability of getting 9.3 gigalitres of water each year. That is based on rainfall data from 
1975, looking at the average rainfall for the past 45 years. I do not think anyone in this chamber believes that the 
amount of rainfall we get now is the same as the amount we got in 1975. Even using the consultancy’s data from 
1975, the report still stated that by 2030, the liability will be down to 73 per cent and by 2050, it will be down to 
40 per cent. By 2050, it is stated that we will be getting only about three to four gigalitres on average from that. It 
is just not going to work and it is going to be a very expensive mistake. Some people are planning ahead. Some people 
have dams at the top of the pipeline that hold 1.5 gigalitres of water, which they can feed back into that pipeline 
should the price of water rise. 

I have said many times before, as have others, that we will have water issues in the future. We will have water 
pricing. The minister has said that they will not be able to trade water because they have to be within the scheme. 
But within the scheme, the water can be traded. If water can be fed into the scheme when the price of water is 
high, they will make a lot more money off this. It makes it just that much more inequitable, not to mention that the 
people doing this have set up a variable take water supply right on the stream; not off. They are going to be taking 
the water and the dam will be filled. There are a lot of problems with this. 

I go back to the environmental issues. The Environmental Protection Authority assessment is coming up, in July. 
People will have a chance to speak to it. We will do our best to come up with the reasons this scheme cannot go 
ahead. I hope that we come up with a strong enough argument for that because we need that assessment to go 
through. We need this government, and probably the federal government, to understand that this is not going to 
solve our problems. We are only talking about dealing with 9.3 gigalitres of water a year. People are unhappy with 
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this scheme because it is stopping them from keeping water on their land. An alternative that has been reviewed and 
considered over the years looks at water catchment on a catchment-by-catchment basis. After the water is collected 
at the bottom of the catchment, it is piped up to the top into another dam to be distributed to the people within that 
catchment on a cooperative basis, and everyone benefits from it. The plan for the catchment has a cost of between 
$5 million and $10 million. It has not been fully costed or anything like that. It would deal with five gigalitres of 
water a year. Half of this $70 million scheme could be dealt with just within that catchment. If we can do that for 
$5 million to $10 million, why can we not replicate that in other catchments down there? The rainfall is quite 
similar across the landscape down there. Why can we not replicate that in another catchment; that is, do the same 
thing over again and work on a cooperative basis in which the farmers and landowners get together and decide 
how they want to do this? 

We have other opportunities ahead of us. I am disappointed at the way government works—it sits on a plan and 
then when it has put its name to it, it has to go through with it. It just keeps going, even if it is shown to be a bad 
idea. This is a bad idea. I really do hope that when that EPA assessment comes along, it takes notice of the clearing 
of 160 hectares of good forest for that dam, it takes notice of the 142 hectares of land to be cleared for that 
250 kilometres of pipe, and it takes notice of Stewart’s Tree, the tallest karri tree in the world, at 84 metres. It is 
taller than the others—Diamond Tree, Bicentennial Tree or Gloucester Tree—which are only about 60 metres tall. 
Stewart’s Tree is another 20 metres taller. That is something worth saving. 

Also, the EPA should take into account the water flows. If we take out an extra nine gigalitres of water that is 
flowing down the Donnelly River and those farmers start using their allocation as they want to, we will not see it 
and there will be a lot of stress on it. A lot of people are trying to squeeze that last drop of water out of the river. 
What does that do to the river downstream? It kills it. Let us really have a look at this. Let us give the people down 
there a chance to speak. Let us tell people who understand what water issues are upon us. We do not want a system 
in which landowners are buying and selling water to each other at a time when they should be able to collect at 
least what falls on their own properties. 

House adjourned at 5.59 pm 

__________ 
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