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Water Corporation — 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs, Minister for Water. 

Mrs S. Murphy, Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr L. Werner, Manager, Pricing and Evaluation. 

Mr P.D. Moore, Chief Operating Officer. 

Mr R. Hughes, Chief Financial Officer. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff, and the daily proof Hansard 
will be published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 

Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the off-budget authority. 
Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. 

It is the intention of the Chairman to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point. 

The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week. For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the minister to clearly indicate to the committee which supplementary information he agrees to 
provide, and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the 
minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the committee clerk by Friday, 11 June 2010 so that 
members may read it before the report and third reading stages. If the supplementary information cannot be 
provided within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available. 
Details in relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers, and, 
accordingly, I ask the minister to cooperate with those requirements. 

I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the Clerk’s office. Only supplementary information which the minister agrees to provide 
will be sought by Friday, 11 June 2010. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, we are dealing with the Water Corporation. 

Mr P.T. MILES: On a point of order, not all members of the Labor Party were registered for the previous 
division. Can I confirm that they have all been registered? 

The CHAIRMAN: Members do not have to be registered, as long as there are three members present. Any 
member is entitled to sit in on the hearing and ask a question. The member for Cockburn. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I draw the minister’s attention to the reinstated infill sewerage program listed at the bottom 
of the asset investment program on page 744. Is the outrageous 34.32 per cent increase in the Water 
Corporation’s drainage charge in this year’s budget a reflection of the costs associated with the reinstatement of 
that program? Why is the drainage charge now going to be above that recommended by the Economic 
Regulation Authority in its tariff report tabled in the Legislative Assembly last August? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Cockburn. Although that figure, on its own, is fairly large in 
comparison with the original figure, the sewerage component is relatively small in the whole scheme of the 
charges. The 34 per cent that the member has referred to will not have a major impact in real dollars at the end. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That 34 per cent applies to the drainage charge. It went up from $60 to just over $90. That is 
a significant increase. That drainage charge is applied when people are attached to drains; hence the infill 
sewerage program I am referring to. What I am putting to the minister is that the ERA tabled a report in this 
place only last August in which it suggested a fixed-price flat rate of just over $87—it was not to be moved from 
then on—for the cost of drainage charged by the Water Corporation. The ERA recommended that. What the 
minister has come back with in the budget papers is a $90 charge. We have no idea whether this $90 charge will 
be a flat rate from here on out or whether it will be increased next year and in the following years. A 34 per cent 
increase, which people were not expecting, is outrageous enough, but it is above the ERA’s recommendation for 
the real cost of the Water Corporation’s drainage charge. Why? 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: On that issue about whether this is compliant with the ERA’s recommendation and what we 
have arrived at, I refer to Lloyd Werner on the association between — 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The real cost of drainage and the ERA’s recommendation. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: — the ERA report and what is actually happening. 

Mr L. Werner: The number is entirely consistent with the ERA’s report. The ERA’s report is in constant 
dollars. The only difference between the $87 that the member quoted and the $90 that we have here is an 
inflation number. The numbers in the ERA report are just the increase by inflation from now on. The $90 is the 
average charge for the valuation-based charges. The ERA recommended a flat charge for everyone. This charge 
is still related to the valuation of the property, but it raises the same amount of revenue as recommended by the 
ERA. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That report was tabled in this house only last year—in August 2009. If I remember correctly, 
it used the dollar figures from 2009. Is the minister telling me that if inflation has increased that amount—I know 
it has not—it would actually account for the difference between $87 and $90 between August last year and now? 
I do not think so. 

Mr L. Werner: I cannot remember exactly, but I think there are two years of inflation, because these are for 
2010–11 and the cost figures were for 2008–09, but I am not sure. It is just the inflation difference. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Will a charge that is now just over $90 be fixed at $90 or will it simply be adjusted for 
inflation year after year? 

[8.10 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have said before that although any future prices for all the components of water are 
recommended by the Economic Regulation Authority, what we get is a matter of government decision, or 
government policy. The implication, perhaps, by the member is that because the ERA recommended it, we will, 
in fact, necessarily do it. They are recommendations. What actually happens is government policy. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Further to that statement, government decision making is not a question of what the minister 
thinks is a good idea and what figure he can pluck out of the air; it is the real cost of providing a service to the 
people of Western Australia. I assume that the minister is not going to tell this chamber that the government 
should be overcharging. The minister has been in this chamber on numerous occasions trying to justify the size 
of the increases in the price of water by arguing about the real cost of water. This is simply another service. I 
hope the minister is not telling this chamber that a government can do whatever it likes and charge more than 
what the real cost of the service should be, because if the minister is, we can take it to another tribunal. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member has misinterpreted me. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Economic Regulation Authority came down with a report on what the real cost of the 
service is. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The Economic Regulation Authority recommendations are recommendations for this year 
and the way forward. The progress of those recommendations and what actually happens will be part of a 
government decision and government policy. We understand, as every other responsible person in this area and 
person on the street recognise, that we are not anywhere near the cost reflectivity of supplying water. That does 
not mean that we will overcharge for it. The process of achieving true cost reflectivity is a decision that the 
government will make. I will refer the question to Mr Werner — 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, that is okay; I think the minister has answered it. That is fine. Let us move on. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I refer to page 744 of the Budget Statements which states that the Water Corporation will 
receive $7.1 million from the royalties for regions program for the west Pilbara water security initiative. Why is 
there a draw down from the royalties for regions program for the Water Corporation to do its core business of 
understanding the water security of these regions? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Again, the total figure is $9.1 million. There is already $2 million in 2009–10 and the 
$7.1 million in 2010–11.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: So it is worse. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: If the member for Pilbara is serious about the Pilbara revitalisation plan, as he would be 
coming from that region, and bringing on the powerhouse of Western Australia and the nation, he would see that 
these can be seen as projects that augment and develop the region. 
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Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Minister, ensuring the security of water supply across the state is core Water Corporation 
business. Why is the government drawing on royalties for regions for core business? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Decisions have been made about the allocation of moneys to develop the water resource, 
particularly the waste water resource, in the region to cope with the new development in that region that we all 
want and expect. No doubt the member for Pilbara would too, so why does he resist that? Obviously, we have to 
work towards, as we discussed in the previous division, the Pilbara water plan and develop the options — 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The $7.1 million is not going to do it. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I am not saying that and the member knows that. However, these are steps towards 
developing the region. Essentially, the royalties for regions funding, as I said before, is a Liberal–National 
alliance delivering programs in regional Western Australia. Therefore, it does not need to be about “them”, “us”, 
“National”, “Liberal” and “why are you doing this?”—it is about delivering projects in the regions. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Further to that, what projects are coming out of this $9.1 million? The minister just 
indicated in his answer that royalties for regions is funding sewerage projects as well as water security. Can the 
minister detail the sewerage and water security projects that the government is funding from the royalties for 
regions program? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: We need a pump station — 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Which one? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The Karratha pump station. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Why did the government not fund the Eleven Mile water booster pumping station as well 
out of that? Why was only that pump station picked out? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Which pump station did the member say? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: The Eleven Mile water booster pumping station. Why is there this random selection? 
One pump station is funded from royalties for regions; others are listed on other budget lines on page 745. Is it 
simply random? Will some be painted in green and gold—the National Party and royalties for regions colours—
while others are just Water Corporation core business? How does the government pick which ones are which? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member understands, I am sure, the acceleration that is happening in the region and it is 
about meeting that rapid acceleration. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Is it just random? What is coming out of the royalties for regions program and what is 
coming out of core funding? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: This is about meeting the rapid growth in the region. What are the rate-limiting steps, if we 
like, in the water space in the development of the region? It is not random. If we need partial construction of the 
Karratha pump station and a new pressure main, that is what we need because we need to cope with — 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Is that the whole lot? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: No, it is not the whole lot. The member is out of order. I keep answering in good faith 
questions that are out of left field from everybody, when the standing orders are that members refer to a line item 
and I answer the question. Members have a supplementary — 

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, you are answering the questions out of left field and you are complaining about it. 
The best thing you can do is ignore it. If it gets out of hand, I will pull whoever is doing it into line. However, if 
the minister ignores the question and just answers the member for Pilbara’s question, we will get through a lot 
more questions. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you for your guidance, Mr Chairman. Member for Pilbara, it is about identifying 
projects in the water space. There are new elements, if we like, in filtration and identifying issues within Harding 
Dam to provide some increased capacity. Member for Cockburn, I know that it is not solving all the problems, 
but it is a step. The Roebourne and Fitzroy Crossing waste water treatment upgrades are for additional ponds to 
accommodate growth. I have talked about the Karratha pump station. Another project is the Karratha water 
pipeline to provide distribution capacity for the expanding town site. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: That is it. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is not bad for $9.1 million; it is pretty good value. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I would like some answers about the east metropolitan Mundaring water treatment plant, 
which is mentioned on page 745 of the Budget Statements. My question is in two parts. Firstly, the government 
announced this project as a potential public–private partnership, so can we have some explanation of the type of 
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contracting and financing that involves; and, if it is a PPP, what form of PPP is it, or is it direct funding? 
Secondly, $315 million represents a fairly big program, so can the minister give some brief explanation of the 
scope of the project? 

[8.20 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Balcatta for the question. I will refer that question to Ross to provide 
some details about the finances involved with the Mundaring treatment plant. The member knows that that is a 
very important plant that is used to treat the water from Mundaring Weir. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We had enough problems finding the site. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: We have settled on the site. We went around and around for a while, and then we thought 
we had settled on the site but there was another outbreak of a relatively small but vocal group that said that that 
was not the right site. No-one can say that the Water Corporation has not been involved in a very extensive and 
rigorous process to settle on a site, and we have now settled on a site. I ask Ross to provide some details in and 
around the quantum figure of $315 million and the concept of a public–private partnership. 

Mr R. Hughes: The amount of $315.471 million is the current estimate in the business case for the entire 
Mundaring project. The line item for that is in the estimated total cost column on page 745 of the Budget 
Statements. At the moment, the budget papers are reflecting a normal procurement approach to Mundaring, 
which would be a competitive alliance. Our intention all along has been to deliver it under a private–public 
partnership, which has been announced. We are going through that process. The member will be aware that we 
have asked for expressions of interest and that we are in the process of short-listing applications to enable us to 
pass it down to a request-for-proposal process. As the member is aware, a full social PPP would mean that the 
timing of the payments affecting the budget will not be in accordance with these timings and will more than 
likely come through for the plant itself. The amount of the whole program that is under the PPP will come 
through from the time when water is first delivered through the plant. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the minister for that answer. The second part of my question was for a brief 
explanation of the scope of the project. 

Mr P.D. Moore: The member would know that the site of the project is on the old Department of Conservation 
and Land Management depot site. The initial part of the project will be to move the CALM depot to a new site 
that is adjacent to the treatment plant site. The PPP part of the project will be the construction of the treatment 
plant on the site. A major pump station will be constructed to replace the existing A and B pump stations and the 
associated pipelines between the two. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Through the minister, is the treatment plant going up a step in terms of the cost and the 
type of quality and treatment cost, because it is a lot of money? 

Mr P.D. Moore: Without doubt, the costs have escalated for the treatment process. In fact, when we first looked 
at Mundaring as a treatment plant, the original estimates were between $20 million and $50 million. The cost has 
escalated in line with technology and the treatment that will be required for this plant. The cost escalation is not 
related to the type of procurement that we are going through. 

Mr P.T. MILES: I refer to page 744 of the Budget Statements and the investment for the northern suburbs of a 
new reservoir and storage facility at Carabooda. Can the minister outline what that will entail? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member. The government obviously supports major land development in 
Western Australia. A 60-megalitre reservoir will be constructed at Carabooda. A stage 1 outlet will service the 
increased land development in Perth’s north west corridor, which will be of interest to the member. Land 
developers will need to meet the water requirements for Perth’s expanding population in the corridor by being 
able to deliver water from the Carabooda reservoir. That reservoir will ensure peak demand is met and that new 
customers can be connected now and in the immediate future. The project is about the supply of water for the 
increasing population growth in that corridor. 

Mr P. ABETZ: The government has allocated $25 million a year for the infill sewerage program, which is under 
“Works in Progress” on page 744 of the Budget Statements. Can the minister indicate which areas are being 
targeted? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: In full detail, please, minister. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for the question. In fact, I thought it would come from the member for 
Cockburn, not the member for Southern River! 

Mr P. ABETZ: I thought that he would beat me to it as well! 
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The CHAIRMAN: Can we just get the answer quickly, please. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thought that the member for Cockburn would be quite grateful for this. After I had been at 
pains to get funds for Spearwood and was at pains during the budget process to get this back on track, the 
member for Cockburn said that I was very lucky because the Premier had bailed me out. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Correct. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thought that was quite ungracious of the member. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: How many times does the minister want to be thanked? I have thanked him on the record 
three times already! 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cockburn! The minister was asked a direct question and I would like to hear a 
direct answer. I have a lot of other questioners on my sheet. Can the minister answer the question? I do not need 
to hear about the Premier or anything else. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: As the member knows, the government has allocated $100 million for the infill sewerage 
program over four years. We will consider the public health issues, the environmental benefits and support for 
the construction industry, as well as development initiatives. To answer the member’s question directly, many 
people are coming to me asking, “What about me?” Obviously the member for Cockburn is okay because he has 
been satisfied for the moment. I will obtain advice from the Department of Water about its priorities for infill 
projects and will take into consideration the public health and environmental health issues. I will prioritise those 
matters. I hope to release the name of some of the areas for the connected deep sewerage program over the 
coming months. We need to prioritise that. The member for Pilbara keeps banging on about Port Hedland. 

The CHAIRMAN: The minister grizzled earlier about having to answer interjections and now he is inviting 
them. Just answer the question directly and then I will give the member for Pilbara an opportunity to grill the 
minister as much as he likes. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: In answer to the member for Southern River’s question, there is a long list of many 
demands. I will prioritise those using the criteria I have outlined, and in the following months I hope to come to 
Parliament with a priority list. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: The minister took away from Port Hedland the funds that were allocated on the basis of 
priority and need for an infill sewerage project for that community. Why will the minister not simply reinstate 
the funds for that community on the basis that it has already been through that process and include it in the infill 
sewerage budget of $100 million over four years? That would put the issue behind that community and us. The 
project already has been assessed and agreed to previously. The money was taken away. Why not just whack it 
back? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member for Pilbara would realise that he is not the only boy on the block. Other places 
have been assessed as a priority and this funding has been allocated to them. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: A few moments ago the minister was arguing that the Pilbara was the powerhouse of the 
nation and that he had to give it priority when he knocked off funds from royalties for regions, but now that the 
minister has the money in his own budget, he will not spend it on the Pilbara. He wants to assess that project 
against some place like Beenyup, wherever that is. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I did not understand that word. 

The CHAIRMAN: Beenyup is actually in the electorate of Joondalup, if members want to know. Members do 
not want to get me offside. 

[8.30 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: With respect to the infill sewerage program, which I again congratulate the minister on, in 
setting those priorities—which clearly the minister is not ready to announce yet—will the minister be using the 
same criteria that have been around for 15 or so years, or is the minister thinking of changing the criteria by 
which he will set the priority for that infill sewerage program? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I will be advised on the parameters that I will use for the priorities. As I said, they are in and 
around, obviously, environmental considerations, public health considerations and other extenuating 
considerations that may be applicable. As to the — 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The question was simple: will the minister be applying those same criteria to all the 
applicants, or is the minister thinking of revisiting the criteria before he sets his priority on the applicants? 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: They are very likely to be the same criteria as were used previously. There may be some 
extenuating circumstances or particular circumstances. I must say, member for Pilbara, Treasury never provides 
and agrees to additional funds at the time for whatever. 

The CHAIRMAN: The way it is supposed to go is that the person who asks the question gets the further 
questions. I am happy to let it move a bit, but I do not want it to move too far away. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The member for Mindarie has asked that we ask about infill sewerage for Quinns Rock. I 
will go through your process, Mr Chairman, but I would like some comment from the minister on this matter. 
Quinns has been on a promise for many years—which the minister is not committed to, and I am not saying he 
is—but it could not progress because there was not a water treatment capacity. But now that Alkimos is almost 
complete, can the minister confirm that that impediment to Quinns’ infill will be removed and Quinns can be 
considered, along with the other areas, for possible priority? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I am advised that the answer is yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Cockburn. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: This is partially related to waste water programs. I refer to page 744, the heading “Works in 
Progress”, and the line item “Wastewater Programs”. On 23 March this year, the Water Corporation notified the 
Department of Environment and Conservation, under section 72 of the act, that a 21 million-litre sewage spill 
from 130 pump stations across Perth had occurred and that untreated sewage was pouring into the Canning and 
Swan Rivers. Was this as a result of a failure to have adequate electrical backup facilities in place, and, in 
particular, a failure to have adequate amounts of fuel on site to enable those power generators to continue over 
an extended period? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Cockburn for the question. It is important to realise that even though 
we may implement all the mitigating measures that we can, there are some events that we just cannot avoid. 
Having said that, that does not mean that we are being irresponsible. But we would have to say that what 
occurred on 22 March was an exceptional event. Yes, there was a spill into the Swan River, and we talked a bit 
about that yesterday at the Department of Environment and Conservation session. As for the operational issues 
and the power backup issues, we had an enormous number of pumps that basically went out. Some of those were 
outside our control—when I say “our”, I mean the Water Corporation. I will refer some of those operational 
questions to Peter Moore, the chief operations officer. 

Mr P.D. Moore: In response to the member’s question about the outages in that period of time, as a result of the 
storm, Western Power had a vast amount of the city out of power for a long period. Our critical pump stations all 
have standby power and have adequate fuel storage. That was backed up with fuel storage supplies during the 
incident. We had mobile generators for a number of the smaller pump stations where we have standby storage, 
but obviously not enough for this sort of period. Under the licences for some of those smaller pump stations, we 
have overflow storage of three to six hours, but they just were not able to cope with the long outages. We 
managed the situation through rotation of the standby generators that we had. So it was not a position of not 
having enough standby generators or enough fuel. We had all of that. It was just that we had so many of the 
pump stations out at the one time. At the start of the incident, we had something like 130 pump stations in our 
system without power. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Further to that answer, and through the minister, I am trying to come to grips with what 
Mr Moore has just said. On the one hand, Mr Moore has said that there was enough power backup and there was 
enough fuel, but there were still outages over that length of time that filled up those overflow ponds. Why were 
there outages if the backup generators were there and there was enough fuel? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Mr Moore. 

Mr P.D. Moore: On the major pump stations, we have backup power. We do not have backup power for the 
whole 700 pump stations that we have. So, at the major ones, we had the backup power, and they were in 
operation. Pump stations actually move in a sequence, so we had them backing up along the line. That was the 
problem. We were trying to ensure that our standby generators were moved to the most critical pump stations to 
as far as practicable avoid overflows.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Further to the answer, how many of those smaller pump stations—because obviously the 
bigger pump stations had backup power—were the ones that did not have the backup power and overflowed? 
Was that the whole 130? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Mr Moore. 

Mr P.D. Moore: I cannot give the member the figure. We can provide that as supplementary information.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Can the minister provide as supplementary information which of those pump stations did not 
have backup power—and that really contributed to the spill, because that is the basis of the question? 

The CHAIRMAN: Can the minister detail the supplementary information that he will provide? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes. It is about the small pump stations and the power backup for those stations. 

[Supplementary Information No A41.]  
Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I refer to the ambitions of the Port Hedland community for the removal of its sewerage 
treatment plant. Why have no funds been allocated in the budget papers for the removal of the sewerage 
treatment plant away from the land that needs to be developed in Pretty Pool, Spinifex Hill and Cooke Point, 
where the sewerage plant sits in the middle of the most prospective land residential area, yet waste water 
treatment areas have been resourced in Beenyup and in Busselton and other parts of the state? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Pilbara for the question. I think the member has addressed some of 
that issue to me previously, when he raised the need to move a waste water treatment plant to allow ongoing 
development. That was another, as I often say, rate-limiting step in providing land for development. It is all 
about trying to develop land and move the plant to another place. For those land issues and the LandCorp study, 
I will refer to Sue Murphy, the CEO, to provide some detail about that particular site. 

Mrs S. Murphy: LandCorp is doing a study at the moment to see the magnitude of the revenue that may be 
generated from land sales when the plant is moved, and so long as that is equal to or greater than the cost of 
relocation, that can proceed without the need for other funds to be added. That is why it does not appear as a line 
item. Until that study is complete, it is unclear whether extra funds will be needed and whether that is the right 
move at all.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Supplementary to that, in this budget that is before us, are there any waste water 
treatment plants that will be moved?  

[8.30 pm] 

Mrs S. Murphy: No, I do not believe so. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Have there been any recent ones, or are there any planned? 

Mrs S. Murphy: Have we moved other waste water treatment plants? At Alkimos we have moved the site of an 
unbuilt waste water treatment plant. We had a site without a plant on it, then we moved to another plant, which 
involved costs that were to be offset by the sale of land. To my knowledge we have not moved a whole waste 
water treatment plant. Perhaps we have, before my time. Peter Moore can perhaps answer that question. 

Mr P.D. Moore: There is another plant where a similar issue has been raised but it has not yet been moved—
that is at Exmouth, where there is a waste water treatment plant and land to be developed. That is seen as 
appropriate land for development. Again, we are going through a process there with land developers to look at 
whether it is efficient, and whether there is sufficient land value to warrant the cost of moving the waste water 
treatment plant. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: I refer the minister to page 745 and the line item “Groundwater Replenishment Trial” 
under “Wastewater Programs”. My question concerns the groundwater replenishment trial. Is this one of the 
steps that the government is taking to preserve the Gnangara mound? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The short answer is yes. The issue of replenishment is obviously to replenish the 
groundwater source. We have come a long way on this, I would suggest; it had its formation long before I 
became minister, when the member for Balcatta was still the minister. The Water Corporation is undertaking a 
trial to replenish this deep underground aquifer, the Gnangara mound. We are committed to that, which is 
reflected in the funding arrangements into the future. Perhaps Mrs Murphy would like to expand on that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Can we also get some idea of the feedback and the science that has been done on any 
obstacles? 

Mrs S. Murphy: The purpose of the groundwater replenishment trial at Beenyup Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
which is the one referred to in that budget line item, is not so much to treat waste water for potable use, but to 
use the trial to come up with a regulatory framework so that use will be possible in the future. The program is to 
take treated waste water, treat it to a very high level, then put it through a microfiltration reverse osmosis process 
and inject it into the aquifer. Every step along the way is being measured by many scientists, involving the 
Department of Health, the Department of Environment and Conservation and the Department of Water. The aim 
of the process is to end up with a regulatory framework that will enable us to do large-scale recycling of waste 
water by injecting it at a highly treated level into the groundwater for potential future potable use. The trial is 
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going very well. We are not yet injecting water because there is a requirement to treat the water for a period and 
measure everything during that period. To date, everything is looking okay with the measurements, so it is 
highly likely that later this year, I think around October, it is intended to start injecting water into the aquifer. 
That aquifer is not used for public drinking water at the moment, so there is no potable reuse by stealth.  

We are also building an information centre on site, and the intention is to bring schoolchildren and other 
members of the public through that information centre to better inform the public about what is involved in 
recycling waste water for possible potable reuse, so that the public, when the time comes to make a decision 
about that as a form of water supply, will be informed and able to make an informed decision. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: Will Alkimos operate on the same principle as the Beenyup project? 

Mrs S. Murphy: The Alkimos Wastewater Treatment Plant is sized to allow for a reuse facility to be built on 
site, but the intention is not to re-inject that into the aquifer; it is more likely that that treated reuse water would 
be used locally at the Alkimos development. There have also been suggestions at various stages to use that water 
for possible replacement of Gnangara mound water in the horticultural precinct. At the moment, the volumes of 
water going through Alkimos—it will come online at the end of this year—are too small for that to make much 
sense, but the scoping has been designed so that all those things are possible. The intent with recycling is that 
Beenyup Wastewater Treatment Plant will recycle water into the aquifer; Woodman Point will recycle water for 
industrial use; and at Subiaco, recycled water is currently used to water McGillivray Oval and will potentially be 
used in areas around the Perry Lakes development. The aim is to have recycling at all plants. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I would like to ask questions about the southern seawater desalination plant. Can we get 
the full cost? The items on page 744 show that there is $955 million for that plant, $59 million for the 
Ravenswood Transfer Pump Station, and there may be other on-costs and integration costs. In terms of the full 
capital cost for the desalination plant, can we have the component parts and what they add up to? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: For that detail, I refer to Sue Murphy. 

Mrs S. Murphy: The $955 million remains the forecast cost for the Southern Seawater Desalination Plant and 
its associated integration assets. The cost line that refers to Ravenswood is a residual part of the Harvey Water 
trade. The remainder of the integration assets and the Southern Seawater Desalination Plant are still on budget 
for $955 million. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: To clarify, $955 million is the full amount and we should be taking account of at least 
some of the cost of Ravenswood to get the water here. 

Mrs S. Murphy: The costs of Ravenswood that are part of the Southern Seawater Desalination Plant are 
included in the $955 million. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The original proposal was for the energy to drive the Southern Seawater Desalination 
Plant to be a contract for renewable energy with two parts—I think it was 160 megawatts and 40 megawatts, 
with the 40 megawatts to be innovative or new types of renewable energy. Is the current proposal still to use 
renewable energy with the applicable credits, or has it been moved to some other form of power supply? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: By way of a general comment, we are committed to driving Binningup II with renewable 
energy. That component of renewable energy will be something like 23 megawatts. The government is 
committed to that plant being 100 per cent renewable. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: With the credits? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes. If we cannot buy renewable electrons on day one when we commission the plant in 
December 2011, we are committed to renewable energy certificates. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Can we have some details on the procurement? The request for proposals went out two 
years ago. 

Mrs S. Murphy: It would be fair to say that the procurement process has been fairly protracted. Federal 
legislative changes and uncertainties about some forms of carbon trading have made commitments difficult. We 
have started a process and stopped a process, but our intention remains and we are in reasonably detailed 
negotiations at the moment for something very prospective, and we will be buying energy from a renewable 
supplier and all tradable instruments that go with that energy. I do not think we are allowed to say that we are 
buying renewable energy. That will be the intent. If on day one the renewable supplier from whom we are 
purchasing—if we are able to conclude negotiations within the next few weeks—indicates that the energy is not 
available, we will buy offsets to cover the period or we will potentially buy more renewable energy in the second 
year to offset.  

[8.50 pm] 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Minister, given the change in the marketplace to which Mrs Murphy has just alluded, has 
that increased the potential cost of that renewable energy over what it was a couple of years ago when it was first 
committed to?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I could not honestly answer that question. Maybe Mrs Murphy can make a comment. 

Mrs S. Murphy: The procurement process is not complete yet. At the moment, it is looking likely that it will 
increase substantially, but we cannot commit to anything at this stage. It is possible there will be a slight 
increase.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Minister, $950 million has been spent on this plant that will take us through to 2020 with 
this water supply. Given that the minister does not believe in climate change, why would he want to spend 
$1 billion on it; and, also, is the minister going to give any direction to the Water Corporation to remove the 
words “climate change” from the corporation’s documents since they have done a significant amount of work in 
this area over many, many years?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I think this line of questioning is rather meddlesome and inane. I have responsibility, as we 
all do, in coping with the demands into the future for water. With the supply of water we have talked about 
CSIRO predictions that show that the surface water – ground water supply is coming under stress.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: And declining rainfall.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: We need to be responsible in accessing sources of water, both groundwater and surface 
water, and, if we like, climate-independent water sources that do not necessarily rely on rainfall. It is about 
diversity and not having all our eggs in one basket.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It makes it a big problem if the water minister does not believe in climate change, 
particularly for water in WA.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: On page 745 under the line item “Regulated Programs Future Estimates” an amount of 
$1.38 billion has been allocated for “Global Allocations — Regulated Business”. This number seems to jump 
around in the current year from $33 733 000 to $226 million next year, then $104 million, $406 million and then 
$611 million. Can the minister explain what this allocated amount is and why there is such a significant 
difference between the 2009–10 expenditure and forthcoming and out years and provide a breakdown of this 
expenditure?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is a fairly detailed question. I do not have all the answers and I will refer this to 
Mrs Murphy.  

Mrs S. Murphy: This becomes a bit of a catch-all bucket for a large number of projects. The capital program 
does dip in some of the out years because we have brought forward some of the spending on some of the larger 
projects, such as the southern seawater desalination plant and major waste water treatment plants to more 
effectively deliver the capital by bundling the works together so that we can deliver them. That means that some 
of the out years’ funding has been brought forward.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Is it all capital expenditure?  

Mrs S. Murphy: It is all capital expenditure.  

Mr P. ABETZ: I will go back to the Mundaring water treatment plant and refer to page 745, which shows a total 
estimated cost of $315 million-odd. Is the minister able to indicate how much extra cost was incurred due to the 
difficulty in locating a site that was environmentally acceptable? It is my understanding that this issue has been 
pursued for about five or 10 years, and all sorts of things were done and there must have been a significant cost 
associated with that. I wonder whether it is possible to quantify that in some way.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I thank the member for Southern River for the question. It is a good question and an 
important question, because there are costs associated with those sorts of delays. I am not sure if we can quantify 
them but I refer that to Peter Moore for some of the detail perhaps. It is not an easy question to quantify what 
those delays would mean in dollar terms.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can I suggest, in view of the time, and because I still have a couple of members seeking to 
ask a question and since it cannot be quantified properly, that the member put that on notice to the minister and 
get the answer that way, rather than waste the time of the committee because two other members are seeking the 
call and we have only five minutes left.  

Mr P. ABETZ: I am happy if that will save a lot of time. I am happy to have a ballpark figure, as that will 
satisfy me.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: This goes back to the southern seawater desalination plant. The minister knows that the 
output of that plant will take the demand in the south west interconnected system up to 2020. The Department of 
Water in its “Water Futures for Western Australia 2008–2030” report recently said that Perth will be in absolute 
deficit by 2020. It is not just that report. Others have said the same thing: that beyond 2020 Perth will be in 
absolute deficit. What work, planning and funding is being done on this? What planning is being done and what 
funding is there to plan for, as the minister talked about earlier, other possible weather-independent supply 
sources of water beyond 2020?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I might defer to Mrs Murphy, but before I do, that component of water that we could reuse 
or recycle is very important. Yes, we can look for new sources but we can also use water better. Forgive me, I 
am not trying to waste time, but in my recent trip to Israel I found that it used water many times over, and it was 
making a relatively dry country—the member for Southern River will confirm this—into an oasis with irrigation 
programs that one can only dream of. I know that the member has had issues with me about the Gnangara 
sustainability strategy. I did send the member a draft copy and I was hoping he would make a comment on it. 
That strategy identified a potential 70-gigalitre resource in recycling. If we could develop that 70 gigalitres—that 
is one-and-a-half desal plants as we build them today and we already have one and we are building another one, 
as the member knows—that is the way forward. We have to work in that area of recycling.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It all comes down to planning and money. My question is not about which source—the 
minister is probably right on recycling—I am asking what planning and what money is available to do that.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is planning in and around those concepts. It is not just about where we are going to get the 
next source; we are diversifying and we do not put all our eggs in one basket and that sort of thing, but we must 
also look at recycling as an important issue for the future. I will defer to Mrs Sue Murphy.  

Mrs S. Murphy: I hope the member has seen a copy of our “Water Forever: Towards Climate Resilience” 
document, which is our 50-year plan, remembering that the corporation is focused on potable and domestic 
urban water supply and the DOW report to which the member referred covers water in general and includes 
agriculture, horticulture, mining and a whole lot of other uses that are not the province of the corporation. Going 
forward, if we project double the population over the next 50 years with the same water usage as we have at the 
moment and model the rainfall patterns we have seen recently continuing, we end up with a significant deficit. 
We intend to address that in a threefold fashion. The first and probably the single most important is reducing per 
capita water demand, and we have some funding allocated in our operating budget to do that this year and we 
have also sought federal funding for some of those options to work on demand programs —  

The CHAIRMAN: We have run out of time.  

Mrs S. Murphy: Tragically, I could talk all night on this topic. 

The CHAIRMAN: That completes examination of the Water Corporation. This committee is now adjourned till 
9.00 am tomorrow.  

Committee adjourned at 9.00 pm 
 
 


