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KIMBERLEY TO PERTH WATER PIPELINE 
Statement 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.40 pm]:  On Monday or Tuesday this week on Paul Murray’s 
program he referred to the Kimberley to Perth pipeline.  It has been a fairly topical story on radio over the past 
couple of years.  He mentioned a company called GHD.  Apparently, GHD had conducted a costing on the 
Kimberley to Perth pipeline in 2002.  For some reason - I do not know why - it was never referred to in all the 
conversations I had with the Water Corporation.  Dr Jim Gill never mentioned that it was on the web site.  I 
wondered why.  I looked at the costing on the Kimberley to Perth pipeline and I also looked at the GHD web site 
to see what it does.  GHD is an international professional services company that provides leadership in 
management, engineering, the environment and planning and architecture.  It is wholly owned by its senior staff.  
It is one of Australia’s largest and longest established companies of multidisciplinary consultants.  Its operations 
began more than 75 years ago.  It employs 2 500 people in 60 offices in Australia, the Middle East, Asia, New 
Zealand and the Americas.  GHD ranks in the world’s top 50 engineering companies.  It is not a small company 
that has given a proposition to the Water Corporation.  It has costed the Kimberley to Perth water supply.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Whereabouts in the Kimberley?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I have the plan here, which I will table shortly with the costing and the proposal.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Is it in the Fitzroy?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes, the Fitzroy.  What concerns me more than anything is that the Water Corporation 
has been very hesitant to speak with Agritech, which has a proposal.  I am not basing this matter on a 
commercial basis.  The Water Corporation has asked Agritech to show the Water Corporation what it can do.  I 
do not think Agritech can be expected to prepare engineering drawings and a proposal purely for the Water 
Corporation to look at.  Tomorrow I will ask the Government how much the Water Corporation paid GHD for 
the reviews for 2002 and 2004.  Apparently GHD told the Water Corporation in the 2002 review that to pipe 
water from the Kimberley to Perth would cost $5.50 per kilolitre and in the 2004 review the amount increased to 
$6.10.  I compared that cost with the desalination plant at Kwinana from which the water was going to cost $1.10 
per kilolitre.  The Agritech proposal of reverse osmosis at the Wellington Dam was costed at 65c a kilolitre.  I 
seek leave to incorporate into Hansard the Water Corporation’s Kimberley project. 

Leave granted.   

The following material was incorporated - 
 

WateCorp Kimberly Pipeline Project Brief 
(10 November, 2004.) 

Table showing costs of Kimberly Pipeline project (as supplied in the WaterCorp’s 2002 and 2004 reviews) in relation to the cost of 
the desalination plant at Kwinana. 

 2002 Review 2004 Review Proposed Desalination Plant 

Infrastructure Costs $9.53 - $12.39 billion 
($10 billion minimum) 

$11 billion revised ‘optimistic’ 
estimate (10 billion minimum) 

$350 million 

Operating Costs $100 million per year $105 million per year (revised, 
based on CPI increases at 2004 

dollars) 

$24 million 

Power Demand 14kWh/KL 14kWh/KL 5kWh/KL 

Green House Gas Emissions not provided 2.5 m T CO-e (4.5 times more 
greenhouse gasses than 

desalination plant) 

not available 

Cost of Water $5.50/KL $6.10/KL $1.10/KL 

Sources: Water Corporation (2004) Kimberly Pipeline Project: Sustainability Review, Report, Sept. Hereby known as WaterCorp 2004 
Review 

Water Corporation (2002) Development of a Water Supply Pipeline from Kimberleys to Perth: Independent Review of 
Feasibility Studies, Sept. Hereby known as WaterCorp 2002 Review 

Proposed Pipeline Attributes: 

•  Pipeline will be buried 
•  Pipeline will be inland, approximately 1840 km long 
•  Pipes will be welded high strength steel and lined with epoxy resin to reduce friction 
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•  Pipes will be coated with fusion bonded epoxy (PE) coating as this provides protection against damage during pipe handling and 
construction 

•  Seven speed booster pumping stations will be required at intervals with storage dams likely to accompany the pumping stations 
•  Pipeline is expected to operate near continuously 
•  Pipeline is expected to supply water demand at full production of 300GL every year by 2050 

Summary of Water Corp 2002 Review: 

 The 2002 Review is a review of two major reports: 

1. THE Binnie 1980 Report 

2. the IDC (Infrastructure Development Corporation) 1990 Report which expanded on the Binnie Report in 
terms of the conceptual technical design. 

 Both reports were based on progressively providing an extra 300GL of water per year to Perth up to 2052. 

 Both reports concluded that “the most attractive supply is to provide a dam on the Fitzroy River at Dimond Gorge; provide 
a controlled release down the river to an offtake inland from Derby and pump water to Perth along the inland route, 
essentially via Newman and Meekatharra.” 

 The 2002 Review’s conceptual design of the water pipeline allowed for a parallel 300mm diameter gas pipeline to be constructed for 
powering the pumping station along route. 

 The 2002 Review’s estimated project costs do not make any allowance for offsetting the costs of greenhouse gas emissions. 

 The 2002 Review identified that the issue of transporting warm tropical water a long distance through epoxy lined pipes has to 
introduce water treatment costs compared to water supplies such as ground water or desalinated seawater. 

 The 2002 Review revealed that 7 booster pump stations will be required at 250km to 350km intervals.  Variable speed pumping engines 
will be directly coupled to natural gas fired engines.  Pipeline is expected to work on a near continual basis. 

 The 2002 Review identified that the water treatment component will be $40M per 100GL or $120 M for entire scheme 
Summary of WaterCorp 2004 Review: 

•  The 2004 Review is mostly a rehash of the 2002 Review, but with updated costings in 2004 dollars. 
•  The 2004 Review identifies additional social impacts that will either add to costs or cause obstacles to the pipeline’s 

implementation.  These include: 
1. Aboriginal heritage and native titles issues 
2. Development along pipeline - pipeline will be no benefit to communities living alongside it unless substantial 

additions are made to infrastructure 
3. Negative impacts in terms of land access leading to community severance during construction phase 
4. Negative impact on property rights as private landholdings must be used to provide easements 
5. Increased heavy traffic on regional roads 
6. Potential negative impact of pipeline on mining leases or ore bodies 

•  The 2004 Review identifies additional environmental impacts that will either add to costs or cause obstacles to the pipeline’s 
implementation.  These include: 
1. Greenhouse emission - when fully operational the pipeline will generate the equivalent emissions of 320 000 

households.  Will require between 70 000 and 250 000 ha of actively growing forests to counter the emissions in terms 
of carbon sequestration 

2. Negative ecological impact to Fitzroy River - ruination of water flows, native water species, physical habitat, riparian 
vegetation.  Possible negative impact on wetlands 

3. Land clearing causing vegetation and soil disturbance 
4. Quarantine issues - spreading of undesirable plant species or pests along pipeline by vehicles and equipment 

•  The 2004 Review does not reiterate the concern of transporting warm tropical water from the Kimberly to 
Perth.  It is assumed all piped water will necessarily have to undergo treatment before it can be used for 
human consumption. 

 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I will not get into conspiracy theories.  However regarding the reverse-osmosis 
desalination plant in Rockingham, in July 2002 members of the State Government went to the United States and 
developed a plan of action on the sea swap in Rockingham.  The Government knew also that the US Navy was 
going to use fewer crews and fewer boats, although the boats would be a lot larger, and the US was going to 
service many of its boats overseas.  I suggest that a decision will be made to service them at Rockingham or 
elsewhere in Western Australia.  That is intended to take place in 2006.  I went one step further and found out 
when the desalination proposal would be finished.  Once again, it is 2006.  If I go one step further again - I do 
not know whether this is a coincidence - the new Cockburn Central southern railway station will be located just a 
few kilometres from HMAS Stirling in the Australian Marine Complex.  It would not be hard to guess when that 
is going to finish.  It will be finished in 2006.  One of the problems of servicing boats in Western Australia - I 
cannot think of the name of the member for Rockingham - 

Hon Ed Dermer:  Mark McGowan.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.  He chaired this.  A couple of issues of concern were an adequate electrical, 
sewerage and water supply to service the American sea-swap program.  Everything seems to marry into fitting in 
with the date of 2006.  The desalination plant at Rockingham - it did not come out of the blue - is more 
expensive than the reverse-osmosis project at Wellington Dam.  Dr Jim Gill has been interviewed on radio and 
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has made several references to this.  I can understand why he did not mention that the pipeline would cost 
$11 billion to set up and that its operating costs would be $105 million a year.  The paper I have tabled shows 
there were further problems with the Water Corporation’s proposal.  The 2004 review does not reiterate the 
concern of transporting warm tropical water from Kimberley to Perth.  I do not know whether it can be assumed 
that all the water that was piped from the Kimberley would be treated in the north west prior to coming to Perth.  
However, to transport warm tropical water from the north to the south, an expensive filtration plant would 
probably need to be built in the metropolitan area.  Therefore, if the cleaning process was located in Perth, water 
could not be sold unless other plants were built along the pipeline in which the water would be filtered in various 
towns.  Infrastructure would need to be built between the Kimberley and Perth.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Reservoirs would have to be built along the whole way.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.  Reservoirs are referred to in the proposal.  I am surprised that Dr Jim Gill did not 
mention the 2004 review of the cost of bringing the water down.  The Government might say that it is pure 
coincidence that a large station is planned for Cockburn.  One might suggest that if large ships were arriving 
carrying 20 000 or more troops, it would be very hard to get a lot of taxis for them.  Bus and train services would 
move them much more quickly.  It is ironic that the desalination plant will be finished in 2006, because 2006 
obviously has some significance. 

One of the questions on notice tomorrow will be whether GHD was paid for this fairly comprehensive 
proposition; and, if so, how much; and why were other companies not offered the same opportunity to prepare 
and offer proposals for all Western Australians?   
 


