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Hearing commenced at 11.00 am 
 
GILL, DR JIM 
Chief Executive Officer, Water Corporation, examined: 
 
LEATHERSICH, MR MARK 
Principal Engineer, Water Corporation, examined: 
 
 
The CHAIR:  Good morning and welcome to you both.  On behalf of the committee, thanks for 
coming along this morning.  You will have signed a document entitled “Information for Witnesses”.  
Have you read and understood that document? 
The WITNESSES:  Yes.   
The CHAIR:  These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard.  A transcript of your evidence 
will be provided to you.  To assist the committee and Hansard, please quote the full title of any 
document you refer to during the course of the hearings for the record.  Be aware of the 
microphones and try to talk into them.  Please do not cover them with papers or make noise near 
them.  That applies to committee members too.  I remind you that your transcript will become a 
matter for the public record.  If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement, you 
should request that the evidence be taken in closed session.  If the committee grants your request, 
any public and media in attendance will be excluded from the hearing.  Please note that until such 
time as the transcript of your evidence is finalised it should not be made public.  I advise you that 
premature publication or disclosure of your evidence may constitute a contempt of Parliament and 
may mean that the material published or disclosed is not subject to parliamentary privilege.  I invite 
you to make an opening statement.   
Dr Gill:  Mark and I are very able and willing to discuss any matter pertaining to the south west 
Yarragadee.  We are in your hands.   
The CHAIR:  I begin by talking about to the precautionary principle that is illustrated in the March 
2007 “Sustainability assessment of the South West Yarragadee Water Supply Development” report, 
which was prepared by the sustainability panel.  I note that significant effort has been put into 
assessing the proposal to implement a precautionary principle.  In that sense, you have also outlined 
a range of alternative measures that have not been thoroughly investigated in this report.  If the 
south west Yarragadee proposal goes ahead and has an impact, one would think that the bores 
would need to be turned off quite quickly and that some of the alternatives would need to be well 
developed.  In implementing the precautionary principle, will large-scale alternatives be on standby 
that can replaces such a significant water resource?   
Dr Gill:  I should first point out that that was an independent report of the sustainability panel, not 
the report of the Water Corporation.  However, we are very comfortable with its recommendations.  
Our level of investigation over the past four years into the south west Yarragadee has involved a lot 
of drilling, test pumping, geological and vegetation assessments and so on, and extensive computer 
modelling that have given us a lot of confidence that we can proceed with the south west 
Yarragadee proposal without it having any significant environmental impact.  What effects there 
would be would occur over a very long period.  We intend to extensively monitor what we do; in 
fact, we are proposing 190 monitoring bores.  To put that into perspective, there will be only 10 
production bores in the whole field.  We would expect to pick up any influences well ahead of there 
being any surface environmental effect.  We are talking about decades.  We certainly would not 
anticipate, on the basis of our investigations, any early effect.  There will be effects detectable over 
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the long term.  However, as I said, our modelling has given us a high level of confidence that we 
can tap the south west Yarragadee and not cause any environmental damage.  Should there be 
anything unforseen, we would adapt our usage of that resource.  We have done that elsewhere.  For 
example, we used to tap a lot of superficial bores on Gnangara mound, but about 40 of those are 
currently turned off.  In recent years we have installed much deeper bores with environmental 
effects that are pretty well undetectable.  I come back to it.  In the case of south west Yarragadee, 
we believe that the extensiveness of our investigations is unprecedented anywhere else in the world.  
We have investigated it thoroughly and we have a lot of confidence that we will not need to, for 
example, turn off bores.   
The CHAIR:  You mentioned long-term impacts, if any, over decades.  What would be the nature 
of those impacts?  You said that you would first pick up those impacts deep underground, such as 
changing watertables, in a way that would be detectable in a wetland.   
Mr Leathersich:  As Dr Gill has mentioned, the monitoring program that we will have in place has 
190 bores.  They will be spread not only spatially across the south west, but also vertically through 
the various aquifer systems.  A key component of that monitoring system is very deep within the 
aquifer.  Those bores will be up to 900 metres deep below the surface.  They will pick up any 
changes in pressure within the aquifer way before there are any effects at the surface.  We will get 
an immediate indication as soon as the bores are switched on of how that system is performing 
relative to our expectations, so we will receive an early warning if things are not as we expect.  We 
will be able to adapt way before there are any effects at the surface or any effects on any wetlands.  
I should point out that the key is the EPA’s review of the project, and support by the Department of 
Water.  We are not expecting there to be dramatic watertable changes across the south west, as has 
been sometimes claimed.  The risk areas are very well confined and they are known.  We are not 
expecting any impacts on Lake Jasper or other significant wetlands in the region.   
[11.10 am] 
The CHAIR:  You mentioned 190 monitoring sites.  Are you also monitoring key environmental 
sites, understanding the link between the groundwater that they may be using and any potential 
links with groundwater much further down? 
Mr Leathersich:  There are three.  Not only is there the deep aquifer monitoring that is going on, 
but also we will be monitoring watertables in the key areas.  We also have established vegetation 
transects in the key environmental areas; they are already in place.  They have already been 
monitored several times, so we have a very good understanding of what vegetation is there, what 
level of groundwater dependence that vegetation has and how it relates to the groundwater levels in 
the area.  They are very much, if you like, the end of the monitoring chain.  We will be getting 
feedback from the deep aquifer many years before any changes are observed at the surface. 
The CHAIR:  It is clear already that we have a drying climate in Western Australia, and wetlands 
in the south west are suffering and drying in any case from falling levels of rainfall.  How can we be 
sure that the impacts of drying wetlands are absolutely delinked from any fall in the underground 
watertable?  I expect that we will continue to see some degradation in our wetlands because of the 
drying climate.  How do we absolutely reassure the community of Western Australia that that has 
absolutely nothing to do with what is going on underground? 
Mr Leathersich:  There are a number of mechanisms there.  The proposed Water Corporation bore 
field is in the centre of the Blackwood plateau, which is away from any other users.  Local private 
users cannot actually access the Blackwood plateau because it is predominantly state-owned land.  
It is state forest, or national park.  It is not accessible to private extractors.  Our well field is actually 
isolated from other users.  Our monitoring system will, if you like, surround our well field, so we 
will get a very good idea of how our proposal impacts on the aquifer, and we will be able to 
separate that from local users.  All our monitoring will also be subject to various degrees of public 
and independent scrutiny.  We have proposed a community reference group, or a community 
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monitoring group, that will see all the information that comes out of our monitoring.  That will be a 
check for the local community.  The EPA has also recommended that an independent expert panel 
be put in place as a further check on how the system is performing and how the Water Corporation 
is operating the scheme.  There are several checks and balances to look into how the system is 
responding and what the stresses are.  We will have a number of what we call control sites.  We will 
be monitoring in areas that are known to be totally isolated from the Yarragadee; for instance, we 
will conduct monitoring in areas where there is no Yarragadee beneath the surface so that we have a 
comparator and can pick up, say, the effects of climate change and they can be separated from the 
effects of the proposal. 
The CHAIR:  You did mention local users.  How do you disaggregate that impact?  What 
monitoring is going on of overall water resource management to ensure that local water users and 
other irrigators are not impacting negatively on the environment? 
Dr Gill:  That is more of a water resource management area, which is the responsibility of the 
Department of Water.  I see that you have Mr Hammond waiting for the next session. 
The CHAIR:  I will be mindful to direct that question to him. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I was the principal petitioner to bring it to this committee to say 
that the Water Corporation should not take the 45 gigalitres.  The reasoning for that was that in the 
south west there is great angst and much concern that the 45 gigalitres will be above regional needs.  
At present I think there are 3 300 water licences in the south west.  I think we have an allocation of 
116 gigalitres and we use 71, but in the next 30 years we are looking at an increase of 140 per cent 
in some of the modelling that I have seen.  Regional needs are a huge concern.  I note that the EPA 
report says that the EPA considers that there remain considerable residual risks to environmental 
values if the proposal proceeds and that this is particularly the case if declines in the watertable are 
greater than predicted, further declines in rainfall or recharge occur in the region beyond that 
assessed, or adaptive management plans, including supplementation, are not fully successful.  
Reading that, it does not give me great confidence.  If you are going to build all the pipes and put in 
the infrastructure and then you find that there is a problem, the government, in my view, will not 
just turn off the taps, and I think that is a concern to the south west people too. 
Dr Gill:  I think the studies have shown that there is room for quite a bit of growth in local demand, 
as well as the 45 gigalitres that we wish to take.  It has also been suggested by the EPA that an 
overall statutory water management plan does need to be put in place - the Department of Water is 
working on that and I am sure that Mr Hammond would be happy to talk about that - prior to any 
consideration of further water use.  There is a huge amount of water; the overall recharge of all 
aquifers down there is about 375 gigalitres per year. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  That is across all - 
Dr Gill:  That is across all aquifers, not just the Yarragadee. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  375 gigalitres.  What about the Blackwood recharge?  What is that?  
Do you know? 
Mr Leathersich:  In terms of an annual flow, the Blackwood River is approximately 600 gigalitres, 
of which groundwater contributes - these figures are in the environmental review and management 
program that the corporation submitted to the EPA - 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  They do differ a fair bit from different people. 
Mr Leathersich:  The figure for groundwater discharge to the Blackwood River is in the order of 
40 gigalitres a year.  That is 20 from the Yarragadee and 20 from the Leederville.  This is in the 
vicinity of where the Blackwood moves from Nannup to Hut Pool.  I think there is further discharge 
beyond there, but that is way outside the project area.  However, in terms of the Yarragadee, the 
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estimate is that in the order of 20 gigalitres a year contribute to that annual flow of 600 gigalitres a 
year in the Blackwood River. 
Dr Gill:  Our commitment, should it be necessary, is to augment the flow in the Blackwood River; 
in other words, right now fresh water is augmenting the flow in the Blackwood River and should 
that diminish, it is our intention to top it up.  It is relatively straightforward to do that.  The real 
problem with the Blackwood River is the huge level of salt because of all the clearing of, 
effectively, wheat growing country way upstream.  The discharge from the aquifers downstream 
does improve the quality of water in the Blackwood River at this time.  Our commitment is to 
ensure that that quality continues to be maintained at that level. 
Mr Leathersich:  It is important to note as well that the importance of groundwater is through the 
summer months.  During the winter months, the flows from rainfall just swamp any groundwater 
contribution.  As Dr Gill has mentioned, the water quality in the river varies.  In winter it is salty; in 
summer it becomes more and more fresh as the groundwater contribution is more significant.  We 
would certainly be concentrating on those summer months if there is any reduction.  The predictions 
are not for a significant reduction, but if there is any reduction, we would be looking to make that 
up during those summer months to preserve the fresh period, if you like, of the Blackwood River 
flow. 
[11.20 am] 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  In your opening statement you said that the Water Corporation is 
very confident that the risks will be minimal and manageable.  In support of the Water 
Corporation’s claim that there will be no adverse environmental or economic impacts on the south 
west region, will the Water Corporation agree to sign on off on a $1 billion environmental bond to 
underwrite this claim?  Secondly, who will pay for the environment impact assessment should you 
have environmental impacts in the south west region?  I am talking about the loss of water to 
farmers and irrigators.  Perhaps you could answer the first question first.  Are you happy enough to 
sign off on a significant environmental bond to underwrite your claims that there will be no 
significant economic and environmental impacts? 
Dr Gill:  That has not been considered.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is being considered now.   
Dr Gill:  We do not intend to do it.  We will be making a commitment to ongoing research of 
groundwater-dependent ecosystems and maintaining environmental values.  After all, we are 
strongly aware that the south west of WA is a very valuable area in terms of biodiversity and we are 
very strongly committed to maintaining that value.  We live in Western Australia for the long term.  
We are as committed as anybody to ensure that there is no undue impact on the environment. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I follow that you have this commitment that you will do that but you 
are not prepared to put up some significant environmental bond.  Would you consider it if we 
requested that you put in $1 billion?  You are spending $700 million on this project and millions of 
dollars on other projects.  You are claiming that there will be no impact but you are not prepared to 
consider the significant environmental factors. 
Dr Gill:  Our commitment is to maintain environmental values in the south west of Western 
Australia.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Can I pursue that a bit more then?   
Dr Gill:  Certainly. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  You said you have 190 deep bores.   
Dr Gill:  At different levels.   
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I understand that as a general rule those bores are currently showing 
a decline in pressure.  Is that true or false?  
Mr Leathersich:  They are not generally showing a decline.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Can you provide information on the declines in those bore systems 
and the declines in head pressure?  
Mr Leathersich:  At the moment the monitoring is largely undertaken by the Department of Water.  
We have 190 monitoring bores essentially on the Blackwood Plateau.  There are an equal number, if 
not more, of monitoring bores on the coastal plains.  It depends which area you are interested in.  
Obviously, there will have been declines in some areas of the coastal plains because, for instance, 
there has been a significant increase in the use of water in the Jindong horticultural area, so we 
would expect to see water levels decline.  If you can be specific about the area you are interested in, 
between the Water Corporation and the Department of Water, we will provide the information.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  You are relying on an adaptive management model.  You are saying 
that if you see a decline in water in an area, you will pump water into it.  You are going to pump 
water into the Blackwood River to supplement declining water flows.  The Conservation 
Commission has raised very real concerns about the Water Corporation’s capacity to implement an 
adaptive management program in the Gnangara mound.  It has also referenced the Millstream up 
north.  It did not give them sufficient confidence that you would be able to implement an adequate 
adaptive management plan.  What do you have to say about that? 
Dr Gill:  The draw on the Gnangara mound has increased a lot over the past three decades.  It has 
been managed extremely adaptively.  Originally, the water was taken from superficial aquifers.  
Over time we have drilled much, much deeper.  We have drilled Yarragadee bores that are up to 
1 000 metres deep and we have lightened the load on the superficial aquifers.  We have adapted a 
great deal.  At the same time, the Department of Water runs many monitoring bores.  We do 
vegetation surveys and so on on the Gnangara mound.  We do adapt.  It is such an important thing 
for Western Australia to not only maintain the environment, but also the water production capacity 
of the Gnangara mound.  We have lightened the load on Millstream enormously.  Only two years 
ago we opened about a $30 million microfiltration plant so that we can use water from the Harding 
Dam virtually all year round.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Is it not fair to say that the impacts have already eventuated?  That is 
the problem.  Even with the adaptive management, you have seen a decline in the Gnangara mound 
and there is grave public concern. 
Dr Gill:  We have seen a decline in the Gnangara mound.  The main reason for that is climate 
change, a drying climate.  Then there were the other draws on the mound, which are us, 
horticulturalists and pine trees.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Jim, on the last day of the Australian Water Summit you blew 
everybody away when you said that there was enough water in the Yarragadee aquifer to last 
1 660 years.  You said this a couple of other times.  I notice that nobody has ever refuted that 
statement.  You talked about the recharge then.  Do you still stand by that comment? 
Dr Gill:  I cannot recall making that statement but I certainly would not deny it.  If you mined the 
water - in other words, if you ignored recharge rates and just dug the water out and used it - that sort 
of statement is probably correct.  Perhaps it would last longer than that.  Our intention is not to do 
that.  Our intention is only to take water at a sustainable rate.  We are totally committed to that. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I do not think you meant that you would just pump it out and there 
was no recharge.  The front page of Newsweek in 1975 said that one of the biggest concerns the 
world had at that stage was the ice age coming.  That was in 1975, 32 years ago.  Here we are now 
talking about climate change.  Is it cyclical or what?  We will not live long enough to experience the 
whole range.   
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Dr Gill:  As far as we can make out, what has happened in the south of Western Australia is 
unparalleled anywhere in the world.  Nowhere has dried as fast as it has over the past three or so 
decades.  There are plenty of places that were always drier but the change here has been amazing.  
It is impossible to disentangle what is caused by the greenhouse effect and what are normal 
Australian floods and droughts.  It is impossible to establish whether there is a cycle.  I guess we 
have been adapting to whatever it is and we are presuming that to the extent it is climate change or 
it is greenhouse driven and it is not a cycle that will simply continue. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  There is another issue that has been a pet hobbyhorse of mine for 
years.  I asked about it during the estimates committee over a number of years when the Court 
government was in office and since both CALM and the Water Corporation were established.  
There is joint ownership of the catchment areas.  I know that a project commenced some years ago 
and I think some additional money has been put in to look at the Wungong catchment area and the 
actual vegetations selected and also some controlled burning within that area.  I think the earlier 
part of that first report said that there were about 0.4 gigalitres of water in that area.  Transferred 
across both Canning Dam and Mundaring Weir, it represented about 40 gigalitres of water.  I have 
been asking this question for a long, long time.  The previous government did not have the will to 
do it. 
[11.30am] 
Dr Gill:  We are doing it right now on a trial basis in the Wungong catchment. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, I realise that. 
Dr Gill:  If it was applied across all catchments, then 40 gigalitres would be, as far as we are 
concerned, potentially realistic.  However, the trial at the moment is intended to take 12 years, is it 
not? 
Mr Leathersich:  Yes, until at least 2015.  We have to go through the process of actually thinning 
trees and observing the impacts on the environment and water flows.  As the committee is probably 
aware, as a concept it has not been universally supported.  It has been a difficult project to actually 
get to this point.  We now have to go through a careful trial period to convince people that it is 
actually something that can be applied more universally. 
Dr Gill:  We are hastening the reversion of the forest to the form of a mature forest.  We are really 
only doing it in areas that have been affected by clear felling for timber, or by bauxite mining.  
Today there is a very juvenile forest with lots of stems.  It is very thirsty and therefore there is very 
little run-off.  We are trying firstly to take out exotic species - things that should not be there - and 
secondly the smaller stems, so we get a more rapid reversion to more open forest with big trees and 
so on. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  When people fly over those catchment areas, a patchwork quilt of 
pine trees can be seen. 
Dr Gill:  Yes. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  In hindsight, I suppose they should never have been planted in the 
first place.  That is that point.  Let me just turn back to say why we need to go to 2015 for a project 
of which a glaring example is Mundaring, when an arsonist started fires in the Darling escarpment, 
and the fires escaped into and burnt quite a large section of the Mundaring Weir catchment area.  
During one of the driest rainfall events on record last year, at one stage, I think Mundaring Weir 
was about 78 per cent full.  I think you have made statements about how the run-off has decreased, 
but that has not reflected how run-off has decreased even during reasonably good rainfall years.  A 
prime example was the amount of water that flowed into Mundaring Weir last year.  I find it very 
difficult to understand why we need to fiddle around until 2015, when it is in our face. 
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Mr Leathersich:  Mundaring Weir is kept at a high level because we manage Mundaring Weir by 
pumping water into it from other dams and from groundwater. 
Dr Gill:  And also from the desalination plant now. 
Mr Leathersich:  It is essentially the only water source for the goldfields scheme, so it is kept 
artificially high. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Getting back to having some very nervous people down in the 
south west, it says in this Environmental Protection Authority report that if the proposal is approved 
to proceed, the EPA therefore recommends that no further significant private allocations be made 
from the Yarragadee aquifer until the south west groundwater area’s management plan has been 
completed, including more rigorous environmental water provision, and the actual impacts of the 
Water Corporation’s well fields have been monitored and assessed.  It goes on to say - I find this 
contradictory - that consistent with the EPA’s concern that current information suggests that the 
potential impacts of 120 gigalitre abstractions from the south west Yarragadee aquifer may be 
environmentally unsustainable, the EPA recommends that the Department of Water should continue 
to review unused portions. 
What I mean by contradictory is that 71 gigalitres are now being used from an allocation of 116 
gigalitres, and the EPA is saying that 120 gigalitres might not be environmentally sustainable.  You 
then go back to all these private allocations which are necessary for these people’s livelihood.  Here 
we are saying that 120 gigalitres is not sustainable.  What exactly are they saying?  You are saying 
that 45 gigalitres can be taken just like that, and there will be no harmful effects as long as it is 
monitored, and yet the EPA is saying that 120 gigalitres is probably not sustainable. 
Mr Leathersich:  This is really Department of Water advice to give you, but there is some 
confusion about current licence entitlements, which you rightly say there is in the order of 116 
gigalitres.  That is from all aquifers, not just the Yarragadee.  When the EPA was making that 
comment, it was solely in reference to the Yarragadee aquifer.  It is not comparing like with like on 
that matter. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I actually thought it was from the Yarragadee. 
Mr Leathersich:  It is not. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is not?  Okay. 
Mr Leathersich:  The Department of Water can answer that. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  That is fine. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  In your assessments of the Yarragadee, I understand that you spend 
in the order of $12 million or $14 million. 
Dr Gill:  $16 million. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  That is a good amount of money to spend on a very important 
resource.  Notably absent from that analysis was serious consideration of alternative sources to the 
Yarragadee.  In other words, if I was investing $700 million to get 45 gigalitres of water, surely I 
would look seriously at how I could invest it in an alternative way.  That was notably absent.  
Would you agree that a decision on whether to go ahead with the Yarragadee proposal should not 
be made without first considering the alternatives?  I will continue this question in two parts.  In 
answer to a question put by me on 8 December 2006 in a hearing of the Estimates and Financial 
Operations committee, the Water Corporation stated - I think it was you, Dr Gill - that it had been 
working with the CSIRO to model the supply and demand options for an integrated water supply 
scheme, that the draft report on the findings was completed in August 2006, and that the finalisation 
of the model, which includes water savings and estimated costs, would occur by December 2006.  
Has the final report been produced?  If yes, will the Water Corporation supply it to the committee? 
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Dr Gill:  Was this a CSIRO report? 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  The first question was: do you agree that we should seriously look at 
alternatives before going ahead with the proposal? 
Dr Gill:  The answer is most definitely yes, and that is what has been done and is being done.  
Consideration of the alternatives and whether they are the best from an economic, social and 
environmental point of view is always part of the consideration of any new water source. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  So where is the comprehensive comparative analysis of different 
options to the Yarragadee? 
Dr Gill:  We have obviously done those analyses and we have 50-year plans.  There is a 50-year 
plan on our website.  I am sure you would have seen it.  There has been a comparison of all the 
things that can be done from this point onwards, the most recent source having been the 
desalination plant and before that, trading with the Harvey irrigators.  You will know about 
potential future sources, which include the south west Yarragadee and the aquifer groundwater 
recharge proposal, for which a trial has now begun.  As Mr Donaldson mentioned, there has also 
been the thinning of trees in catchment areas, other forms of recycling, the Wellington Dam and so 
on, and further desalination plants are obviously another point of reference when one is doing the 
economic, environmental and social analyses, before coming up with a favoured new development.  
All of those things have been done and will continue to be done well into the future, as we size up 
new water sources.  In this case, after a good four years of very thorough analysis, it has been 
concluded that the south west Yarragadee is a good source for the future. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is the cheapest.  Can you deal with the question relating to the 
CSIRO report that you referred to on 8 September 2006? 
Dr Gill:  Can we take that question on notice? 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Certainly; I have it written here.  In my reading of the Water 
Corporation’s ERMP and other documents, the primary alternative to the Yarragadee has been said 
to be a second desalination plant.  Even the sustainability report says that the Department of Water 
used desalination as a benchmark.  I think it means that the Water Corporation used desalination as 
a benchmark alternative supply against which to evaluate the proposal.  Surely that is not an 
appropriate evaluation.  Nowhere in your ERMP did we see comprehensive alternative values to 
supply 45 gigalitres.  There was a lot of “to be determined” in your tables. 
Dr Gill:  Another desalination plant would certainly be capable of delivering 45 gigalitres or 
whatever quantity one determined. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Sure.  
[11.40 am] 
Dr Gill:  We have looked at many other sources.  There are virtually no new dam sites and they are 
climate dependent anyway, so you cannot really go there.  We have looked at alternative 
groundwater resources and, frankly, south west Yarragadee is the biggest and most important 
remaining groundwater source in the south of our state.  We have looked at all of them, including a 
lot of smaller ones.  It is on that basis that we came up with the conclusion that south west 
Yarragadee was a very good prospect.  After the study that we have done we have concluded -  
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  This is the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation study?   
Dr Gill:  I am talking about the whole range of study that we have done.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  That was the study last time.   
Dr Gill:  An important factor is timing.  The state is growing.  The weather is unpredictable and we 
need a major new water source by the end of 2009.  There are others, such as aquifer recharge  - this 
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is using treated waste water effluent. - and that, we believe, is an excellent prospect for WA for the 
future.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Why is it for the future and not now?   
Dr Gill:  Because it needs to be trialled, and that is being done with the involvement of CSIRO.  
We need to win over the community because after all it is recycling sewage and we need to have the 
approval of environmental and health regulators.  It is not something we can panic into.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Why has the Water Corporation steadfastly stuck to supplying a 
155 kilolitres per person per annum water consumption which clearly means, according to your own 
documentation, that the Yarragadee will no longer serve our needs by around 2018?  Why have you 
not set conservation and efficiency targets to reduce the per capita water consumption in line with 
Sydney and Melbourne and other Australian cities?  Why are you determined to keep per capita 
water consumption at 150 kilolitres?   
Dr Gill:  Prior to the year 2001 - before the current restrictions - it was running at about 
185 kilolitres per capita per year.  By the way, those numbers include a certain amount of 
commercial and industrial use - hospitals, universities and so on.  What has happened since 2001 - 
for six years now - the community has been successful in saving 45 gigalitres a year, which has 
actually been a great success because normally when restrictions go on and are kept on for a long 
time the community gets bored and complacent and enforcement gets lax and it is as if you have 
never had the restrictions.  Here, it has been quite a success story.  The community has really 
pitched in.  Can we go further than that?  I think we can go further than that and that has to be 
something that we look at very seriously.  With our lifestyle and lack of rainfall - basically six or 
seven months a year without rain - we need more water in Western Australia than they do in the 
other state capitals, but I think we can get by with less.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I will make one final comment.  You would be aware that while we 
have reduced 45 gigalitres primarily from sprinkler restrictions, which is what you are talking 
about, we have also increased our water use from private groundwater bores - they are now at 
120 gigalitres of private groundwater bore use.  The point I am making is why would you not set a 
target of 120 or 125 kilolitres per person.  If you work towards that you would no longer require 
another Yarragadee and you would avoid the ongoing angst of supplying one Yarragadee after 
another.  By 2018 you will need another Yarragadee at this rate.  
Dr Gill:  I agree with your sentiment -  
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is logic.   
Dr Gill:  It is.  You cannot wave a wand and say and we will achieve that by the end of 2009.  The 
community actually has to have the time to adapt to that.  I think that whatever target one chooses 
can be achieved.  However, as we stand at the moment, the dams are almost empty.  They are 
currently 22 per cent and this is after six years - we have developed many new sources, we have had 
the restrictions and we are way ahead of the rest of Australia but we are still sailing very close to the 
wind.  That is why we need the new source, but it does not detract from the need to pursue the lines 
that you are talking about.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  A conservation and efficiency target? 
Dr Gill:  Yes.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have a bee in my bonnet about the private water licences.  On the 
Scott River plain, 16.6 gigalitres is used just by the dairy industry.  The Environmental Protection 
Authority said that a 120 gigalitres abstraction from the south west Yarragadee aquifer may be 
environmentally unsustainable.  I do not know whether you have read it, but I have a report from 
Murray Beaton, which was prepared by the Water and Rivers Commission, titled “South West 
Yarragadee-Blackwood Groundwater Area - Economic Value Study”.  It goes through every single 
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allocation and it is a really good document.  I notice that they are neither granting any more 
groundwater applications nor increasing the number of groundwater applications until this report is 
done.  Like the people down south, I have a fear that if you take the 45 gigalitres they may be 
stopped from using their groundwater if it looks like the 45 gigalitres is creating an environmental 
deficit for their region.   
Mr Leathersich:  You mentioned the Scott coastal plain.  Our proposal can demonstrate a very low 
risk of any overlap with water users on the Scott coastal plain.  That has been confirmed by us, the 
Department of Water and the now EPA.  The Scott coastal plain management issues are really local 
management issues and the new applications on the Scott coastal plain will have to demonstrate 
their proposals independent of the corporation’s proposal.  What was the second part of the 
question?   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Will the people in the region with water licences have their water 
allocations cut back if it turns out that there is environmental damage with the 45 gigalitres going 
out of the area.   
Mr Leathersich:  We have consistently said that there will be no impact on current entitlements or 
users.  We need to remember that water has been taken out of that system for 100 years.  It is not as 
though it is something new.  If there were going to be dramatic impacts from taking water out, then 
we would have seen evidence of that.  All the calibration of the modelling we have done has been 
based on observations of where we have seen water pressure changes as a result of current 
abstraction.  We have a very good handle on how the system responds to, I guess, the current level 
of abstraction.  Generally it is a very low response.  It is not as though we are expecting there to be 
an overnight change in that.  It is a very large system that has been demonstrated to be quite capable 
of delivering the water that has already been taken out of it and can produce more.  We are very 
confident obviously that there will not be any effect on local usage.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Jim, you mentioned that you are looking at some of the other 
mounds.  One is the old Agaton, now Watheroo, mound.  I note that it has a very high iron content 
and is probably not of sufficient size.  Do you see the possibility of that being used in the mid west 
because the growth that is taking place in that area will result in the drawdown on the Allanson 
mound that feeds Geraldton and the mid-west?  The old Agaton mound has been around for a long 
time.  It was renamed the Watheroo mound because the word “Agaton” conjured up all sorts of 
dreadful things in people’s minds.  I refer to the Officer Basin that Twiggy Forest was looking at.  I 
understood some drilling was to take place.  Was it by the Water Corporation?  
Dr Gill:  I think it was by Twiggy.  
[11.50 am] 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The desalination plant that has been mooted at Esperance to take 
water through to Kalgoorlie would reduce some of the pressure on the existing bore fields.  The 
other one is the stormwater discharge, which deals with huge amounts of water.  Is it possible, 
logistically and financially, to find a way to tap some of that water and take it back into some of the 
storages or is it just too expensive?   
Dr Gill:  You mentioned a few things there.  Mark, do you know about that?  Our current bore field 
that services Geraldton is called Allanooka.  In fact, we are building a pipeline this year as far as up 
to Northampton.  There is room for expansion there. 
Mr Leathersich:  That is out of the Yarragadee; it is the northernmost extent of the Yarragadee.  
The resources north of Perth, south of Gingin, beyond Gingin and up to Geraldton are quite heavily 
used at the moment.  There is a lot of horticulture and so forth.  It certainly is an area that we are 
interested in but, I guess, if anywhere is going to get hit by reducing rainfall it is the band north of 
Perth and south of Geraldton that is probably the most vulnerable.  Before any further interest is 
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pursued there we would want to make sure that we understood how it was going to respond to a 
potentially drying climate. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The desalination plant? 
Dr Gill:  The one at Esperance? 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes. 
Dr Gill:  That has been proposed and on the board for quite some years now.  My understanding is 
that there are discussions being held elsewhere in government on that at the moment.  My 
understanding is that, to be viable, it would take over and expand a lot of the mining demand in the 
area.  It would serve Kalgoorlie and the existing pipeline would be discontinued at Southern Cross 
or thereabouts.  It would become an alternative.  In the past we have never been convinced of the 
economics of that but it has been the subject of ongoing consideration and still is.  It is still a 
possibility for WA.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Stormwater? 
Dr Gill:  A lot of stormwater along the coastal plain actually soaks straight into the ground.  I am 
not sure what the percentage is, perhaps Mr Hammond is aware.  It goes straight into the ground 
and that is what gets sucked up by the garden bores and, in fact, by ourselves on the Gnangara 
mound and so on.  In fact, if you include stormwater recycled through the ground, WA is way ahead 
of anybody else in terms of proportion or quantity. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  By an accident of circumstance more than anything else. 
Dr Gill:  It is; I agree.  Just a month ago the new suburb of Brighton was opened, which is a 
Satterley subdivision.  We cooperated in that.  I think they have 2 000 blocks up there and they 
actually have a third pipe - which is purple in colour - and it takes water from five community-
based bores and pumps it around the houses.  There is a centralised reticulation control system.  
That is actually recycling stormwater.  The stormwater from the roofs, roads and so on is 
deliberately channelled back into the ground so it is a form of recycling.  I think there is a lot of 
potential for that kind of thing to increase.  That would relieve the demand on scheme water. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The last question I wanted to ask was about that.  Soil structure 
allows for a recharge even if you are using bores.  It is said that a householder does not use a lot of 
water and that most of it goes on our green belt.  Why should we not?  We do not live in a Third 
World country and if we want a piece of lawn and we want to put the money into it and pay for the 
water why should we not?  Has any research ever been done on our normal sandy soils on the coast 
- for argument’s sake - as a lot of water is used on lawns?  Except for evaporation and lawn use - 
that is, the plants themselves - for every litre that goes on what percentage goes back into the 
recharge?  Has anybody done any research on that? 
Mr Leathersich:  Yes, we have done some research and our watering “messages” - the cups and 
times of the week and so forth - are all geared around making sure that you put just the right amount 
of water on and that you do not put too much on.  I guess our Waterwise message is that we do not 
want people putting too much water on so that it soaks through.  We want people to put the right 
amount on so that it gets used.  I guess that any surplus does end up back in the groundwater 
system.  We know, for instance, that with horticulturists there would be a fair degree of leakage 
through the system.  That depends really on the soils and the chemistry of the soils because some 
products actually require water to leach through the soils to make sure that you do not get a build-up 
of certain chemicals and so on.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Just to pursue the notion of waste water recycling and reuse and 
stormwater, can you tell us how much waste water and stormwater is discharged into the ocean 
from the Perth metropolitan region, and not the stuff that goes down?  How much of the waste 
water and stormwater is actually recycled and reused? 
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Mr Leathersich:  For waste water, 100 gigalitres a year goes through our major waste water 
treatment plants.  I do not have a figure for stormwater but, as a general rule, our system recharges 
around 70 per cent of the rain that falls.  As Dr Gill said, that sets us apart, particularly from places 
like Sydney, which is based on clays and a vast majority of the rainfall will run off as stormwater. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We would still have a significant stormwater discharge into the ocean 
that is confined into a number of channels. 
Mr Leathersich:  Our drains go into the Swan River.  Some go directly into the ocean.  A lot of the 
northern suburbs - particularly the northern suburbs - have a system that is designed to hold water 
back.  There are detention basins and shallow open swales that go through public open space areas.  
It is all designed to retain stormwater where it falls and to get as much infiltrating as possible. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We assume that tens if not hundreds of gigalitres of stormwater must 
be discharged into the ocean and rivers.  How much of the 100 gigalitres of waste water is actively 
recovered and reused? 
Mr Leathersich:  If you want an exact figure - 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  No, give us a rule of thumb.  I think it is 108 gigalitres and not 100. 
Dr Gill:  That may be correct.  As a rule of thumb it is around 13 per cent at present. We bumped 
that up from about two per cent and our agenda is to keep on increasing that number. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Are there any plans to actually recover and restore the stormwater 
that is now discharging into our rivers and oceans in a formal, organised way; for example, 
spending $700 million on it? 
Dr Gill:  Most of the stormwater goes into the ocean through the ground, in fact.  Certainly, the 
rivers are important and there are some drains - 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We are not talking about the stuff that is infiltrated; we are talking 
about the surface water. 
Dr Gill:  That is the main route for stormwater to get from the Perth coastal plain into the ocean; it 
is actually through the ground.  The groundwater we are using, whether it is us or people with 
garden bores, is a form of recycling that stormwater. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  However, you do not know much is going out in open drains and 
confined ways.  I think there are reports on that. 
Dr Gill:  Mr Hammond can answer that.  It really is a question for the Department of Water. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  With regard to recycling and reuse you said there was a third pipe on 
a small scale and that it was a distributed program. 
Dr Gill:  Yes. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  What plans do you have for large-scale recycling only use and also 
for distributed large-scale programs?  I am making a distinction between your large operations, like 
the recycling plants, and the distributed, household by household and community by community 
recycling at a large scale because that is what is required.   
[12.00 noon] 
Dr Gill:  Individual household trials have been done over the years.  The one I mentioned at 
Brighton is the first full-scale subdivision done on that basis.  It is actually not the responsibility of 
the Water Corporation, but we are actively working with land developers.  There is a fair amount of 
enthusiasm in the land development industry to put this kind of facility into place.  Our intention is 
to keep leveraging, if you like, from the success of Brighton and those trial homes and from the 
community’s enthusiasm to do the right thing with water.  
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Are you not the principal supplier of water and drainage and should 
this not have been something you could have predicted 10 to 15 years ago and implemented large-
scale investment programs to resolve it.  
Dr Gill:  Our principal source of water is, in fact, groundwater and that is basically storm water.  
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It used to be dams and they have run out and now it is ground water 
and we have limits to growth there, so why are you not considering investing in very large-scale, 
closed-cycle systems?   
Mr Leathersich:  We are looking at aquifer replenishment using treated wastewater, which will 
take, potentially, the full capacity of our wastewater treatment plants, and inject that back into 
aquifers so that it can be used for the environment or reused for public water supply or other 
purposes.  So that is a large-scale venture that we are currently trialling to reuse waste water.  
Dr Gill:  It has been done in very few other parts of the world, so it really is pioneering here.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Somewhere I read an article and saw some diagrams of the actual 
overflow of the Yarragadee aquifer into the Indian Ocean.  If I can remember correctly it was stated 
then that, in a normal recharge year, the amount of water going out into the ocean from the depths 
of that aquifer equates to about as much water as Perth uses in a year.  Can you remember that 
article?   
Mr Leathersich:  Are we talking about the south west Yarragadee?   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes.  
Mr Leathersich:  It is true that, I guess, a significant proportion of the water that falls on the land 
percolates through the aquifer and discharges to the ocean.  It is the biggest, if you like, mechanism 
for getting water through the system.  It probably is close to the annual water demand of Perth if 
you take into account all the aquifer systems - the Yarragadee, Leederville and superficial.  I do not 
have the number for the Yarragadee itself.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Okay.  All the aquifers -  
Dr Gill:  To put it into some perspective, Mark mentioned the recharge of the collective aquifers 
down south of 375 gigalitres a year.  The throughput of the integrated scheme this year will be 
about 270, and that covers Perth, Kalgoorlie, Mandurah and the wheatbelt.  The answer to your 
question in that sense is that that is true.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is better to draw it out there than let it run into the ocean.  
The CHAIR:  It will run into the ocean anyway unless we concrete the bottom of the Yarragadee.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We will get that CSIRO report that you mentioned in September.  
Dr Gill:  We are certainly willing to give you the information from that, yes.  
The CHAIR:  Thank you both; that was terrific. 
 

Hearing concluded at 12.03 pm 
_____________________ 

 


