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Dear All 
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REVIEW OF HYDROLOGICAL MODELLING OF THE DONNELLY RIVER 
UNDERTAKEN FOR WATER ALLOCATION PLANNING IN THE 
CATCHMENT AND ALLOCATION OF WATER TO THE SOUTHERN 
FOREST /RR/GA TION SCHEME 

Thank you for our meeting in the Donnelly River catchment on 28 July 2020 and for 
your subsequent emails and correspondence, including the further correspondence 
from Mr Taylor on 6 September 2020. I appreciate your collective interest in this matter 
and your willingness to engage constructively with the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation (the Department). I apologise for the delay in my response. 

The Scheme and the Department's involvement 

I would like to start by summarising the Department's role to date and the process that 
is currently in place to consider the Southern Forest Irrigation Scheme. By way of 
background , the chal lenge to respond to climate change and increase future water 
security for the area was raised by the Department after taking community advice for 
the Warren Donnelly surface water allocation plan 20f2~ As a nigh level of water 
security was needed for the individual self-supply farm dams, the plan set allocation 
limits so that a reliable water supply for environmental flows and irrigation would be 
achieved in al l years with river flows above a benchmark dry year. 

Local farmers and the Department identified the need to investigate other mechanisms 
to access additional water, including from higher flows in wetter years, that would not 
impact on the water security for irrigation and the environment provided through the 
allocation limits:+'Both variable take and a larger scale irrigation scheme were signalled 
in the plan, with a scheme being a possible mechanism to supply more water to areas 
where there is demand, but where there is no scope for more or larger self-supply 
dams. 

The scheme project was initiated by the previous State Government and continued by 
the current government. Since the initiation of the project, the Department has worked 
with the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, the proponent 
and stakeholders to provide information about reliability of supply and contribute to 
environmental assessments and management. 
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To clarify the level of public funding, $19 million has been committed by the State 
Government with a further $39 million by the Commonwealth. Remaining funding for 
the up to $80 million project would be provided through private investment. 

The scheme proposal has been referred to both the Commonwealth and State 
Governments for assessment under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 and Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 
respectively. The Western Australian Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) set 
the level of environmental assessment at a Public Environmental Review, its highest 
level of scrutiny. This will ensure that the project is considered in a fair, thorough and 
transparent way. The Department would not issue any water licences until this process 
concludes. 

/ The Department's attempts at explaining the complex science to inform decisions 
about the scheme have been made in good faith and with a genuine endeavour to 
balance the needs of all current and future water users in the Warren and Donnelly 
catchments. However, I acknowledge that the Department's explanation regarding the 
water that would supply the scheme has not always been clear and recognise that our 
efforts to aj__mplify the complexity of the science and associated management 
arrangements has, at times, seemed to lead to mixed messageyf o address each of ~~ 
your points in more detail I provide further explanation below. . _ . ~ 

I •. \__ ~\_•~~;,,,-, ~~~ 
Source of water for the proposed scheme II'- "i'- - ,,. ') '-"' ..,_ 

~ ~ - \. . \ 'I' \., ~\ -\ \ 
Water diverted for the scheme would come from: c..,.. --r Q....,....._::,...,~ := 'f.c;. 1/"Y' 

1. unallocated high reliability water in the Upper and Middle Donnelly sub-areas ~ '-
which cannot be accessed by on-farm dams due to the predominately 
undeveloped and forested nature of these sub-areas; 

·➔ 2. Record Brook; x"4:Ao 1 ~v-o-~ ~ )~~ 
3. flow to carry water downstream between sub-areas (as allowed for in the allocation 

plan); and 
4. higher flows in wetter years, generated from all areas above the proposed take -, 

point. · \"'-c:..\. ~~ I..~ '. vo..,·1c....~\ii._ ~~ · 

In the Upper and Middle Donnelly sub-areas there is unallocated, highly reliable water 
available that cannot be accessed by on-stream farm dams, as describea in the 
Donnelly River a/location statement 2018. This is because the allocation limits set in 
the Warren Donnelly surface water a/location plan 2012 for these and all sub-areas 
similarly classified as 'important for irrigated agriculture' were calculated for the total 
sub-area, including the forested areas. While the larger part of these two subareas is 
forested and without scope for traditional on-farm dams, the total allocation limit was 
not scaled down so that access to these significant volumes of high reliability water 
would not be precluded from future licensing should there be a means of accessing 
the water. In effect, the balance of these allocation limits has now been reassigned to 
the scheme. Allocation limits in subareas classified as important for conservation were 
scaled to existing developed areas because no future use was anticipated. 

Record Brook, the location of the proposed scheme dam, is no longer required for 
public water supply and would provide a relatively small , but important contribution to 
the scheme. Environmental flow requirements would be maintained downstream of 
the dam to protect flows in the brook. These would be managed through licence 
conditions. 
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Some additional water may also come from through-flow from all upstream sub
catchments that moves downstream for licensing purposes, as well as for 
environmental and social purposes, as allowed for in the allocation plan. 

In wetter years higher flows originating from all areas above the proposed point of take 
could contribute to the scheme, depending on the level of storage carried over from 
previous years. 

By way of an example, using observed flow data from 2016, a wetter year, flow in the 
Donnelly River (discounting any contribution from Manjimup Brook) was 41 gigalitres 
at the proposed abstraction point. This would result in 11 gigalitres being abstracted 
from the Donnelly River by the scheme and 3 gigalitres being directly captured in the 
Record Brook Dam for a total of 14 gigalitres. If the Manjimup Brook outflow (after 
environmental and licence requirements) was included, another 1 gigalitre could be 
accessed filling the 15 gigalitres storage. 

Manjimup Brook/ Yanmah-Dixvale subarea 

Another issue that you have raised with me is the perception that the scheme would 
rely on underuse in the Manjimup Brook/ Yanmah-Dixvale subarea. This is not the 
case. The water available for the scheme does not depend on underuse by current 
licensees in that subarea. Our long-term modelling has accounted for the full use of 
entitlements (80 per cent) in all subareas and this is what informs calculations about 
water availability for the scheme, not actual use. 

I acknowledge that this issue has been confused because the actual use of water in 
the Manjimup Brook/ Yanmah-Dixvale sub-area is lower than the 80 per cent of the 
entitlement which is accounted for in our modelling. This means that it takes less of 
the natural flow to fill dams and so visibly more water flows from Manjimup Brook, 
feeding the perception that the scheme is relying on this water. To make the situation 
clear I include the following table of modelled results for the period 2011 to 2019. The 
table compares what total supply to the scheme would look like with current levels of 
underuse in the Manjimup Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale subarea (column A) and with supply 
of the scheme if we adjusted for 80 per cent of use (column B). 

Year A Supply (ML) the scheme could B. Supply (ML) the scheme could 
use (including underuse of use (adjusted to 80% use of 
entitlements) entitlements) 

2011* 6690 5768 

2012 2840 2306 
2013 9300 9300 
2014 9300 9300 
2015 5696 3029 
2016 9300 9300 
2017 9300 9300 
2018 9300 8783 
2019 4429 2726 

"Man}lmup Brook gauging stahon was installed 2012 

As you can see from the table, from 2011 to 2019 the scheme supply figures are 
generally similar and demonstrate that variation in unused water is not the main 
contributor to the scheme's reliability. Rather, it is the frequency of wetter years which 
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allows filling of the dam and carryover of water for subsequent years, that determines 
the year-to-year reliability of the proposed scheme. 

I can reiterate that there will be no impact from the scheme on existing license 
entitlements within the allocation limit and within the existing variable take provisions 
in Manjimup Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale subarea. 

I believe we have carefully considered the needs of water users in the Manjimup 
Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale subarea. The sub area has been fully allocated up to the high 
reliability allocation limit of 7.531 gigalitres per year since 2010, and in addition we 
have issued close to 1.1 gigalitres per year of variable take (lower reliability) water in 
this subarea. In late 2017 we put a hold on further variable take licensing throughout 
the plan area because our modelling identified that there could be risk of impact to 
other users and to the plan objectives with any further variable take. This includes the 
Manjimup Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale subarea where it seems likely that any further 
allowance for variable take would impact the current high and variable reliability for 
other water users. We will be able to monitor and verify this once new variable take 
infrastructure is built and associated water is abstracted and we can then assess the 
actual risk. We would not review the current limit on variable take until after this 
assessment. 

I recognise that it is challenging to face the prospect of having limited further water 
availability for the future. While no more water is available for licensing in the Manjimup 
Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale subarea, we have maximised the volume of water that is 
available in a number of ways consistent with the Warren Donnelly surface water 
a/location plan 2012. As the subarea was classified as ' important for irrigated 
agriculture' the allocation limit was calculated for the full sub-area and not reduced to 
the scale of the developed areas. The allocation limit allowed for all existing use plus 
additional water up to the upper estimate of the sustainable yield for Manjimup Brook. 
We also made 1.1 gigalitres per year of lower reliability water available through variable 
take licences. Additional water would be accessible to those farmers on Manjimup 
Brook who are signed up to the proposed scheme, and where practical, water 
entitlements that are not needed from year to year could be traded or transferred 
between licensees. 

Applying climate projections - "' 

You have expressed concerns about the adequacy and validity of the climate 
projections we have used in our modelling and assessments and the implications for 
the reliability of supply and potential impacts on the environment. You would be aware 
that there are two different but complementary responses to climate change in the 
Warren and Donnelly catchments. (/The highly reliable allocation limits are based on 
an actual benchmark dry year and provide security of supply for all water users, and 
the lower reliability variable take and proposed scheme mechanisms are based on the 
future probability of higher flows in a sufficient number of wetter years. J '"2_ \ ,<, 

In applying future climate projections we use a method that has been independently 
reviewed by both the CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) as outlined in our 
publication "Selection of future climate projections for Western Australia 2015". The 
method identifies a range of possible future climate scenarios, is transparent and 
justifiable, and ensures we are making consistent decisions about water availability, 
particularly across the State's south west. But we recognise that climate modelling is 
a rapidly evolving and complex scientific space and continue to work with both the 
CSIRO and BoM on appropriate updates to our data and methods. 
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The methodology that Mr Taylor suggested in his correspondence (applying a 10-15 
per cent reduction to the 2010-2019 rainfall average) gives projected average rainfalls 
well below any climate projections that we have seen for a 2050 timeframe. Even with 
the likelihood of more low-flow years due to climate change, the proposed scheme 
dam contributes to water security through the storage and carry-over of water from 
years with higher flows. 

Similarly, the calculations Mr Prestidge included in his correspondence presented 
information for the period 2017 to 2019 and excluded 2016, which was a high-flow 
year. The high flows in that year would have allowed the proposed dam to fill, and as 
a result, the proponent would have been able to carry over a significant volume of 
water for following years. This would have enabled the use of 9.3 gigalitres by the 
scheme for three of the four years from 2016 to 2019. 

The proposed scheme addresses climate risk by using the dam to access and store 
water in high-flow years and applying restrictive abstraction rules that protect 
environmental values in low-flow years. The dam would be non-traditional in that 
storage is off the main channel of the Donnelly River, diverting water only when it is in 
excess of environmental needs specified in the licence. Scheme customers recognise 
that the reliability of supply will vary, however by accessing water when it is available, 
the scheme will also provide a supply buffer across consecutive years. 

With regard to protecting environmental flows, we have designed rules that ensure 
abstraction could only occur at times when flow is in excess of the requirements for the 
environment. Over time, as the natural flow regime reduces under climate change, 
abstraction will also reduce because the rules will limit or prevent abstraction in years 
with lower flows. This approach was described in the HARC report and in the 
Department's more detailed report of this work which will be available when the Public 
Environmental Review process formally commences. 

In relation to the suggestion that the scheme is designed to supply 9.3 gigalitres in all 
years, due to climate change and the proposed abstraction rules, less water on 
average is likely to be available from the scheme in the future. This has been 
communicated with and recognised by the scheme proponent. 

I understand that the business case for the scheme considered a range of sensitivities 
including variations in capital, operational costs and net margins. An 'extreme 
scenario' involving a 1 0 per cent increase in capital and operating cost, 20 per cent 
reduction in net margins and slow up-take of water was assessed. This information is 
contained in the "Socio-economic assessment of the proposed Southern Forests 
Irrigation Scheme" (MJB, 2016), published on the Department of Primary Industries 
and Regional Development website. In addition, as part of the operational strategy 
going forward, and consistent with other water service providers in the State, we 
understand that the scheme proponent is exploring a range of measures to further 
respond to climate change and maintain water reliability to its customers. 

The role of modelling and addressing model limitations 

The key roles of the Department have been determining the potential reliability of 
supply under different climate projections and undertaking work that contributes to 
environmental assessments of the possible impact of the scheme. To support this 
work, we commissioned an independently developed river model by Hydrology and 
Risk Consulting (HARC). The model was developed in line with the eWater "CRC 
Guidelines for rainfall-runoff modelling: Towards best practice model application 
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(2011)" and reviewed by an independent third party, Eco Logical Australia. In line with 
these guidelines the model was found to be fit-for-purpose. 

The Department recognises that models have limitations in replicating the complexity 
of environmental systems. The modelling report, which is publicly available, explains 
these limitations, all of which have been provided to the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development and the Southern Forests Irrigation Cooperative. 
While models are used to provide a good guide to decision making about a system, 
we can address a number of their limitations through the management rules we set on 
a water licence. Proposed rules to address uncertainty related to future climate 
projections are described below. 

Additional questions about modelling 

Calibration of the model at Chappel Bridge 
The calibration of flows at Chappel Bridge is documented in Section 6 of the HARC 
report and is within the acceptable range typically used in modelling these types of 
surface water systems. The uncertainty analysis also conducted by HARC as part of 
the model development found that the calibration of flows at Chappel Bridge does not 
have a significant effect on reliability of supply to the scheme (Table 9-1 in the HARC 
report indicates a low sensitivity to calibration of the model). This was one of 17 
different factors that were assessed in the uncertainty analysis. 

Use of the 2001-2017 calibration period 
The decision to use the 2001-2017 calibration period was based on a determined 
statistical difference in the flows between the 1975-2000 and 2001-2017 periods. 
Acknowledging the suggestion of a reduced calibration period of 2010-2017, we 
conducted a statistical analysis of annual flows at the Strickland gauging station (where 
we have the longest flow record). This analysis indicated no significant difference 
between the annual flow totals from 2001-2009 and 2010-2017 (using a Mann
Whitney U-test and a p-value > 0.01). We concluded that there is no statistical 
justification to reduce the calibration period to 201 0 to 2017. 

Catchment runoff characteristics under climate change 
Eco Logical Australia highlighted in its peer review of the model that parameters, such 
as soil moisture storage which influences catchment runoff, are not varied with 
changes in climate and that this could be a limitation of the model. Still, the reviewer 
also noted that this work currently remains an active area for theoretical and research 
projects. Further empirical data, particularly for local circumstances would reduce 
uncertainty for these parameters. However, the model is fit for purpose and the 'real 
time' management rules address any predictive limitations of the model. 

Independent measurements 

During the site visit the group presented some independent streamflow measurements. 
There is variation between these independent measurements and those of the 
Department for the same sites. I understand these variations are because of 
differences in methodology and/or data management. It would be helpful for us to 
better understand how the data was collected and processed at Sears Road Bridge to 
further explain these variations, and I would be grateful if this information could be 
provided to the Department. 
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The Department uses best practice procedures, as outlined by BoM, for streamflow 
data collection. The loggers and gauging stations used by the Department take 
measurements at 5 to 10 minute intervals. To confirm and improve the accuracy of 
this data, instream discharge measurements are also taken by qualified hydrographers 
at different flow heights, and at different times during the flow period. 

Another possible reason for these variations could be the site characteristics where 
the measurements were collected. The Sears Road Bridge site has a number of less 
desirable characteristics for undertaking flow measurement These include the 
channel shape (which is wide and shallow), the change in gradient as flow approaches 
the bridge, and that there are four pylons impeding the flow path. This combination of 
factors could potentially lead to errors in the data. 

In response to your questions about the adequacy of the Manjimup Brook outlet 
gauging station in representing flows from the Manjimup Brook/Yanmah-Dixvale 
subarea due to the forested section along the brook at the bottom of the subarea, the 
Department's hydrographic staff have undertaken a localised assessment of flows. 
This year, discharge measurements have been taken on the same days at both our 
gauging station at the Manjimup Brook outlet and the Sears Road Bridge above the 
forested section, The results show that at the beginning of the flow season it does take 
two to four weeks for the forested area at the bottom of the sub-area to become 
saturated and flows to become similar at both sites. After this initial period, flows show 
very little difference with discharge measurements at both sites (less than 5 per cent 
difference) - see table below. This demonstrates that the Department's gauging station 
provides an accurate measure of runoff coming from the subarea. The Department 
will continue to monitor both sites this season. 

Discharge Measurement Sears Road Bridge Manjimup Brook Outlet 
GS 

4/6/2020 0.103 m3/s 0.076 m3/s 
30/6/2020 1.012 m3/s 1.097 m3/s 
11/8/2020 2.019 m3/s 2.108 m3/s 

Sub-area irrigation scheme 

During the site visit we discussed the conceptual subarea irrigation scheme. The 
Department was provided with a copy of the Concept Report and has provided 
feedback provided initial information relating to the environmental and technical 
feasibility of the concept to the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development as the State's lead agency on the proposal. As we have discussed, there 
would be water policy, regulation, infrastructure and operational matters to be worked 
through with all water users in target subareas. We recently met with the Department 
of Primary Industries and Regional Development to further discuss these issues. We 
understand that the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development will 
be in contact with your group in the near future to articulate any issues. 

Correction to information provided on our visit in July 

We have made minor adjustments to some information we provided to you on our visit 
in July as a follow up to your email on 24 September 2020. You correctly identified 
that there was an error in the bar chart showing the volume of water that would have 
been abstracted by the scheme over the last four years. One of the management rules 
was not included in the analysis (specifically the maximum daily abstraction of 
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200ML/day). The previously provided and corrected numbers that informed the bar 
chart are in the table below for comparison: 

Year Possible volumes pumped from the Donnelly River based on monitored 
flow at Chappels Bridge (ML) 

Provided 28/7/2020 Corrected 
2016 15000 15000 
2017 6080 5758 
2018 8624 7810 
2019 3200 3200 

This assessment does not consider removing unused water from upstream areas and 
is based on observed flows over the last four years. As stated earlier, our long-term 
modelling has accounted for the full use of entitlements (80 per cent) in all subareas 
and this is what informs calculations about water availability for the scheme, not actual 
use. 

Management of Warren Donnelly water resources 

With regard to our discussion about the broader management of water resources in 
the Warren Donnelly area, concerns were raised about the Department's interpretation 
of the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 in relation to spring exemptions, and 
existing policy within the plan related to implementing a specified period of winter take 
for licensees. The Standing Committee on Public Administration recently tabled report 
33 Private property rights: the need for disclosure and fair compensation. The report 
made a number of recommendations related to spring exemptions, among other 
matters, which will be considered as part of a whole of government response. 

Regarding the other policy questions for the area, you would be aware that we engaged 
with the community and the irrigated agriculture industry to develop the Warren 
Donnelly surface water allocation plan 2012. The plan established agreed outcomes 
and water resource objectives that continue to guide our decision making. As outlined 
in the plan the Department seeks advice from the Warren Donnelly Water Advisory 
Committee on matters arising that need further interpretation. The Minister for Water, 
Hon Dave Kelly MLA, has recently appointed committee members. The committee has 
met twice in the last six weeks. 

The policies you are concerned about will be reviewed and consulted on when the 
Department next updates the Warren Donnelly plan. The Warren Donnelly Water 
Advisory Committee will have an important role to advise the Department on these 
matters and I encourage you to engage with the members of the Committee to ensure 
they are aware of your concerns and position. The Committee is an important avenue 
for engagement with the Department about these matters, but of course, you are 
always welcome to raise matters directly with our staff. 
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To summarise some of my key points: 

• Water entitlements for existing licensed uses under the highly reliable allocation 
limits for the Donnelly catchment will not be affected by the proposed scheme, 
which would provide addition~! wa!er at varying reliability to ~cheme customers.L . , ~ 

~\ l -. c:.ve..-t- )>'~ - 0-"-f ~ ....:> ~ 
• Environmental flows to support key environmental values in the Donnelly River will fLo 

be maintained and would not be affected by the proposed scheme as the proposed 
abstraction rules would ensure the environmental flow is met before there is any f'il 
diversion to th¾ c~~me s~ l.... ~ ~ - ¼a.-:, ~~\.__ ~ h..·~ ,x;lut-J"'::,,. 

Ci,.-l'.::, ~ ~ c-,,Q...C...0-...:> i,....._~ ' l,_ 
• The proposed scheme is a response to climate change? - it would provide ~.("',-"-<:.> ~ 

supplementary water in established agricultural areas where there is water demand 
but systems are fully allocated (including for variable take) and/or there is no scope 
to increase the scale of on-farm dams to access variable take. a-.s ~ c,.>.. ~°.> \\ • 

I _ _ _ · I ' buJ':> t-.>~ \'-oc-1'" i,V'..O.."'-~ ~':::, te..s....:, A-~\----. so..,:,-s,.._ ,,~ 
• The water for the proposed scheme would come from bigh reliability, unallocated

water which cannot be accessed by on-farm dam& in the Upper and Middle 
~~-~"? Donnelly sub-areas (dt1e to the extent of forest in these sub-areas!\ from Record 

~ _ ~? ~ Brook, from flow to carry water downstream (as allowed for in the allocation plan), 
r3....J>'~," -~ ~-~ and in wetter years from hig~er flows from all areas above the proposed take point. ~ ~L_ -, ..,. 
- 2> ~--...,?'? 7' \~ \"' c:.. \~ C...~~ \..c,-4 d....::>k'- '<- :"-6 ~ur-\-\..,__,,,,r- -...x:.,...1 ~c.. l~~ 

a-.<:?-- ~o ·, ~ The Department has factored the region's drying cl imate?into the assessment of 0c 

~Q,,,, ? ~ future reliability and in proposing abstraction rules \or the scheme that will minimise 
...., .r'>< _);- risk to the Donnelly River environmental flow. '-<:=,,,c;,AC-'--'-1 bO-<,;g__.J.. u"'- S-0 ~011 
~< ~ ,., ,?>-:_ \C,._ , ~,>p,\\ 

-~ ~ The Department has taken all reasonable measures to conduct a thorough, 
independent and transparent assessment of the risks of the proposed scheme in 
matters relating to water. This has included engaging experts in the field to develop 
the surface water model and for its independent review and collaborating with . \ 
tertiary institutions to undertake environmental studies. ~ ~ \\_(l.C_ \~ \?~ c:;,--

1.v~ 9-~ \.9.cs-' - -;;.c,o 
• The Public Environmental Review I of the scheme under the Environmental ~► 

Protection Act 1986 will allow public scrutiny of all aspects of the scheme and allow "2- ~.rl-

the Minister for Environment o make a decision about the scheme in the public 
interest. 

In conclusion , I thank you all again most sincerely for taking the time to share your 
concerns about the Southern Forest Irrigation Scheme with me. I appreciate that you 
may still not accept the Department's rationale or response to some of the matters that 
you have raised. However, I confirm that we have diligently considered the issues you 
have raised , and I am comfortable with the conclusions that we have reached and the 
advice in this letter. Thank you again for your interest in these important matters. 
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For transparency and consistency, I will be providing a copy of the information in this 
letter to the Southern Forest Irrigation Scheme proponents and other interested parties 
if requested. 

I look forward to meeting soon. 

Yours sincerely 

Mike Rowe 
DIRECTOR GENERAL 

28 October 2020 

cc. 
Ralph Addis, Director General - Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development. 
Eamonn McCabe, Executive Director - Regional Business Development, Department 
of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
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Additional information requested 

Water take conditions used in the assessment 

• Abstraction from the Donnelly River: 

o No pumping below 20 ML/day 

o Variable abstraction based on the equation below: 

Daily abstraction= -0.00002*(Flow at Chappe/s Bridge)2 + 0.27*(Flow at Chappels Bridge) 

o Maximum daily pump of 200ML/day 

• Volume captured/ inflow in the Record Brook dam for use 

o Bypass all inflow less than 4M L/day 

Amount of water pumped from the Donnelly River and from Record Brook 

• As requested the volume obtained via pumping from the Donnelly River and the volume obtain 
via Record Brook inflow is provided w ithin the table below (please note the adjusted figure in 

the table). 

Supply = Annual volume pumped from the Donnelly River+ annual volume supplied from Record 
Brook+ carryover storage 

Year Carryover Donnelly Record End of Supply (with Supply (with End of 

storage pumping Brook winter 80%of 80% of irrigation 

from (ML) inflow storage entitlements entitlements season 

previous (ML) (ML) used) - used) - as per storage 

year adjusted Department {ML) 
(ML)* 

~ 
(ML)** correspondence 

(ML)*** 
2011 5455 489 5944 5944 5768 0 

2012 0 2081 162 2243 2243 2306 / 0 

2013 0 9863 1440 11303 9300 9300 / 2003 

2014 1402 8920 1031 11353 9300 9300' 2053 

2015 1437 2528 172 4137 4137 3029 0 

2016 0 12359 2641 15000,. 9300 9300 5700 

2017 3990 4965 625 9580 9300 / 9300 280 

2018 196 6991 1139 8326 i 8326 I 8783 0 

2019 0 2226 196 2421 ) 2421 I 2726 0 

~\..'-( ~ . ''::, , , ,_\. I '-..:>~ \ 
*70% of the end storage is considered carried over to the next year. This is to account for evaporation losses. 
The assessment has not considered direct rainfall inputs to the reservoir. 

** In responding to your email request of 29/10/2020 we noted a minor error in the water balance model 
which we have corrected. It results in no significant change to the supply numbers outline in the Department's 

correspondence of 29/10/2020. 

***Supply as per the Department's correspondence of 29/10/2020. 


