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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE INFILL SEWERAGE SCHEME 
Establishment - Motion 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [6.10 pm]:  I move  - 

(1) That a select committee of the Legislative Assembly be established to inquire into and report 
on the impact of the State Labor Government’s decision to curtail the infill sewerage scheme 
in Western Australia, and in particular -  
(a) the impact on the environment including the pollution of rivers, lakes and estuarine 

environs; 
(b) the impact on small business and their capacity to pay sewerage rates; 
(c) the impact on the contracting and plumbing industry in regional Western Australia; 
(d) the impact on regional development; 
(e) whether there should be a community service obligation - CSO - to alleviate the 

impact on rural towns as a result of the Government’s decision; 
(f) any matter relating to the Government’s decision whereby the communities in 

Western Australia are unfairly impacted upon; and 
(g) recommend any changes, including positive legislative, administrative and policy 

changes to give effect to an equitable policy for infill sewerage in Western Australia. 

(2) That the committee present its final report to the Legislative Assembly by 30 April 2003. 

This is a very important issue in Western Australia and one that I hope the Government will support by referring 
it to a parliamentary select committee of this House to investigate the ramifications of the Government’s 
decision.  There is no doubt that the cessation of the infill sewerage scheme, as we knew it, is having a 
considerable impact on rural Western Australia.  It is with some pride that I say I was the minister responsible 
during the initial stages of the infill sewerage program.  As a new minister, I was intrigued with how 
Governments worked.  In that case, a government decision was made to do something about the pollution of our 
rivers and streams.  Many people were being disadvantaged by having to pump out septic tanks etc, so it was 
decided that the program be developed in my office by officers of the Water Corporation.  The situation was 
somewhat intriguing because the program was to be developed in secret.  Every time I brought documents to 
Cabinet I carried them under my arm and back again so that no leaks would occur - if members will pardon the 
pun!  In the end, it must have been some time in 1994 - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The Government did not want any of that sewerage played about in the media! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Yes.  I will refer to the Treasurer later because he was one of the beneficiaries of the 
program.  

In the end, the announcement to proceed with the infill sewerage program was made with great fanfare.  Premier 
Court flew over Perth and the Swan River in a helicopter when the announcement was made, to some criticism 
about the cost of the announcement.  The next week I launched the infill sewerage program in all the regional 
centres, including Albany, Bunbury, Kalgoorlie and Geraldton.  It was a comprehensive program for sewering 
more than 100 000 homes in the metropolitan area and a large number of towns in rural Western Australia.   

It was intended that in the first year a $65 million budget would be allocated, which would increase to 
$85 million a year, and at the end of the 10-year program it would be reviewed.  The aim was that the program 
would be almost completed by then.  It was about that time that I considered that every householder in Western 
Australia should pay an environmental levy.  I must confess that I got myself into some political hot water with 
my colleagues over that because at the time the motor vehicle licence levy had been imposed to replenish the 
State Government’s insurance coffers.  In the end, the program was funded by the Water Corporation, and later, I 
presume, by borrowings.  

The beneficiaries were to be householders in Western Australia who relied on septic tanks.  A scheme was 
introduced, called the minimisation of use of septic tanks, whereby people had five years to connect their waste 
system to the sewerage scheme.  The member for Belmont’s area benefited.  A significant number of parts of the 
metropolitan area had large residential blocks which could be subdivided and people could realise their increased 
value.  Infill sewerage increased the value of housing lots and provided for commercial development where 
septic tanks limited its expansion.  

It was probably one of the major environmental decisions made by the coalition Government to protect 
waterways.  At that time algal blooms were in the Canning and Swan Rivers and other parts of the metropolitan 
area.  Many of our pristine areas were being damaged by pollution plumes high in nitrate and phosphate.  It also 
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meant that the Beenyup and Woodman Point ocean outfalls were expanded.  That was when we conducted the 
Wastewater 2040 Ocean Outfall Study, which was well and truly timely.  It studied the waste water flowing into 
the ocean from Two Rocks to Geographe Bay.  

They were big issues and, from a political point of view, the coalition - the Liberal Party in particular - received 
credit for that program.  It was a major plus for the environment of Western Australia.  It also protected people in 
the metropolitan area who used domestic bores whether for gardening or other purposes.  That bore water was 
being drawn from the surface aquifer, which contained septic matter and other ingredients.  At Singleton near 
Mandurah, Prevelly Park and probably in many other areas E. coli was coming up in water that was being used 
for domestic consumption.  Many low-income people had to pump out their tanks every winter at significant cost 
- more than the sewerage rates.  The program enabled country towns to connect to infill sewerage.  To the credit 
of the member for Belmont, I believe the first package plant was installed in Pemberton when he was the 
minister.  I cannot remember which portfolio he occupied at that time. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I was Minister for Community Services. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I took all the credit for that because the program was developed from it.  Some inequities 
have arisen as a result of the Government’s policy to stop the infill sewerage program, particularly in country 
areas.  Some sewerage programs are being completed, but not to the same degree as previously intended.  I raise 
this matter because I have been made aware by chambers of commerce in the south west that the Government’s 
decision has created a huge burden for those towns.  They have consulted with the Water Corporation and they 
get the point-blank stock answer that, in the case of sewerage schemes and payments in country Western 
Australia, the system is based on a rate struck on the gross rental value of the property to a maximum of 12c in 
the dollar.  All the small schemes in country Western Australia are placed under that program.  

In Bridgetown, for example, valuations of residential properties have increased since 1993 by 43 per cent and 
commercial properties have increased by 40 per cent.  The total revenue to the Water Corporation was $149 690.  
In the various property categories, 102 residential properties incurred charges amounting to $42 595; 59 
commercial properties, $93 522; 12 vacant properties, $1 907; 20 exempt, charitable and government properties, 
$11 666; which totalled $149 690.  The operating cost of that huge program in Bridgetown was $241 000, and it 
ran at a loss.  The Water Corporation struck the highest rate in the dollar at 12c, based on the gross rental value, 
and that placed a huge burden on some businesses.  A motel in Bridgetown is paying $12 000 in local 
government rates and $15 000 in sewerage rates.  I will make some comparisons later to give strength to my 
argument that the Government should take a good look at this whole program and restore some equity.  In 1995-
96 an initiative was introduced in the metropolitan area to move away from valuation-based charges.  This 
initiative is being phased in and charges will ultimately be based on the number of major sewerage fixtures and 
the volume of waste water returned to the corporation’s sewerage system.   

I will now provide an example of the costs relating to a lot in Bridgetown compared with a lot in Perth based on 
the current system.  There is an unchallengeable inequity in the system because of the Water Corporation’s use 
of the Valuer General’s gross rental values to calculate tariffs in the country.  That system does not reflect the 
level of usage, nor does it reflect the burden that has been placed on those people who are connected to the 
sewerage system.  If the sewerage line goes past a person’s property, he must connect to it within a five-year 
period and he is charged the sewerage rate from the date that line goes past his property.  The remainder of the 
town has not been sewered, so those people who are connected carry the burden for the remainder of the 
community.  In the city virtually all areas are sewered and there is a reduced cost.  For example, a property in 
Rose Street, Bridgetown, where the tariff is calculated using gross rental value, has a total annual sewerage cost 
of $1 121.  The same property in Perth, using the volumetric system, would have an annual sewerage service fee 
of $382.40.  The annual water consumption is nil.  That shows the massive difference for sewerage costs for a 
business in Bridgetown and a business in the city.  A second property in the main street of Bridgetown - 
Hampton Street - with one toilet had its annual sewerage service fee calculated at $2 459, using the gross rental 
value.  The same property in Perth, using the volumetric system, would have an annual sewerage service fee of 
$382.40.  The annual water consumption cost $301, calculated on the usage of 199.75 kilolitres multiplied by a 
volumetric charge of $1.51 a kilolitre.  The total annual sewerage cost for the same property using the Perth 
system would be $684.02.  The charges of $2 459 and $684 show the graphic difference.  At a time when the 
south west is certainly not booming, it is not easy for these businesses.  A similar sized business selling electrical 
goods or whatever in downtown Bridgetown, Manjimup or Pemberton is rated on the sewerage rate of 12c in the 
dollar, based on its gross rental value, whereas a business in the metropolitan area is charged approximately 3c in 
the dollar based on the gross rental value.  A lot of people are connected to the sewerage system in metropolitan 
Perth or major regional centres and therefore the cost is less for individual properties; the cost to people in 
country Western Australia is considerably more.  I have received representations from the chambers of 
commerce in regional centres indicating that we really should do something about this system because it is 
crippling their members’ businesses.   
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In Bridgetown, where the level of income was $149 690 and the anticipated operating cost was $241 000, the 
Water Corporation has delivered a community service obligation for the difference between those two amounts.  
It could be said that that is fair enough and that it is a cross-subsidy from the taxpayers of Western Australia to 
the people of Bridgetown, but the people of Bridgetown are paying 12c in the dollar on the gross rental value 
compared with the 3c or 4c in the dollar being paid in the metropolitan area. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The land values in Bridgetown would not be the same as the land values in suburban Perth.  A 
business with an equivalent land area in Bridgetown would have to pay less for the land and would therefore pay 
that 12c on the lower valuation. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The comparisons I have made are based on exactly the same business valuations.  They pay 
the full rate in the dollar in Bridgetown or in any country town, because the truth of the matter is that very few 
country towns pay the full cost of running their sewerage schemes.  There is always a community service 
obligation.  When this matter is investigated by a select committee, it will become obvious that there should be a 
further community service obligation to relieve the burden on those businesses.  Everybody was clamouring for 
infill sewerage in those areas - and still is - and they want it extended to most of the town, but attached to the 
delivery of that service is a cost, including the cost of connection and the annual or recurrent costs.  Yes, it 
delivers some benefits to those people as far as their commercial viability is concerned - they do not have to 
pump out septic tanks and they are not constrained because of pollution to the environment when it comes to 
expansion - but Governments of Western Australia have always had the philosophy that they will introduce the 
infill sewerage program not only to assist these people with their commercial activities and to make sure they 
have a clean environment to live in, but also to clean up the environment generally and to protect our rivers.  
Bridgetown is smack bang on the banks of the Blackwood River, and everything flows into that river.  At the end 
of August, when the ground is normally full of water, the overflow goes directly into the streams and then into 
the river and damages the environment.  In August and September in my home town of Pemberton we had this 
sewage - this black, slimy ooze - running down the sides of the streets.  The Minister for Education has recently 
visited the Donnelly area and can vouch for the fact that it is a beautiful time of year to be there.  However, when 
people walked into the local chemist to get their prescriptions, they looked at each other to see where the smell 
was coming from.  It was coming from the nice little south westerly that blew the infill sewerage smells from the 
mouths of the Donnelly and Warren Rivers down the street and into the shop.  It was unbearable.  That was 
brought to the attention of the Water Corporation when the infill sewerage program was introduced into 
Pemberton.  The introduction of that program has been a burden to some people.  The town is built in an 
undulating environment and everything runs into that beautiful, pristine Lefroy River that we all love so much no 
matter where we live in Western Australia. 

A range of things need to be addressed.  I refer to the points listed in the motion.  There is an impact on the 
environment, including the pollution of rivers, lakes and estuarine environs.  The infill sewerage program is 
ameliorating those issues.  There is an impact on small businesses and their capacity to pay for sewerage.  There 
is a huge discrepancy between the cost for people in rural Western Australia to connect to the infill sewerage 
program and the cost for people in the metropolitan area and regional centres to connect.  That discrepancy is 
based purely on the numbers of people who are connected.  Obviously, the Government has decided to give 
priority to the large numbers of people in urban situations.  Our program was based on priority of need so that 
the worst-affected areas were addressed first.  The member for Belmont was one of the main beneficiaries.  I am 
sure that he made great political capital out of it.  He probably told everyone it was his idea.  I do not blame him 
if he did.  The curtailing of this scheme is impacting on many people.   

I will repeat myself to get the point across as sometimes I am not very good at that.  A group of people in each of 
the towns - those on the main street and in the business areas - were always given priority to connect to infill 
sewerage.  Those in the residential areas adjacent to those districts who need to connect to the infill sewerage are 
now carrying the cost of the infill sewerage program for those towns.  We could connect 75 per cent of the 
towns.  I am not suggesting that all of Bridgetown, Nannup or Pemberton be connected.  Those areas of the 
towns that are well drained and in which septic tanks work very well do not need infill sewerage.  However, the 
lower and commercial areas need to be connected, and they are being seriously impacted on.   

The motion refers to the impact on the contracting and plumbing industry in regional Western Australia.  The 
plumbing and contracting part of the small business sector has benefited greatly from the infill sewerage 
program.  We injected $800 million into that sector over a period.  The technology for drilling underneath palm 
trees was perfected.  I witnessed it when I was the minister.  Some of the technology was outstanding, and the 
workmanship was amazing.  That created a multiplier in the community which is now in decline because of this 
Government’s position.   

The motion also refers to the impact on regional development.  The local hotel in Nannup is for sale.  That town 
is getting the infill sewerage program.  If it were not for that, the hotel would have no capacity to expand.  No 
country town without infill sewerage and with a commercial development, particularly a tourism or 
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accommodation-related industry, has the capacity to expand because it is limited by the septic tank system.  I am 
sure that the health authorities and local governments would not approve of any expansion of those 
developments under those circumstances.  There should be a community service obligation to alleviate the 
impact on rural towns as a result of the Government’s decision.  It makes sense.  The sewerage system in 
Western Australia is a great money earner for the Water Corporation.  The Water Corporation makes more 
money from sewerage than it makes from water.  It has always been thus.  There is no doubt that it has the 
capacity to subsidise rural Western Australians, and it should do so.   

By introducing a very good program, we have cleaned up the environment.  The program had pluses all round: 
for the environment, for the people living in a clean, safe environment, and for commercial redevelopment.  The 
only minuses are for the people in those towns who are being well and truly stung by the charges.   

I would expect a select committee to also deal with any other matter in which the Government’s decision has 
resulted in communities being unfairly impacted on.  That is a reasonable ask.  This suggestion of setting up a 
parliamentary select committee is very good.  It would be a bipartisan committee.  If it were agreed to, the 
Parliament of Western Australia could go out and say that it realises that there is an anomaly in the infill 
sewerage program, that it makes sense to have a parliamentary select committee and that the Government, in the 
spirit of true bipartisanship, is working with the Opposition to address this issue and come to a sensible 
conclusion.  Another part of the motion refers to the committee recommending any changes, including 
legislative, administrative and policy changes, that give effect to an equitable policy for infill sewerage in 
Western Australia; and a reporting date of 30 April.  Much information is available.   

The people from Bridgetown who came to see me are Pat Corrigan, a builder and one of the partners in The 
Cidery; Brett Giblett, a school bus contractor and mechanic; and Jeanette Sturis, a hotelier.  They are very 
dedicated, community-minded people.  They are not trying to undermine or cause political embarrassment to the 
Government.  However, they are concerned about the revaluations.  The Treasurer has announced that sewerage 
fees will rise by 2.9 per cent.  After the revaluation, they will go up 12.5 per cent.  I have mentioned the motel 
rates.  I want the committee to look closely at the status of the scheme; consult with chambers of commerce and 
people with interests in country towns; make a comparison of the scheme between the metropolitan area and the 
regions and the smaller country towns and across regions to make sure it is fair; and look at the environmental 
issues and measure the gains and benefits to the environment.  I think there is a good story to tell the people of 
Western Australia about what a cooperative Government and Opposition can achieve for all Western 
Australians.  If necessary, the minister and people from the Water Corporation or the Valuer General’s Office 
should be able to speak at public meetings to allay some of the concerns of country people.  

I could continue on this subject for a long time.  It is a matter that is close to my heart.  It is a project that, as the 
minister, I initiated.  I had a lot to do with it.  However, the program was not intended to punish the very people 
whom I, a rural member and shadow minister for regional services, represent.  It is not my intention to make life 
harder.  The simple solution is for the Government to agree to a parliamentary select committee.  It would not 
involve many resources.  Most of the information is readily available.  The committee is needed to make some 
positive recommendations about good government to ensure that people are treated equitably across Western 
Australia.  I do not need to remind members of this place about the issues facing country Western Australians.  
We are suffering our biggest drought in a long time.  On top of that, some of our farmers are suffering frost 
damage and our farmers in the south west are finding that times are hard.  The costs of production are forever 
increasing and returns are static.  Cattle prices are down.  Only wool prices have increased, but there are not 
many sheep.  Country towns are suffering quite significantly.  If the Government agrees to this proposal for a 
parliamentary select committee, it will have my cooperation in achieving a good outcome for the people of 
Western Australia.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [6.38 pm]:  I support this motion.  The infill sewerage program, which was 
started in 1994 by the previous Government, has been fantastic and has delivered terrific results to regional and 
metropolitan Western Australia.  However, the program has been cut quite drastically.  In some cases, we could 
say that it is near a state of collapse.  The original objective was to service 111 000 metropolitan and country 
properties with an $800 million budget.  Between 1994 and the end of 2000, a total of 63 344 former septic tank 
properties had sewerage installed, at a total cost of $565 million.  It has been a terrific program.  The program for 
the next three years was to have involved expenditure of $94.4 million in 2001-02, $92 million in 2002-03, and 
$90 million in 2003-04.  Those amounts have been cut to $30 million in 2001-02, $28 million in 2002-03, and 
$31 million in 2003-04.  Those cuts will have an effect on country Western Australia.  I will talk about a little 
town in my electorate, because that is where this issue first came to my attention.  As the member for Warren-
Blackwood said, these cuts will affect jobs and will impact on the environment and health, and on the attracting 
of people to the country.  The member for Warren-Blackwood covered those issues well.  Nearly $180 million 
was to have been invested in infill sewerage over the next two financial years, but that figure has been more than 
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halved.  Kukerin, in the Shire of Dumbleyung, is a small country town in my electorate.  It has a great football 
team, a great community and a great history. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  There were some great pioneers there.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, some great pioneers came from there.  It is not far from the Treasurer’s home town 
of Nyabing, so he would know Kukerin pretty well.  The town of Kukerin has a sign that states “Small but 
strong”.  It is a fantastic community.  The local community has contributed heavily towards most facilities in that 
area.  Kukerin was due to get infill sewerage in 2002-03.  It is a big thing for that little town.  Unfortunately, the 
program for that town has been deferred.  The Shire of Dumbleyung received a letter from the Water 
Corporation on 1 August 2001, which stated -  

I am pleased to inform you that the current program is to undertake the sewerage construction works for 
Kukerin in the 2002/2003 financial year.  The survey data has been received and a design consultant is 
about to be engaged to commence design of this scheme.   

The shire was later advised that this work had been put off.  The scheme has not disappeared.  Kukerin will still 
get infill sewerage, but the time in which this will occur has been deferred from one to five years.  The people of 
Kukerin now wonder whether they will get infill sewerage.  A letter from the shire to Hon Murray Criddle 
stated -  

I am instructed by council to express disappointment at the apparent deferment of the Kukerin 
Sewerage Scheme installation.  The construction works was programmed for the 2002/3 financial year 
however we have been advised by the Water Corporation that Kukerin in still on the list but the actual 
timetable for completion may be anything from 1-5 years time. 

I do not know when in that period it will be completed.  I inquired and was told that it had been deferred but that 
Kukerin would definitely get infill sewerage in the one to five-year period.  I do not know when that will be.  
This has happened across country areas.  Country towns are big losers, because this type of thing creates a lack 
of confidence.  We are trying to attract people to country areas.  As the previous member stated, we do not 
expect all areas to get infill sewerage at the same time.  However, the cutting of the program has put everything 
back about five years.  That is hard for country communities to accept when they are trying hard to raise 
confidence in their communities and attract new business, industry and commercial operations.  Environmental 
and health issues are involved.  When Hon Murray Criddle spoke on this issue on 18 December 2001, he quoted 
from the Water Corporation’s web site, which stated -  

Environmental and public health concerns were the two most important considerations, which provided 
the initial impetus for the program.  

Environment and health issues initially got this program going and maintained it at the rate at which it was set.  
With the cutting of the program, these health and environmental concerns, which I know we all share, have been 
compromised.  Those concerns remain in those towns.  Perhaps many of those concerns could have been met.  
The web site continued -  

Historically, Western Australia has relied much more heavily on septic tanks than other States because 
. . . Perth’s sandy soils were suitable for septic tank disposal. When the Infill Sewerage Program began, 
25% of Perth properties and considerably higher proportions of some country towns were unsewered.  
In the case of the coastal city of Geraldton, for instance, 75% of properties relied on septic tanks.  

Many Western Australian towns, such as the coastal towns of Busselton and Bunbury, which are growing 
tourism centres, need this program to continue.  I encourage this issue to go to a committee so that it can look at 
all the issues that have been raised and covered in this place.  These are important issues.  This program needs to 
be revitalised and kick-started.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [6.45 pm]:  I do not doubt the merits of the infill sewerage program.  It 
has facilitated urban development in many areas.  Two members have indicated its potential impact on economic 
development in country towns.  It has also assisted in dealing with potential environmental problems.  The 
program targeted areas in which the use of septic tank systems represented threats to water supplies, public 
health and the environment, and also areas in which septic tanks constrained urban development.  It has been a 
large program, and one of the largest infrastructure projects ever undertaken in this State.  About 100 000 
properties - 80 000 in the metropolitan area and 20 000 in country towns - were originally targeted.  When the 
program was initiated in 1994, it was estimated that it would cost $800 million.  The program has not been 
terminated.  It was originally to run over a 10-year period.  It will now run over a 15-year period, obviously at a 
reduced level of annual expenditure.  However, the Government intends to complete the program.  It will 
complete the sewering of the original 100 000 properties that were targeted. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  In that time frame?  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 23 October 2002] 

 p2301b-2307a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Eric Ripper 

 [6] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will go through the time frame for the member for Wagin and let him know how it will 
work.  The budget for the program for 2002-03 is $28.5 million.  That will target 3 879 lots.  The budget for 
2003-04 is $31.3 million, which will target 4 131 lots.  For 2004-05, the budget is $43 million, which will target 
5 520 lots, and for 2005-06, the budget is $49 million, which will target 6 158 lots.  That takes us to the end of 
the current forward estimates period.  At that time, approximately 10 606 lots will remain unsewered.  It is 
proposed that those lots will be sewered during the final years of the program, from 2006-07 to 2008-09.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We need to know where they are, minister.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not have information at that level of detail for distribution to country towns.  It was a 10-
year program.  To the end of the last financial year, $616.776 million had been spent on sewering 69 706 lots.  
Money is in the forward estimates for the continuation of the program, albeit at a reduced annual level, because 
the program will now run over 15 years rather than 10.  It is intended that the program will be completed in 
2008-09.  Obviously, people interested in the program regret that the Government is spending a lesser annual 
amount on the program than was previously spent.  It is all a matter of priorities.  The program is funded from 
within the Water Corporation’s resources and from borrowings.  As the Water Corporation and the State are 
borrowing, every dollar that is spent on this program is either a dollar which must be borrowed or a dollar which, 
if we put it to other uses, would obviate the need for some borrowings.  The total program has an effect on the 
level of borrowings.  As a State, we must control the level of borrowings.  We look very closely at the level of 
borrowings across the total public sector, including borrowings by Western Power and the Water Corporation.  
We have a financial management target that is based on the ratio of debt to revenue.  We believe that to maintain 
the state’s AAA credit rating, we need to maintain a debt-to-revenue ratio of no greater than 45 per cent.  I have 
forecast a change -  

Mr P.G. Pendal:  Can you say that again?  The ratio formula is debt to revenue.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The debt-to-revenue ratio should be no greater than 45 per cent.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  Is that all state revenue, including the trading enterprises such as Western Power? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is all debt and all revenue.  The ratio of debt to revenue should not exceed 45 per cent.  That 
is a self-imposed target; it is not something that the ratings agencies have given us.  We believe that that is the 
correct formula for expressing the State’s capacity to repay debt.   

I will make a further point, and then I will take the member’s interjection.  I have made a statement to the House 
about the privatisation of the Grain Pool of WA.  The Grain Pool privatisation will take about $600 million 
worth of revenue out of the State’s accounts, therefore changing the way in which that formula works.  The 
Grain Pool revenue was never available to us for repaying debt, so I have made a statement to the House to the 
effect that the 45 per cent ratio is best expressed now as 47 per cent, given that $600 million will be taken out of 
the State’s accounts when the Grain Pool legislation proceeds through the Parliament.  However, whether it is 45 
per cent or 45 per cent best expressed as 47 per cent, there is a limit to the amount of borrowing in which the 
State can engage.  There is enormous pressure on our capital works program.  We do not run a small capital 
works program in this State; we run a very large capital works program given the size of the population and the 
geographical area of the State.  However, there is a limit.  When new priorities arise, sometimes fewer resources 
must be devoted to old priorities.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  When you say that you created that target, not the credit agencies, is that something Treasury or 
the political Government created? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Treasury put to us its understanding of what is required for a State to retain its AAA credit 
rating.  The Government, through the cabinet expenditure review committee, considered the advice from 
Treasury and set that target.  Under the Government Financial Responsibility Act, we are required to set 
financial management targets and to report against those targets.  We established those targets in the first budget 
and reiterated them in the second budget, and we report against those targets.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I have no problem with your setting targets.  With the greatest respect, just because it is an old 
program does not mean that you should not do it properly.  If you will not complete the program, at least let us 
have a sensible discussion about community service obligations, because you are crippling small businesses in 
rural Western Australia.  It is unfair.  It is patently obvious and you know that, so what will you do about it?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will come to that issue in a moment.  I am not saying that it is a lower priority program now 
than it was simply because it is an old program and was initiated by the coalition.  That would not be a proper 
way in which to approach the policy.  Everyone knows that new demands in the water area have arisen from the 
drought and from the advice of climatologists that we can expect the south west of Western Australia to be a 
much drier place in the next 100 years than it has been in the past 100 years.  We must deal with that matter.  
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The Water Corporation has had to allocate money for responses to the drought.  That money could have been 
spent on the infill sewerage program, but now it will be spent on responding to the drought. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Such as not putting drinking water on gardens.  People should save their drinking water for 
drinking and have an alternative proposal for putting water on gardens.  There is plenty of water in the system.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member has made an interesting point.  I can understand why the member, as a former 
Minister for Water Resources, made the point.  The infill sewerage program is an interesting one, because 
although it is good for urban development, wetlands, rivers and so on, it has the effect of pumping a whole lot of 
fresh water - admittedly contaminated - into the ocean and it involves the use of substantial amounts of energy.  
It has detrimental environmental effects in that a lot of fresh water goes into the sewerage system and is then 
pumped out into the ocean. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The alternative is to have small kids and babies playing in backyards that are covered in 
sewage in the middle of winter.  The minister knows that in Belmont, the water used to flow along the verges, 
and kids used to play slidies along the verges.  I remember watching them.  It is not acceptable. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Due to the local soil conditions, and no doubt the gradients, there were problems with the 
operation of septic tanks in some areas close to the river in Belmont.  The infill sewerage program has addressed 
those areas of Belmont in which that problem existed.  I acknowledge the benefits of the infill sewerage 
program.  I am simply pointing out from an environmental point of view that a lot of water that enters the 
sewerage system as fresh water and is then treated nevertheless gets pumped out into the ocean.  A lot of energy 
involving the production -  

Mr P.G. Pendal interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has been treated.  In saying that it was contaminated, I was merely acknowledging that the 
popular view would be that it had been contaminated by its involvement in the sewerage system.  In fact, the 
point I am trying to make is that that water is available for reuse if we make the appropriate investments.  In 
particular, that water could be available for reuse by reducing the demands of industries on potable water 
supplies.  We could make much better and more efficient use of the water resources that are available to us.  
However, to undertake that course of action would require investments in waste water treatment and recycling 
operations.   

The overall capital works program of the State has very significant demands placed on it; for example, we are 
building Cockburn 1, a combined-cycle, gas-fired power station at Kwinana.  That is a $300 million project.  It is 
very important to build that facility so that brownouts are not experienced later on.  We are building a very 
important metropolitan public transport system.  The railway line to Mandurah is an important project to which 
this Government is committed and, as I understand it, to which the previous Government was committed as well.  
We are putting a very substantial amount of money - about $136 million - into the infrastructure required for the 
gas processing projects on the Burrup Peninsula.  We are undertaking some very important capital works right 
across the capital works program.  There is a limit to the number of capital works projects we can undertake.  
There is a limit to the amount the State can borrow.  There is pressure on the Water Corporation’s capital works 
program because of the need to respond to the drought.  That might mean the development of new water sources, 
such as the deep bores into the Yarragadee formation.  It might mean also the reuse of waste water so that this 
scarce resource is used more efficiently.  There are a lot of demands on the State’s borrowing capacity.  There is 
also a limit to the State’s borrowing capacity, which means that the Government has to choose carefully between 
those demands.  In making our choices, we have extended the infill sewerage program to be a 15-year rather than 
a 10-year program.  However, we still intend to complete the program in the way that I have outlined to 
members.  Although the infill sewerage program involves significant government investment, it also requires 
householders to make their own investment; for example, to pay for the connection into their property. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


