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INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM, GOVERNMENT COMMITMENT 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President 

At today’s sitting it is my intention to move under SO 72 that the House, at its rising, adjourn until 9.00 
am on 25 December 2001 for the purpose of discussing the Government’s Commitment to the Water 
Corporation’s ‘Infill Sewerage Program’ dated April 2000. 

Yours sincerely 

Murray Criddle MLC 

Member for Agricultural Region 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [3.48 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December. 

I thank those members who stood in support of this motion.  It has become evident across my part of regional 
Western Australia and also in the city that this issue is of growing concern, particularly to the Civil Contractors 
Federation, with which I met a short while ago.  It follows a letter that was sent to the Government in April 
expressing concerns that the programs set out in April 2000 might be severely cut back.  The letter wanted an 
assurance from the Government about the ongoing protection of public water supplies, health and the 
environment, including wetlands, rivers and urban and regional development.  The program, historically, has 
undergone an extensive consultation process with input from the industry, the Department of Environmental 
Protection, local government and the Western Australian Department of Health.  Funding for the infill sewerage 
was put in place over a considerable period and contractors had a business plan for this work to be done on a 
continuing basis throughout the nine years of the program.  The previous coalition Government established the 
program in 1994 on three-yearly rolling budgets.  The people involved in the industry based their programs on 
that budget system.  I point out that Mr Morris, Executive Director of the Civil Contractors Federation, and 
Trevor Gosatti, a member of that organisation, are more than concerned not only with the infill sewerage 
program but also with the Main Roads program which, as all members would know, has been heavily cut back.  
A letter of concern about the Kukerin sewerage program was sent to the Shire of Dumbleyung in August.  The 
reply from the Water Corporation to that letter stated - 

Thank you for your letter to the Corporation’s Program Manager, Mr Ken Walter, dated the 30th July 
2001 inquiring as to the status of the program in relation to Kukerin. 

I am pleased to inform you that the current program is to undertake the sewerage construction works 
. . . 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. 

I received a letter recently from the Chief Executive Officer of the Shire of Dumbleyung regarding the Kukerin 
sewerage scheme, indicating a major concern.  The letter 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 is still on the list but the actual 
timetable for completion may be anything from 1-5 years. 

The council requested that I give it assistance in that regard. 

The minister may recall a question I asked last week about an estimate of lots to be serviced by that program in a 
number of towns, including the City of Geraldton.  The minister announced a couple of days ago that a program 
would be implemented for the allocation of sewerage to 370 lots.  That is of real concern because of the 
possibility of seepage into the Chapman River.  There are some definite and immediate requirements of that 
program, as very few schemes appear to be going ahead, which I will refer to shortly.  Owing to the concern 
expressed by people in the region, other towns, such as Denham, Dongara, Beverley, Bruce Rock, Quairading, 
Toodyay and York, have also asked about the number of lots to be serviced by that program. 

The Water Corporation confirmed that when the tender process for the projects currently being tendered is 
completed, the projects expected to follow would be in Geraldton, Carnarvon, Busselton and Boyanup.  There is 
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a real problem with infill sewerage in the south west, where work needs to be done immediately.  The notion that 
the program can begin on time will place the people in those places in a difficult situation.  The letter from the 
Water Corporation stated - 

Due to the available funding, it is not expected to re-commence further tendering until January/February 
2003. 

That means that the program will come almost to a halt.  I looked at the Water Corporation’s web site today, 
which states - 

The Environmental & Community - Infill Sewerage Program - The Challenge 

That challenge covers the topics of expertise, scope, priorities and new technologies.  A number of new 
technologies have been implemented.  The web page states - 

The State Government Infill Sewerage Program is gaining widespread recognition as one of the most 
significant public works programs ever undertaken in Western Australia.   

That is a compliment to the previous coalition Government for putting in place such a comprehensive and 
progressive program.  It continues - 

Now well underway, it is certainly one of the biggest such enterprises, with a budget of $800 million.   

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

Historically, Western Australia has relied much more heavily on septic tanks than other States because 
the thinking of the day was that 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.   

In a climate of growing concern over the threat to our groundwater reserves and the surrounding 
environment, and public health, the Infill Sewerage Program began in July 1994.   

Of particular concern were the unacceptably high levels of pollutants leaching into groundwater 
sources - 

That has become more apparent in recent times as pressure has increased on the supply of drinking water and 
domestic supplies in Perth.  It continues - 

now becoming an increasingly important part of Perth’s scheme water supply.  High levels of nitrogen 
and phosphorus in the leached material were also contributing to algae growth in waterways and 
wetlands.   

The Infill Sewerage Program, stretching the full length and breadth of Western Australia, is meeting the 
challenge of protecting public health and ensuring a cleaner environment for future generations. 

The document also mentions that the Water Corporation is the utility responsible for providing waste water 
drainage services for more than 1.7 million consumers throughout Western Australia.  The Water Corporation 
accepts the task of coordinating and supervising the implementation of the program.  It is vital that the program 
continue into the near future and not be spread over a long period.  It is something that we have noticed about the 
way in which this Government’s budget has flowed since it has been in office.  The budget shows that capital 
works have been pushed out over future years, and that can only lead to great difficulties.  A survey indicates 
that 500 jobs will be lost as a direct result of cuts to the program.   

The objective of the service was to put infill sewerage in place for 111 000 metropolitan and country properties 
from a budget of $800 million.  From 1994 to the end of 2000, 63 344 properties that previously had septic tanks 
were converted to infill sewerage.  The total cost of that was $565 million.  The program published covered the 
next three years.  For 2000-01, $84.8 million was budgeted.  For 2001-02, $94.4 million was budgeted.  I 
understand that it will be reduced to $48 million.  For 2002-03, which is the ninth year of the program, 
$92 million was budgeted but I understand it will be reduced to $28 million.  For 2003-04, $90 million was 
budgeted but this has been reduced to $31 million.  This will create major problems for the infill sewerage 
program in putting in place necessary maintenance and upgrading.   

I understand that 357 contracts were awarded from 1994-95 to 2000-01.  As I said earlier, there will be a major 
loss to the environment.  Job losses will total 500 as a direct result of cutbacks to the program.  I remember very 
well when the previous Government set up a project for jobs in Main Roads.  The concern was whether the jobs 
would continue.  This program is run by the current Government and it has been cut back almost immediately.  
Personnel and skills, built up for this program, will be lost.  Specialised machinery has also been bought by these 
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companies.  Removing those skills, machinery and personnel from rural and regional Western Australia will 
have a huge impact on areas such as sand cartage and cement works.  The Government cannot say it is 
promoting a buy-local program when it is taking capital out of country areas.  This can lead only to a massive 
loss of jobs.   

Major cost savings have resulted from efficient practices established during the program, which have led to the 
opportunity for further work.  The cutbacks have led to subdivisions being held up, which has a major impact on 
business and job creation across the State.  If the funding cuts go ahead, there will be major losses in 
opportunities for regional Western Australia in particular - an area in which I am very interested.  I would like to 
know the situation of future contracts and the capital funding that was to be put in place for these works.  People 
in rural and regional Western Australia are not at all happy with such a cutback in the infill sewerage program, 
which would have been of great benefit, particularly along the coastline of Western Australia.  Developments in 
those areas are absolutely vital to the wellbeing of communities such as Busselton.  I have letters from both the 
City of Bunbury and the Shire of Busselton, indicating their extreme disappointment at any possibility of 
cutbacks.  I would like the minister to give an explanation for the likely cutbacks in the number of lots serviced 
in the Government’s budgeted future program.  In 2000-01, 328 contracts were let and this year the number is 
down to 29.  What is the future for the companies, the work force and developments in Western Australia?  

The PRESIDENT:  I indicate to members that debate on motions today will continue until 4.47 pm.  

HON B.K. DONALDSON (Agricultural) [4.03 pm]:  It is very fortuitous that Hon Murray Criddle has raised 
this urgency motion today.  One of the great achievements of the Court coalition Government was the infill 
sewerage program.  I was recently talking to Greens (WA) members of this House on this very subject.  The 
program never received full recognition and respect for its impact on Western Australia.  In 1991 or 1992, a 
photograph appeared in the Press of Richard Court and Cheryl Edwardes, each wearing gumboots, in the Swan 
River in the Maylands area, where septic tanks were overflowing and raw sewage was running into the river.  In 
the lead-up to the 1993 election, the coalition gave a commitment to an infill sewerage program, at a cost of 
about $1.6 billion.  Before the election of the Court Government in 1993, the then Labor Government sneered at 
the Opposition, saying it could not be done because the cost was too great.  That Government dithered around for 
10 years knowing that this was needed, and did nothing whatsoever about it.  I remind members that the then 
Labor Government was busy losing $1.5 billion through the folly of its mates.  That Government had very little 
regard for public infrastructure investment, and kept saying it did not have any money.  The first thing the 
Liberal coalition Government did after it was elected was investigate the possibility of contracting out and, as 
Hon Murray Criddle has indicated, it found that the cost of a 10-year program would be just over $800 million.  
To the credit of the Water Corporation and those contractors who were given the job, the program went ahead.  It 
is one of this State’s great successes.  The urban renewal that has taken place in the inner city areas and the 
fringes could not have occurred without that program.   

The Greens (WA) have always been very strong on this issue.  I indicated to them when I last spoke about this 
matter that they could have given the previous coalition Government greater credit for what it did in this area.  
The infill program not only assisted the environment but also it created a new style of living that curtailed urban 
sprawl.  That has been welcomed.  

Hon Barry House:  It had nothing to do with trees so the Greens were not interested.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  That is right.  They had been in the forest and had not heard about it.  They have 
since come out of the forest and taken an interest.  The most important thing is that this program went ahead, and 
we have seen many benefits.  Since 1994, the program has been ahead of schedule.  During the election 
campaign, the coalition Government said it would continue to enhance the program and put additional money 
into sewerage programs in many country towns.  As Hon Murray Criddle pointed out, most of those towns have 
since received a dear John letter saying that the program will be delayed, possibly until to 2006.  That is an 
absolute disgrace.  In actual fact -  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  What is disgraceful?  Is it that a program will be delayed?   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  It is a disgrace that the Government has turned its back on an excellent program.  I 
will give the House the figures. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Are you of the view that the program should never have been delayed?  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The program should have continued as planned. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Are you of the view that the program should never have been delayed? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  It is not question time yet. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The Labor Government has reduced funding for this program by 52 per cent.  It has 
slashed the funding for the infill sewerage program over the next four years from $322 million to $154.6 million.  
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That is what it has done.  The minister should not act smart, because his Government has stripped funding for 
one of the State’s best programs.  The Government has shifted $167.4 million away from that needed 
infrastructure.  Many country towns will bear the brunt of that decision.  The Government has not yet released 
details about where those cuts will land.  However, it is probably safe to assume that the cuts will result in the 
stalling of progress in rural towns, and, sure enough, that is what we are hearing.   

Let us look at some of the issues about which Labor members of the last Parliament were pressing the former 
Liberal Government.  Their constituencies were demanding that the program be taken to their areas.  The 
Hansard shows that Hon Ken Travers placed a number of questions on notice relating to the program and how 
soon it would get to certain areas.  Other members of Parliament, including ministers Hon Clive Brown and Hon 
Judy Edwards, also made inquiries about the program and its anticipated arrivals in their electorates.  They 
recognised the benefits of this program.  We all know that Hon Judy Edwards is now the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage.  This is not an eye-catching front-page story, so little has been said about the 
sewerage program.  However, it was a great achievement.  

In November last year, the then Minister for Water Resources, Hon Kim Hames, expressed his concern about the 
future of the infill sewerage program under a Labor Government.  How prophetic his warning has proved to be.  
Unfortunately, the Labor Party that is now in government is doing exactly what we warned it would do.  
Community needs and priorities are set aside while the arrogant, dictatorial Labor Party sets about pursuing its 
minority causes and extreme social engineering agendas.  One of the victims of Labor’s misguided priorities is 
the infill sewerage program, which it has cut in half. 

I suppose I could go on to ask whether we hear any word of complaint from any of the Labor members of 
Parliament who were previously pressing for the program to be brought to their electorates.  Will Hon Ken 
Travers inform his electorate about the massive cut?  Has Hon Ken Travers complained to his leader about the 
severity of this cut?  Probably not.  We will not hold our breath waiting for Labor MPs from rural areas to 
complain about their constituents’ need for sewerage infrastructure being put on the backburner.  It is not 
surprising that we do not hear any word of complaint from Labor MPs from rural areas, given the present Labor 
Government’s policy to stifle the political voice of rural communities.  I guess I could also ask what did Hon 
Tom Stephens tell people during the Buy Local tour of rural centres.  Did he tell them honestly that Labor’s 
rhetoric on contracting opportunities is very hollow indeed, since the reality is, as Hon Murray Criddle pointed 
out, that less work will be available as Labor cuts public investment?   

The Labor Party has tried to blame the Water Corporation’s financial position, and the former Government, for 
its decisions.  That is complete nonsense.  The budget papers show that the Water Corporation recorded an after-
tax profit of $305 million last year, and a net cash flow from operations of $526 million.  As we all know, the 
Water Corporation is a highly profitable operation.  The budget papers show that the Labor Party will increase 
the net cash flow from the Water Corporation to the budget by $49.3 million this year.  No announcement of any 
change to that has been made, so obviously the Water Corporation can afford to give an extra $49 million to fill 
Labor’s budget hole; yet we are told that the Water Corporation cannot afford $40.8 million, the amount being 
cut from this year’s program, for infill sewerage.  In other words, the Labor Party is siphoning more money out 
of the Water Corporation. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.12 pm]:  I appreciate the opportunity to speak today on this motion.  
I also received a letter from the Shire of Dumbleyung.  As it happens, just this morning I lodged a question on 
notice about that issue.  Therefore, it is a matter I was following up anyway.  Of course, the issue is much wider 
than that.  As I was searching through my papers, I discovered the various maps and charts provided by the 
Water Corporation regarding its proposed infill sewerage program.  The information the Water Corporation 
forwarded to me relates mainly to my electorate, of course.  Therefore, I rang the corporation and asked for 
further information about the program and its impact.  As has been alluded to, it is a 10-year program, and it 
appears that we are in the last three years of that 10-year program.  Basically, instead of taking three years to 
complete the 10-year program, it will now take eight and a half years; and it might take even longer than that, 
depending on the availability of finance. 

The issue which has not been made clear and which I would like clarified is the point at which these situations 
become critical.  Members of the public might say that people have had septic tanks for more than a century and 
ask why infill sewerage is so necessary now.  Of course, we now know more about the potential pollution and 
contamination of ground water resources.  Clearly, in the metropolitan area, we rely much more on ground water 
resources, as has been explained to us in recent times.  It has not been mentioned in the debate today that we 
have galloping watertables in many areas, especially on the Swan coastal plain.  In some areas the watertable is 
rising at 1.5 metres a year.  The watertables might be deep now, but we need to know the point at which that 
situation will become critical.  Can we wait for five years if we have sharply rising watertables and we continue 
to use septic tanks?  At what point will town water resources be exposed to critical risk of contamination?   
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The Water Corporation letter I received in early October, dated 28 September, states - 

The program was structured, on a priority basis, to carry out work in areas where the use of septic tanks 
posed a potential threat to public health and the environment.   

How much leeway do we have?  What will be the cost of dealing with any public health problems and polluted 
wetlands resulting from contamination of ground water sources?  Funding is not as big an issue as timing.  What 
analyses have been done of the impact of sharply and rapidly rising watertables in those areas?  If the potential 
threat in those areas has been adjudged, has it diminished?  How much time do we have before the situation 
becomes more serious?  What measurements are being taken?  I am in the dark about those questions.   

Like most people, I have questions about the impact of the decrease in the budget from $800 million over the 
next 10 years a year to $100 million over the next three years.  That is considerably less than the original 
estimate of what would be required to deal with the immediate priorities.  We are talking about the priority work, 
not the provision of services throughout the State.  At what point will the situation become critical?  At what 
point and in which places will it impact seriously on the health of the wetlands and town water supplies?  What 
steps have been taken and are likely to be taken to deal with salinity?  We have seen remedial action on 
watertables, but continued land clearing is causing considerable pressure.  Some people are still saying that they 
want to continue clearing remnant bush.  The potential impact of that clearing on watertables might be 
significant.  These issues are all interlinked.  I would like to see a much wider-scale report and more detailed 
hydrology.  What kind of information do we have about existing levels of contamination and the areas at most 
critical risk?   

This is an issue of major significance to the environment and it could be of major significance to public health.  
Governments must establish the potential source of funding to deal with this situation.  If it is critical, it is 
critical now and will continue to be.  If it is less critical now than it was, I would like to know why.   

I am greatly relieved to hear that stage 2 of the Ord River project is not likely to go ahead.  Giving away 670 
gigalitres of water for the price of a licence appears to be a lost revenue opportunity.   

I have spoken in the past about public assistance for mining operations.  It was mentioned today that 500 jobs 
may perhaps be directly at risk as a result of the introduction of this program.  The public assistance packages for 
some of the biggest resource projects should be assessed for their effectiveness.  We must examine our priorities 
in this State.  Do we continue to pay large amounts of public money to assist the biggest resource corporations 
that are operating in this State or do we start reallocating some of that funding?  Had the Kingstream project 
gone ahead, it is quite clear that the Government had not allocated any money for it.  Where would it get it from? 

The Government cannot provide funding for the infill sewerage program, which might be critical.  The minister 
must reassure us that the program is not critical any more or that some areas of it are less critical than they were 
before.  If the infill sewerage program is still critical, going ahead with yet more state agreement Acts before 
knowing whether the Government has the funds to fulfil its obligations, is foolish.  Unfortunately, it seems that 
this Government is just as fond of new state agreement Acts as previous Governments have been.  I will be 
watching very carefully.  Any time that the Government says that it has not got the money, I will say that if it has 
not got the money, why is it giving away 670 million gigalitres, why is it signing up and continuing to support a 
project to give, in my estimation, $500 million of public funding to assist Kingstream for very little return for the 
State, and why is it continuing to do such stupid things with public money when it should be examining areas of 
priority?  If the Water Corporation’s infill sewerage program is no longer a priority for public health and the 
environment, now is the Government’s opportunity for saying why it is so. 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Government Enterprises) [4.25 pm]:  I thank Hon 
Murray Criddle for raising the issue, and I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson and Hon Dee Margetts for their 
observations.  The infill sewerage program is in its eighth year.  The major areas of priority for the environment, 
public health and the threat to the public water supply have been dealt with. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Why are they given as priorities in the program? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Of course they are priorities, and they have been dealt with.  I wonder whether the 
member by way of his interjection is criticising the priorities undertaken by the previous Government.  Country 
infill sewerage is very important but it is not universally popular.  I take it that the member travels around 
country Western Australia from time to time and listens to the concerns of his constituents.  I hope that he does.  
He should be aware of how some of his constituents view what has happened to them because of the failure of 
the previous Government to properly manage its infill sewerage program. 

The previous Government recognised this issue with its treatment of metropolitan commercial properties, but, 
notwithstanding its rhetoric of its concern for non-metropolitan Western Australia, failed to deal with the issue in 
respect of country commercial properties.  The fact is that in metropolitan Western Australia, commercial 
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customers were assessed on their rates on the basis of volumetric charges; that is, they paid for what they put 
through the business.  However, country commercial properties are still reliant on a gross rental value rate of 
charge.  This is having a dramatic effect on the viability of a number of country businesses.  Country 
businesspeople frequently raise their concerns about this issue with me and also with the Water Corporation. 

I shall give an example.  Members opposite may not be concerned about commercial enterprises in the country, 
but I am.  They may not be concerned about hotels in the country, but the Donnybrook Hotel paid water rates last 
year and will this year.  Its water rates have been assessed at $648.85.  There were no sewerage rates last year.  
The sewerage rates for this financial year are $5 080.70, which is an additional cost for this business.  Sewerage 
disposal is an important service; however, members opposite should realise that it comes at a cost.  The previous 
Government was quite content for commercial users in the metropolitan area to move from a rating system 
calculated on gross rental value, but it failed to do anything in the non-metropolitan area.  I assure members 
opposite, particularly those who, in the course of recent debates, have expressed great concern about people in 
the country, that this area of tariff reform is a very urgent issue.  I do not want to put at risk - 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  You’ve got the job; do it! 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Just a moment.  The member will be aware that this is a corporation.  His Government 
corporatised it, not me.  This is a very urgent issue and I am very hopeful that the matter will be addressed very 
soon.   

Hon M.J. Criddle interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Members opposite failed to do anything about it, because they are not concerned about 
country people and country businesses.  They are concerned only about the seats they occupy in this Chamber. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It did not happen until you came in. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  That is right.  Something is being done about the unfair treatment of commercial 
businesses in the country only since the Labor Government has occupied the Treasury benches.  Members 
opposite did nothing about it and they are not concerned about it.   

The infill sewerage program commenced in 1994, and is in its eighth year.  

Hon George Cash:  You have been captured by the bureaucrats. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Hon George Cash does not realise that the Water Corporation is a corporatised entity.  
This program is in the eighth year of an initial 10-year program.  The previous Government increased that 10-
year program by two years to a 12-year program. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We added more work. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We have increased it to a 15-year program.  The priority of this area is constantly being 
reassessed, and it will be constantly reassessed.  I assure Hon Dee Margetts in particular that the issues she has 
raised are continually being reassessed.  Budget figures are set for a period of years, but they are not set in stone.  
The work to be done and the priorities at the time are constantly reassessed.  

Hon M.J. Criddle:  You cut the budget without any knowledge of the problem. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I point out that the Government has not cut the program; it has extended it over a period 
of years.  I table a document that sets out the readjustments.   

[See paper No 1083.]  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Government is not trying to hide anything.  Hon Dee Margetts said she has 
received documents from the Water Corporation that set out the infill sewerage program in her electorate.  Every 
member should have received that information some months ago.  I find it interesting that this issue has been 
raised at this time by Hon Murray Criddle. 

Hon M.J. Criddle interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am very pleased.  We are in the business of making sure that members are informed.  
If members disagree with us, they can quite properly bring these matters to the attention of the House, and they 
are welcome to do so.   

As members opposite will be aware, Western Australia is experiencing its worst drought since 1914.  The 
quantity of water available is a major issue.  Members opposite will also be aware that water quality is 
increasingly becoming an issue.  The Water Corporation and other providers of water must seek to attain the 
Australian standard set in, I think, 1996.  To maintain that standard will be an expensive exercise and it is 
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another priority that must be dealt with when the Government is in a position to do so.  Issues of quantity and 
quality are relevant priorities. 

Another priority is the overall financial situation of the State.  Members opposite are concerned about this 
because they were big spenders and overspent - 

Hon Peter Foss:  What about the $250 million you had left over? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am pleased that the member who is interjecting was not the Treasurer in the last 
coalition Government.  He need only look at the estimates and see the blow out in state debt relevant to state 
revenue - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member has limited time. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The most recent credit rating indicates clearly that the State’s AAA credit rating was 
put at risk due to the Court Government’s failure to properly manage the State’s finances. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.31 pm]:  We hear the old furphies.  We left the State with a 
$250 million surplus.  That is better than the financial situation the State was in when the coalition Government 
won office in 1992.  The then Labor Government had lost the State’s AAA credit rating because of the massive 
debts it had created, which the coalition reduced.  This Government wants to undertake a lot of spending.  It 
wants to continue with the programs that the coalition Government commenced and honour its election 
commitments, which it will never do.  The Government has cut back the infill sewerage program because it has 
taken an additional $40 million out of the Water Corporation’s budget to stick in the Government’s coffers for 
spending on other things.  

I am amused by the Government’s saying that the coalition stretched the sewerage infill program out by two 
years.  As I have said in the House before, the Water Corporation said that the program would cost $1.2 billion.  
Tenderers for the contract said that they could do it for $800 million.  However, the final contract price was 
75 per cent of that quote.  We did not put the surplus money in our pocket; we increased the program to include 
other areas.  The Government has increased the timeframe for the program from 10 to 15 years.  The coalition 
Government added another two years of hard work to an eight-year program.  That is the difference between the 
coalition Government and this Labor Government.  This Government has stretched out the program so that it can 
rip money out of the Water Corporation.  It has discovered that money is available from the Water Corporation’s 
budget.  Thankfully Brian Burke did not discover that.  If he had, the Water Corporation would be as broke as 
was every other financial institution when the coalition took over government.  It took eight years of hard graft 
to pay back the previous Labor Government’s debt. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The minister will come to order.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  It took significant hard work to regain the State’s tripple AAA credit rating.  It always 
seems to be the case that Labor Governments win office and have a wonderful time spending money and getting 
into debt, then taking money out of agencies like the Water Corporation.  I am sure members opposite wonder 
how they missed using Water Corporation funds last time.  

I have recently seen the results of some of the Government’s priorities.  Government members should go to 
Bruce Rock. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The ministers will come to order. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Raw sewage is being pumped from the Bruce Rock town site to a pond about one kilometre 
out of town.  A few members are nodding.  Hon Paddy Embry and Hon George Cash saw it and Hon Murray 
Criddle knows about it.  I am sure that Hon Giz Watson knows about it, as well as Hon Kate Doust, Hon Jon 
Ford and Hon Adele Farina.  The sewage being pumped out of the town is not such bad raw sewage, because 
ducks like swimming on the pond.  It is a wonderful thought that ducks are swimming on a raw sewage pond, but 
that is the situation.  There is an urgent need for infill sewerage in the country.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Why didn’t you do something about it? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Because they were all in line.  If the Government had let this program be completed, it 
would all have been finished in two years.  The Government has added another five years to the program.  It has 
turned a two-year program into a seven-year program.  It tried to kid us by saying that did only what the previous 
Government did.  The difference is that we turned an eight-year program into a 10-year program by adding extra 
work to it.  That is different from stretching out a 10-year program, which is what this Government is doing.  
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Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You’ve two days to go.  Why don’t you relax? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The problem is that this Government is just like every Labor Government I have known.   

Hon Kim Chance:  What did you do about the asset maintenance reserve?  What did you do with the 
$500 million? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  We have already heard that interjection. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would like to hear that one, which is about the money that the previous Labor Government 
left to the incoming coalition Government.   

Hon Kim Chance: Where did the $500 million go? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Is the Leader of the House talking about it being in government?   

Hon Kim Chance:  The asset maintenance program. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would like to deal with this matter.  When the coalition formed government, the Water 
Corporation was told that this had to be done and that it had been left far too long.  The Water Corporation told 
us to put a $50 levy on it to solve the problem.  We looked through the accounts and found that the Water 
Corporation had a really good idea.  It does not depreciate on the value of an asset that it has bought.  Do 
members know what it does?  It depreciates on the revised value of an asset.  The asset is revalued and 
depreciated from that value.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That’s how you replace an asset when it wears out. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know.  Let us assume that the Water Corporation was not owned by government but was 
an independent company and that it did exactly the same thing.  What the Leader of the House is saying is that it 
not only pays for and charges people for the asset, but it also makes them pay in advance for the next one, so that 
by the time the asset is replaced, the money is there and it is free.  That is a great system.  If a private 
organisation tried to do that with a government regulator, it would be told that it was a rip-off.  I happen to 
support this rip-off.  There is no doubt that it is a rip-off.  The Water Corporation has been ripping off people for 
years.  It is a very good system for ripping off people, because when it comes time to replace an asset, the Water 
Corporation has a huge wad of money to spend on capital works.  

Hon Kim Chance:  To replace the asset. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is capital works money.  The Leader of the House is a senior government minister but he 
understands nothing about accounting.  That is one of the big problems we have always had with a Labor 
Government.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It was signed off by Treasury. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Government is being fooled by its own men. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It was a decision signed off by Treasury. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  A bloke called Felix did that.  If Felix had not done that, there is nothing more certain than 
that Burkey would have spent it.  It would have gone down the WA Inc queue.   

Hon Kim Chance:  No, you spent it.  You took the money out. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It was spent on assets. 

The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the House will come to order.  He does not have the call.  Hon Peter Foss has 
the call. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I should explain that Hon Kim Chance was once a member of the Water Corporation board.  
He was one of the people who ripped off the public in this way.  It was a good idea.  He was so thick that he did 
not see how Felix was hiding the money.  It was called a little reserve, because when a huge cash fund for future 
assets is being built up, it must be called something; otherwise, it will show up as an asset in the accounts.  The 
Government offsets the account with this reserve and names it the active maintenance reserve.  It was a rip-off to 
pay for the next lot of capital improvements before they were introduced.  The coalition Government told the 
Water Corporation that it seemed sensible to invest this large amount of money in capital.  The people of 
Western Australia have been ripped off and this Government wants to take another $50 a year from them by way 
of a levy.  What a cheek!  There was this great puddle of money -  

Hon Kim Chance:  The money we left you. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Labor Government did nothing.  It was started by Andrew Mensaros. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You’re a bunch of frauds. 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House might need to regain his composure, and he will do so 
shortly. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know the Leader of the House is a bit short on accounting knowledge.  Members of this 
Government will believe anything anybody tells them about money.  We have seen how they have been ripped 
off in the past by any fraud who comes along and says, “Have I got a deal for you!”  They are victims for snake 
oil salesmen.  The reality of the matter is - 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Am I getting members upset?  Are members a little disturbed? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Peter Foss will cease speaking and so will certain other members.  Next time 
around I will consider naming some people.  Hon Peter Foss. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The fact is that the accounting blindness of the current Government got it into trouble last 
time; it will get it into trouble this time.  Unfortunately, Government members have no idea what they are doing; 
they will believe anything anybody tells them; they have no idea what they are doing.  One of the good things 
about the coalition Government was that it created that pool of money, which was there to be used for assets - 
and one of the best assets is the infill sewerage program.  It is better than ripping $40 million out every year to 
pay for the Government’s current accounts. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.42 pm]:  I do not know that I got anywhere near finding out what has 
happened to the money allocated to the infill sewerage treatment program for the next three years.  We were 
side-tracked on a number of issues.  The point is that the budget for 2001-02 has been cut back to $48 million 
from $94 million; in 2002-03 it has been cut back to $28 million from $92 million; and in 2003-04 it has been 
cut back to $31 million from $90 million.  That is written on the front page of the program.  It may assist Hon 
Dee Margetts to spell it out.  On the front page of the letter of 17 April it states that the key priority of the infill 
sewerage program has always been to provide reticulated sewerage to areas of Perth and medium to large 
country towns in which septic effluent disposal systems represent a threat to public water supplies, public health, 
the environment or constrain urban development or redevelopment.  That clearly underlines the fact that the job 
should be done now; we cannot wait any longer.  The point I made earlier was that people had established their 
businesses on the understanding that the work would be done.  The minister spoke about rental problems.  The 
minister is in charge of that area and he should fix the problems.  He has talked about the budget and the ongoing 
requirements; he has said that if he spread this over five more years, the problem would not be too bad.  He can 
continue to point his finger at somebody else, but he should remember that three fingers are pointing back at him 
now that he is in government.  It is up to the minister to make decisions to overcome these deficiencies.  He 
should not let down people in the country or the city, he should not allow our drinking water or domestic 
supplies to become polluted, and he should make sure that the work is done.   

I would particularly like to know about the four contracts for Geraldton, Carnarvon, Busselton and Boyanup, and 
why there is such a gap between now and January-February 2003, when no further work will be done.  It is 
imperative that those representatives from the Civil Contractors Federation get a clear understanding of what is 
happening and why they face a loss of work over that window of opportunity. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The cost will go up. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  Yes, of course the cost will go up.  In a lot of the programs, including the road funding 
program, work needs to be done now or the cost will go up.  I am already hearing that people are leaving the 
State to get work elsewhere and that no competition will be left.  The competition has been clearly demonstrated 
with a third more work being done - about 25 to 33 per cent - with fantastic savings.  The program put in place 
has seen 63 000 lots sewered, which leaves about 50 000 lots to be done.  This is essential for the developers and 
the people who require the work to be done in their area. 

I ask the minister to take on board these issues and to go back to the Water Corporation for a clear 
understanding.  Communication is needed with the people involved.  It was said that this program was based on 
communication with the shires and the members of the construction industry and so forth to make sure that they 
understand that there will be a deduction of about $170 million over the next four years. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


