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STATE UNDERGROUND POWER PROGRAM 
Grievance 

MRS G.J. GODFREY (Belmont) [9.29 am]: My grievance today is on the state underground power program. 
The City of Belmont completed its last residential state underground power program—SUPP—project in 
Rivervale in 2002. It has been unsuccessful with its applications for similar projects since that time. In 2010, the 
Economic Regulation Authority was tasked by the state government to undertake a review and a cost–benefit 
analysis of the SUPP. The ERA’s draft report was published in July 2011, and recommended that Western Power 
reduce its contribution to underground power programs to between five per cent and 15 per cent and that the 
state contribute five per cent to 10 per cent instead of the current 50 per cent, which is 25 per cent from Western 
Power and 25 per cent from the state government. Given that this is the state’s infrastructure and the cost to 
underground powerlines is approximately $10 000 per property, a 75 per cent to 90 per cent outlay is a huge 
impost on local government ratepayers. 

The City of Belmont declined to make a submission to round four of the major residential SUPPs in 2010 as, at 
that time, the ERA was conducting an inquiry into the SUPP. The city determined that it would not make a 
funding application until the outcome of that review had been published. Since then, no residential SUPPs have 
been offered after 2010, and the state’s intention, or otherwise, to implement the ERA recommendations has not 
been revealed. Subject to favourable funding arrangements offered in any future residential SUPP, the city would 
be very keen to progress underground power throughout the city. 

The SUPP has a separate local enhancement projects—LEP—section that can be applied to business precincts. 
The City of Belmont received a grant of $250 000 under this program in 2007 for the Belvidere Street shopping 
precinct. The project was not due to be constructed until 2010–11, but by that time the cost of the works had 
escalated by over $150 000 and the grant had remained at $250 000. This meant that all of the excess cost would 
have to be borne by the businesses. Council sought extra funds from the state, but was unsuccessful, so the 
project did not proceed. The subsequent LEP program increased the state contribution to $500 000, but it was 
still pegged. So as project costs rose, the businesses would have had to pay the increase in costs, and the city 
decided not to submit the project for funding. I am aware that the City of Belmont would be very keen to engage 
the business community and progress underground power projects subject to favourable funding arrangements 
offered for any further local enhancement projects. 

The Belvidere Street shopping precinct is a likely candidate for future works, as long as the funding 
arrangements are favourable. In view of the lack of state underground power projects within the East 
Metropolitan Region since 2010, I would like to ask the minister to look into a revised SUPP funding model that 
could be applied to Belvidere Street shopping precinct, whereby the ratepayers would be responsible for a 
maximum of 50 per cent of the program’s cost—bearing in mind summary point 24 from the draft report on the 
inquiry on the matter, released in 2011, which states — 

It may be equitable for any future state government contributions to continue at a higher level than the 
proposed 5 to 10 percent if the subsidy is directed towards areas with low property values. 

I point out that this shopping centre is really run down and is being held back by not having underground power 
as the base of a refurbishment of the area. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [9.34 am]: I thank the member for the grievance. I will 
answer as well as I can. The underground power program is a longstanding government program; it is now into 
its fifth stage, which is currently underway. In the 2013–14 budget the government approved funding to 
complete round five and start round six, and it allocated $30 million to assist with that. Round five is already 
underway, and the funding to complete round five is $20 million. The funding arrangements have not changed 
for round five. Round five started at about the same time as the Economic Regulation Authority review. We will 
respond to the ERA review and that response will be treated in round six. Under the current program, the state 
government provides 25 per cent of the funds, Western Power provides 25 per cent and participating local 
governments provide 50 per cent—that has not changed for a while.  

The process for deciding on projects involves Western Power and the Public Utilities Office—the former Office 
of Energy—advertising the program and local governments responding. Western Power and the PUO do not 
proactively go out and advise local governments to put in a bid, it is up to them to do so. The bids are examined 
on a number of criteria, including the age and condition of Western Power’s grid. Priority is given to areas that 
have grid problems and weaknesses. There is a complicated formula for that process; and, as the minister 
overseeing that, I do not get involved. The local government puts in a bid and makes its arguments about why it 
wants underground power; and there is a technical criterion to do with the age and condition of the grid. Round 
five received 89 project proposals, and 12 of them were selected. Projects selected included: Lathlain north and 
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south in the Town of Victoria Park; Coolbellup east and Hamilton Hill in the City of Cockburn; Salter Point in 
the City of South Perth; Shoalwater in the City of Rockingham; Ardross east and west in the City of Melville; 
Wilson east in the City of Canning; Coolbinia in the City of Stirling; Ashfield in the Town of Bassendean—
which I think is in the eastern suburbs—and Melville south. The City of Melville has done very well out of 
this—I do not know why, but they have. Round five reserve projects include Parkwood north in the City of 
Canning; Bicton north and one reserve in the City of Melville—they probably will not go ahead. Round five is 
funded on established criteria, it is underway; and much of the work has already been completed on time and on 
budget.  

In 2011, as the member mentioned, the Economic Regulation Authority issued a report on this and 
recommended, among other things, that we change the aggregate funding level and the funding model. Right 
now it is fixed at 25–25–50 with the shires or cities providing 50 per cent. It is up to them how much they bill the 
individual. Historically, some of the cities pay for all of it themselves. I have been informed that the City of 
Subiaco paid for all the undergrounding in the city without residents needing to make a contribution. It is up to 
the city how they share the costs. I might add that the costs vary from place to place. That is what we are doing 
for round six, and round five is under the established program—I cannot answer why the City of Belmont did not 
apply or did not respond. I cannot even say whether they were one of the 89 applicants but they did not get the 
program for a variety of reasons. I urge the city to apply for round six.  

The expenditure review committee has asked the Public Utilities Office to respond to the ERA’s 
recommendation and look at how sites are chosen on technical grounds—what is meant by “age and condition of 
the grid”. The Public Utilities Office is to address, then recommend to me—then back to the Economic and 
Expenditure Reform Committee—the proposed change in funding arrangements. Right now, the funding is 
provided on a per house basis, irrespective of the value of the house or property; the EERC has recommended 
that we consider variable charging, dependent on the value of the property. We will look at that. I expect a 
response quite soon from the office; we will put it to the EERC to look at, and then a cabinet decision will be 
made on it.  

I might add that I am fully aware of some of the technical details. Parkwood north and Wilson in my electorate 
have been chosen by the City of Canning, and both are very controversial. The majority, I think, of people want 
it, but a vocal and sizeable minority do not because they do not think it will pay for itself or that they can afford 
it. For other places in my electorate that already have it, such as Rossmoyne and Shelley, there was not an issue; 
they wanted it. The properties are of a higher value and people have higher incomes, and often people in 
retirement are not looking to sell and are not concerned about the value of the property.  

This is a vexed issue, and we will address the valuation issues. I cannot say what we are going to do—it will be a 
cabinet decision—but we are looking at the EERC’s suggestion and we will address it and get back to the 
member.  
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