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Dear Mr Grant
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL STANDING ORDER 337,
REPORT 18 INQUIRY INTO DEEP SEWERAGE IN THE COCKBURN AREA
Thank you for your letter dated 18 December 2009 requesting my response to the
findings and recommendations contained in the report.
I recognise the long term benefits the Infill Sewerage Program provides for health, the
environment and urban development including the protection and improvement of water
quality in ground and surface resources. I support the continuation of the program and
this is being discussed within the context of State budget priorities .
The Infill Sewerage Program for existing urban areas is subject to the availability of
funding over time and as such planning, budgeting and implementation for different
areas within the State will need to be prioritised.
In addition, I recommend that in the event that the Infill program is funded the
Department of Water, Water .Corporation and Department of Health review potential
areas and priorities for infill sewerage, with strategic advice from the Infrastructure
Coordinating Committee of the Western Australian Planning Commission.
My response to the findings and recommendations of Report 18 are given in the
attached appendices.
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ATTACHMENT 1
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF REPORT 18:
INQUIRY INTO DEEP SEWERAGE IN THE COCKBURN AREA
Recommendation 1: The Committee recommends that the Water Corporation
commences and completes the Infill Sewerage Program in the City of Cockburn as soon
as possible.

The Water Corporation (Corporation) is currently implementing the remaining projects in
the City of Cockburn. Tenders were advertised on 17 November 2009, and work on site
starts in February 2010.
Recommendation 2: The Committee recommends that the Government funds the
Water Corporation to commence work on the Infill Sewerage Program project area
known as Ravenswood West Murray 2A in the Shire of Murray as soon as possible or,
at the latest, in its 2010-11 budget.

The Corporation will review Ravenswood West Murray 2A in response to this
recommendation. The situation at Ravenswood West Murray 2A with respect to high
water tables, poor water quality in surrounding waterways and septic tank management
issues is understood and is the reason that the project is on the Infill Sewerage
Program.
Recommendation 3: The Committee recommends the Minister for Water allocates
funds to the Water Corporation in the 2010-11 budget to continue the Infill Sewerage
Program .

. The continuation of the infill program is being discussed within the context of State
budget priorities.
Recommendation 4: The Committee recommends that funds appropriated to the Infill
Sewerage Program be allocated to a special purpose account for the Infill Sewerage
Program or quarantined to the Infill Sewerage program by some other means~

The management of funding is at the State Government's discretion. However, the
concept of a special purpose account appears to have merit and will be investigated
within the context of State budget processes.
Recommendation 5: The Committee recommends that the Water Corporation reviews
the expected completion dates of all project areas in the Infill Sewerage Program and
drafts a new priority list of all project areas based on health, environmental and
development criteria.

The Infill program was established in 1994 with a budget of $800m (1994 dollars) to
deliver some 100,000 property connections in Perth and regional centres throughout
Western Australia. At the time, there were some 150,000 properties on septic tanks in
Perth alone (an unknown number in the regional centres) and it was recognised that not
all connections could or should be completed.
The completion of the infill program has been taken to be the completion of
100,000 property connections. A planned schedule of prioritised projects will form part
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of the Corporation annual reporting once the State budget again supports the Infill
program .
The determination of the order of project priority has always been set in accordance
with public health criteria (weighted 3) environmental criteria (weighted 1.5) and
development criteria (weighted 1). These weightings have driven appropriate project
priorities and ranking since 1994, and unless the weightings are altered, no changed or
new priority can be expected to emerge from a review. However, the Committee has
recommended a review and this matter is further discussed in the response to
Recommendation 6.
The expected completion dates for the remaining projects is reliant on funding still to be
determined as part of State budget priorities. Please note the following:
• Program funding remaining at the time of program deferral was $85m. The funds
would have allowed the completion of approximately 6,140 lots at a planned
expenditure of $14,000/10t. Therefore, agreed Infill program funding was sufficient to
complete 96,000 lots (the already completed lots, plus the programmed lots), with
funding for the 4,000-lot balance to be discussed as part of future budget
considerations .
• In rough terms if the Infill program is funded at a level of $20m per year, the
Corporation would expect to complete some 1,500 lot connections per year and the
remaining program would take some seven years to complete, assuming price levels
remain similar to those of 2008/09 .
Recommendation 6: The Committee recommends that the Water Corporation reviews
whether metropolitan and regional residential lots not currently part of the Infill
Sewerage Program should be included in the Infill Sewerage Program based on health,
environmental and development criteria.
There are currently a number of areas not part of the current Infill program that will not
be addressed by the Infill program. These areas are generally in the following
categories:
• Part of the estimated 50,000 metropolitan lots identified as part of the initial
Program which were thought to be either too difficult, expensive or not
appropriate target areas for the Infill program.
• Light industrial areas within Perth and some regional centres.
• Areas identified by the Department of Health (DoH) in their 2006 review of the
Metropolitan and Regional areas as high priority and which were not on the Infill
program as projects and
• Small country towns.
There are a number of reasons that projects in these areas are not included in the Infill
program. It is recognised that health, environment and development circumstances
since the initial program was set up may have changed. A review of these areas will be
conducted in the event that the Infill program is funded, which will be submitted for
discussion and possible funding as part of budget processes.
As part of this review, the priorities used to rank the projects need to be confirmed. The
program priorities are set by consideration of relative weighting criteria (Health 3;
Environment 1.5; Development 1). The review will consider the weightings, recently
published Water Quality Improvement Plans and alternative sewerage options and
service providers in areas not considered viable for deep sewerage due to servicing and
budget constraints e.g. alternative treatment units for rural town sites.
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This review will be managed by the Department of Water (DoW), the Corporation and
DoH with strategic advice from the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee of the
Western Australian Planning Commission and the Department of Planning, Department
of Environment and Conservation and the Swan River Trust.
The terms of the review will be determined when the Infill Program is again funded and
will be guided by the Recommendations of the Report 18 of the Standing Committee.

Recommendation 7: The Committee recommends that the Minister for Water
determines and publishes an estimated budget and schedule for the completion of al/
project areas in the Infill Sewerage Program.
The budget (and therefore schedule) for the Infill Sewerage program is being discussed
Depending upon the outcome of these
as part of the State budget process.
discussions, a preliminary schedule for these connections will be published following the
review that has been discussed in the response to Recommendation 6.
The Infill program was established in 1994 with a budget of $800m (1994 dollars) to
deliver some 100,000 property connections in Perth and regional centres throughout
Western Australia. At the time, it was recognised that not all connections could be
done, and there were 150,000 properties in Perth alone, and an unknown number in the
regional centres, that relied on septic tanks. Completion of the Infill Program has been
defined as completion of 100,000 connections, although this question will be answered
by the review discussed under Recommendation 6.
Note that the program budget is prepared over a five-year term, as is the preliminary
project schedule. Detailed project schedules are prepared over a shorter term (two to
. three years). This is appropriate, as project circumstances change over time and
defining projects more than two years into the future results in expenditure on
investigations, design and approvals that expire and would need to be repeated.
Projects within the program are identified for funding in any particular year based upon
additional considerations, which include capital efficiency, contracting circumstances
and opportunities that arise from time to time. Projects are not usually finalised in terms
of budget or schedule until they are within two years of construction.

Recommendation 8: The Committee recommends that the Minister for Water seeks
Royalties for Regions funding for the infill sewerage Program and supports any
Royalties for Regions application seeking to provide deep sewerage to regional areas.
Royalties for Regions funds are specifically for new projects in support of regional
development. Accordingly, none of the already-identified Infill Sewer projects can be
funded under this program. However, areas not on the Infill program that require infill
projects (because of changed health, environment or development circumstances, for
example) may well be able to access Royalties for Regions funding. The discontinued
Small Country Towns Sewerage Schemes program may be able to access these funds.
It is anticipated that following the review (Recommendation 6) that some new projects
will be identified, which may also be able to access Royalties for Regions funds.

Recommendation 9: The Committee recommends that the Water Corporation details
the progress of the Infill Sewerage Program in their Annual Reports. The Annual Report
should detail:
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1. project areas completed in the last financial year.
2. project areas commenced or continued in the last financial year.
3. project areas scheduled to commence in the next financial year.
4. any significant delays in the Infill sewerage Program in the last financial year and
the reasons for the delay.
5. project areas where work has not yet commenced and, in relation to each project
area, when work is scheduled to commence and the estimated cost of
completing the project area.
6. funds expended on the Infill Sewerage Program in the last financial year.
7. the estimated cost of completing the Infill Sewerage Program and funds allocated
to complete the program.
8. matters likely to effect the funding and progress of the Infill sewerage program;
and
9. any other relevant matter.
The Corporation annual report was developed to report on expenditure and budgets.
Future Infill Annual reports will include the details requested .
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Attachment 2
REPORT 18: INQUIRY INTO DEEP SEWERAGE IN THE COCKBURN AREA FINDINGS

Finding 1: The Committee finds that the Infill Sewerage Program was established in
1994 as a ten year program to eliminate health and environmental risks posed by septic
systems in Perlh and country centres and to assist in orderly development and
redevelopment of land.
No Comment
Finding 2: The Committee finds that budget cuts to the Infill Sewerage Program since
2001 have resulted in the ten year program being extended to a 25 year program and
infill sewerage works in areas being repeatedly delayed.
No Comment
Finding 3: The Committee finds that successive Governments have not prioritised the
deep sewerage needs of many Western Australian residents by not providing
appropriate funding for the Water Corporation to continue the Infill Sewerage Program
since 2001.
The deep sewerage needs of the community are important, as are the needs for clean
drinking water and the maintenance of existing assets . However, in making decisions
as to what assets to invest limited funds upon, the Infill program has been delayed in
the past and is now deferred .
. Finding 4: The Committee finds that when the Infill Sewerage Program was deferred in
its entirety in May 2009, with no funding over the next four years, 11 167 lots in 46
significant projects in Western Australia were deferred.
No comment
Finding 5: The Committee finds that, in addition to the $85 million remaining of the
$800 million initially allocated to the Infill Sewerage Program, the Water Corporation
estimates that a furlher $129 million is required to complete all project areas in the Infill
Sewerage Program.
This is correct if the completion of the Infill program is defined as the completion of
100,000 connections in metropolitan Perth and Regional centres in Western Australia.
Finding 6: The Committee welcomes the Government's decision in November 2009 to
commence the Infill Sewerage Program in the City of Cockburn (in project areas known
as Spearwood 3N, 12P, 16PP and 28A). In November 2009, the Minister for Water
advised that works will begin in approximately two months and be completed by June
2011 .
No comment
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Finding 7: The Committee finds tha.t serious health and environmental risks still exist
with existing septic systems.
Properly designed , correctly installed and maintained septic tank systems provide an
appropriate level of treatment for wastewater flows in many situations. They are also
cheap to install (at approximately $4000/system) as compared to Infill Sewerage
connections, which normally cost between three and five times what a septic tank
connection costs, depending upon project circumstances.
Health and environmental issues arise from time to time when developments are
approved on relatively small lots without due consideration for the geotechnical
circumstances of the area, when septic tanks are not maintained and during periods of
unusually high rainfall. Operational solutions to these issues usually represent a more
efficient use funds than the installation of deep sewers installed by the State.

Finding 8: The Committee finds that problems arising out of not having deep sewerage
are more serious and widespread then initially thought and there is a need for the
Government to review the Infill Sewerage Program.
The Standing Committee has recommended a review of the Infill program , which will be
implemented once funds for the Infill program are again available.

Finding 9: The Committee finds that several areas have significantly worse problems
arising out of not having deep sewerage than in those parts of Spearwood and Coogee,
and the Spearwood areas were one of a number of priorities identified by a Department
of Health review in 2006.
No comment

Finding 10: The Committee finds that the project known as Ravenswood West Murray
2A should be an Infill Sewerage Program priority area for health, environmental and
development reasons. The Water Corporation has estimated that providing deep
sewerage to this area will cost $2.2 million.
The Corporation will review Ravenswood West Murray 2A in response to this
recommendation. The situation at Ravenswood West Murray 2A with respect to high
water tables, poor water quality in surrounding waterways and septic tank management
issues is understood and is the reason that the project is on the Infill Sewerage
Program.

Finding 11: The Committee is concerned that some properties installed temporary
septic systems in the expectation that deep sewerage would be installed in the near
future in accordance with advised Water Corporation timelines.
No comment.
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Finding 12: The Committee finds that the condition of many properties without deep
sewerage is deteriorating and the deferral of the Infill Sewerage program has significant
adverse impacts on these properties.

The principle that the homeowner is responsible for the proper management of
wastewater generated upon the property is sound. This is usually a septic tank
installation, which is a technology that requires regular maintenance, without which the
condition of it and the property may deteriorate. Properly designed, correctly installed
and maintained septic tank systems provide an appropriate level of treatment for
wastewater flows in many situations.
Finding 13: The Committee finds that the lack of deep sewerage adversely affects the
quality of life of residents not provided with the basic infrastructure needs provided to
most Western Australians.

No comment.
Finding 14: The Committee finds that that the lack of deep sewerage inhibits
development in many areas in Western Australia, including Port Hedland and a number
of regional areas.

The Finding is supported; however there are more important considerations than
development opportunities in many areas of Western Australia when determining which
projects can be funded.
The Infill program has a primary focus on public health and environmental
considerations. This is appropriate and the procedure for prioritising the projects
weights Public Health considerations at 3.0, with Environment at 1.5 and Development
, at 1.0. As a result, many areas with high development values rank lower in the project
priority than areas with public health and environmental issues.
This ranking process is the reason that we have prime development land in places like
City Beach, Mandurah and Falcon that have not yet been subject to an infill program.
For example, City Beach is on the deferred program; some areas were dropped from
the program years ago and others did not make the initial program. Development
opportunities are not considered as important an issue as the protection of public health
and the environment.
People who wish to develop have the option of funding any sewerage requirement that
will enable the development to proceed.
Finding 15: The Committee finds that the completion of the Infill Sewerage Program is
of the highest priority.

The continuation of the infill program is being discussed within the context of State
budget priorities
Finding 16: The Committee is not in a position to prioritise the exact order in which the
remaining Infill Sewerage Program project areas should be completed. Determining
priorities involves consideration of a number of factors, including health, environmental
and development issues.

No comment.
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Finding 17: The Committee finds that in a Water Corporation capital works budget of
$3.5 billion over the forward estimates period (2009-10 to 2012-13), the Minister for
Water and Water Corporation did not allocate any of this budget to the Infill Sewerage
Program, which would deliver important health, environmental, development and other
benefits to Western Australia.

The $3.5b budget was set in May 2009 and delivers important health, environmental,
development and other benefits to Western Australia. At the time of the budget, these
benefits were held to be in greater measure than the benefits from the continuation of
the Infill program. The consideration of the relative benefits of the projects funded by
the Corporation's budget are under continual discussion.
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