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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Ken Travers) in the chair. 

Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Eighth Report - Matters Referred to the Committee and 
Other Miscellaneous Matters 

Resumed from 3 May. 

Consideration of the report postponed until after consideration of order of the day 171, on motion by 
Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 

Damage to Government Schools - Reduction - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 

Resumed from 25 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I move -  

That the ministerial statement be noted.  

I stood because I did not think anyone else was going to stand and I wish to make a couple of comments on this 
matter.  In the absence of Hon Peter Collier, who is the opposition spokesman on education, I believe this 
statement should not go without some comment.  This statement and the statement of 26 May 2005 on the 
schoolyard blitz, listed as order 67 on the notice paper and due for consideration soon, were made by the then 
new Minister for Education and Training.  She was in the first few months of her appointment and was flushed 
with the excitement of becoming a minister.  She has since made many statements on many things.  This was just 
one of them.  It should be noted that the minister was very quick to score a political point.  It must be noted also 
that the minister drew a rather long bow when she quoted figures on RiskCover claims regarding malicious 
damage and graffiti at schools.  I hope that over the next few years the minister continues to publish the figures 
on graffiti.  I think she will find that they are subject to a normal varying cycle throughout the years rather than a 
downward trend.  If they are following a downward trend, it is a good trend.  I can recall that when the coalition 
was in government Hon Richard Court, the then Premier, established a graffiti task force to tackle the issue of 
graffiti.  It seems that this government is reaping much of the benefit of that process.  The minister was drawing 
an extremely long bow in claiming that the government had been solely responsible for the figures she 
mentioned.  

I have another question that the minister may or may not be able to answer.  I hope the administration will take 
into account and use an anti-graffiti polymer on many of these areas that are affected by graffiti.  I mention it 
because my, I guess, future son-in-law is an artist in Melbourne, and is commissioned to paint murals on public 
buildings throughout many parts of Melbourne and Victoria.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Isn’t that a graffiti artist?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No.  He’s not a graffiti artist; he paints murals for government agencies and 
corporations in Melbourne.  
Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Like signage? 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, but they are murals on public buildings.  
Hon Paul Llewellyn:  It is graffiti. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is not graffiti; it is public art.  He always finishes his work with an anti-graffiti 
polymer at a slightly extra cost.  The polymer prevents the application of graffiti on those buildings well into the 
future.  He told me that he was very frustrated because he has suggested that measure several times to the 
authorities in Victoria.  However, in their short-sightedness, they will not accept that an anti-graffiti polymer 
should be applied to many other areas of public buildings and utilities.  In areas that are constantly graffitied - 
schools that are accessible to graffiti artists are in that category - the anti-graffiti polymer would be a very wise 
investment for the state to consider. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank Hon Barry House for his contribution to this debate.  I support the 
motion to note this statement.  It was a very good story and that is why we drew it to the public’s attention.  The 
achievement of these figures does not happen in isolation.  Obviously, there is a broader strategy.  Hon Barry 
House mentioned graffiti in terms of malicious damage, vandalism, etc, and it must be considered in that context.  
The government is certainly committed to improving the figures further.  Like any organisation, we want to 
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reach a point at which we minimise or eliminate break and entry occurrences, arson, burglary, graffiti, malicious 
damage or vandalism at government schools.  Although those sorts of damage are covered by insurance, they 
often cause major inconvenience and put the students’ learning programs at some risk.  Disruption in schools is 
not good.  Our objective is to continue to work with communities to try to reduce all these things.  However, it is 
a challenge and it is one to which the government will continue to be committed. 
Unfortunately, most of the break and enters and thefts are done, as a general rule, by people from outside the 
school rather than by people from inside the school.  It is very hard to quarantine school and education facilities 
from crime because schools are an extension of the community and are, therefore, impacted upon in the same 
way as are other community facilities.  How do we respond?  The argument has been put forward that schools 
should be fenced off from the community to make it harder for people to have access to the school grounds.  
That has been proposed on numerous occasions as one way of keeping out those who engage in very antisocial 
behaviour.  I know that certain schools are fenced.  However, as a general rule, I am a great supporter of schools 
being an integral part of the community.  Schools and the community should share facilities, and I encourage 
communities to be a part of the school and schools to be a part of the community because I believe that only then 
will we get the absolute best education outcomes.  There is no doubt that if the community is interested in what 
is going on in a school, the community takes pride in the school and supports the school in fundraising events or 
attending performances put on by the school, much better educational outcomes will be achieved.  In my view, 
the students then feel that they are being given the public recognition that is very important and community 
support also lifts the spirits of teachers.  Therefore, my belief is that fencing schools sends the wrong message to 
the community; that is, the school does not want the community to be involved.  In looking at what we can do to 
improve educational outcomes for indigenous students and encouraging indigenous parents to be involved in the 
lives of schoolchildren in the school environment, our research has shown that a major benefit for indigenous 
students is provided.  We will continue with that approach, whether it is to indigenous or non-indigenous 
communities.  Our greatest priority is to have the best educational outcomes as possible for all students.  We 
recognise some of the problems that schools have to put up with, including arson and break and enters, but we 
are working very hard to minimise those.  However, in responding to that, I would not like to see our schools 
isolated from the broader community.  I am a supporter of an integrated model for schools and the community to 
maximise the benefits to both through a spirit of cooperation.   
We have allocated $1 billion over the next fours, or during this term of government, to the building of new 
schools and upgrading and maintaining older schools.  There is no doubt that new schools experience much less 
vandalism than older, more decrepit, rundown schools in which the school or general community has no great 
sense of pride.  Therefore, when the community is given something that it can value and in which it can take 
pride, the chances of that asset being vandalised diminish.  We hope that building the 39 new schools will also 
assist in our strategy of reducing the antisocial behaviour and illegal activities of some people.  I will not go 
much further with this.  I thank Hon Barry House for his contribution to the debate and in particular for his 
interest in education in this state generally. 
Question put and passed. 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Eleventh Report - Alcoa Refinery at Wagerup Inquiry - 

Motion 

Resumed from 3 May on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson - 
That the report be noted. 

HON LOUISE PRATT:  When I last spoke on this report, I reflected on the standing committee’s work and its 
role in influencing the government and Alcoa to respond to the concerns of the community and the workers.  
Notably, the committee negatively and positively impacted on Alcoa’s operations.  Alcoa has adjusted its 
operations to a significant degree as a result of community activism, complaints, media attention, government 
intervention and the committee’s inquiry.  Alcoa has a new emphasis on community relations and giving 
legitimate acknowledgment to the significant concerns raised by the community.  Alcoa made a significant 
investment, to the tune of many millions of dollars, in minimising emissions, and it re-examined buffer zones.  
Notwithstanding these efforts, however, Alcoa’s operations have had a significant impact on the amenity of the 
local community.  Land prices in many instances have fallen when, in other areas in the south west, they have 
increased to a significant degree.  The community has been challenged with issues of needing to maintain a 
critical mass at schools and enough population for local services, and there is still a significant level of concern 
about the amenity in the local area. 
It is interesting to note that complaints after the investment by Alcoa in emissions reduction technology and 
some expansion in production are now largely based on noise and not emission problems.  That means that it has 
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been largely successful in investing in emissions reduction, but also, notably, that expansion has seen an increase 
in other community impacts such as noise.   

Hon Paul Llewellyn interjected. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Scientifically, it has been successful in reducing emissions and the reported impacts.  
That is not to say that that is the definitive answer.  Community and government monitoring of emissions is 
ongoing.  I am reflecting on 2004 when the committee reported as the point that we got up to at that time.   

For the past few years, Yarloop and Waroona have demonstrated serious lessons in government, corporate and 
community relations.  Alcoa is a big business and big employer but the local community is distressed.  There is 
an important demand on government to protect public health and community amenity.  The government has 
responded by facilitating community involvement, bringing together Alcoa, the community and the government 
to make up the tripartite group, which is a round table to look at these issues.  The tripartite group has not been 
without its own controversies, in that some people have placed a level of trust in the process and others have 
issues with it.  The community relations need to be emphasised on an ongoing basis. 

Hon Barry House:  Do you support the proposal to abandon Yarloop altogether and create a new town site? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I believe that those issues need to be worked through with the local community and 
that that should be placed in the hands of the local community.  I have not had significant involvement in this 
issue since 2004.  At that point the community was very much divided between those who wanted to leave the 
area, and did so, and those who wanted to stay and make an ongoing investment in the area.  These are never 
easy questions to resolve.  I believe that that issue needs to be resolved in consultation with the local community.  
Whichever way it goes, it will not be an easy decision for anyone, even for those who are clear about the kind of 
direction they would like to take.  Hon Barry House’s interjection surely highlights the very strong need to work 
hard to maintain engagement with all stakeholders, particularly bearing in mind the significant degree of 
alienation and isolation which many people in the community have felt and which some continue to feel. 
Even with a 500-page report, we all knew that this was not an issue that would disappear overnight.  To some 
extent, perhaps the pointy end of many of these issues is still to come.  Alcoa’s Wagerup refinery has been an 
issue of conflict ever since it began operating.  I recall having conversations with Hon Chrissy Sharp, who 
participated in protests, as did our other Greens comrades in the chamber.  That is no surprise.  They were also 
participants in protests against the location of the refinery more than 20 years ago.  Upon reflection, I probably 
support their initial opposition to the current location of the refinery, because air modelling has shown that it is 
not a well-located refinery.  Perhaps some of the impacts that have been felt by the local communities would not 
have been so harsh if those issues had been considered initially.  Indeed, one of the recommendations of the 
committee was that any future industrial development on that scale that was likely to have an emissions profile 
would need adequate dispersion and air modelling.   

Members will be aware that an expansion proposal is in place.  It is important to note that, according to page 376 
of the committee’s report, Mr Osborn from Alcoa gave evidence to this effect -  

Alcoa has committed that we would only consider expansion of the refinery when there was broad 
community and government support. 
We will continue to work with the Government and the community in the long-term planning for the 
future of Yarloop and the surrounding region. 

Notwithstanding the comments of Mr Osborn and Alcoa, clearly industry will have its own agenda, with its 
economic interests at heart.  It will still be very much up to the government and the local community to ensure 
that community and health interests are served in the consideration of any expansion.  We also need to continue 
to put pressure on Alcoa, because if any expansion goes ahead and the community decides it wants to stay, the 
expansion needs to happen in the context of managing local impacts, otherwise Alcoa will need to provide 
adequate reimbursement to citizens who will be forced to move.  These issues are still very open to debate. 

Hon Giz Watson:  And relocate the workers. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Off site. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes.  Clearly, there are significant on-site industrial health issues also.  Significant 
issues remain to be resolved before any expansion can be considered.  It is worth noting the significant number 
of appeals against the expansion that are currently before government.  I note that the Minister for the 
Environment recently visited the refinery and Yarloop.  He is actively looking at the range of issues that have 
been raised in the appeals.  The minister, Mark McGowan, has re-emphasised the role of the tripartite group in 
bringing together the community, Alcoa and the government in a process to resolve these issues.  It is his view 
that close and transparent community consultation is required, and that the Department of Environment will need 
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to continue to ensure that stakeholders are kept informed of all developments and issues surrounding the 
refinery.  We have come a long way towards there being a legitimate engagement between the government, the 
community and Alcoa.  That is necessarily so because of the significant breakdown in relations and the level of 
mistrust.  To show the kind of engagement that is taking place, members may or may not be aware that not only 
is the Department of Environment collecting air samples, but also the local community is engaged in monitoring 
emissions, as well as reporting other impacts. 

For me, this inquiry was a serious lesson in paying proper attention to issues of industrial pollution and the way 
in which they impacted upon the psyche of the community, public amenity, land prices and not only public 
health, but also the health of the community in a community sense.  Alcoa is a big company of significant 
economic interest to the state.  However, nothing should come before the health and welfare of the local 
community and the workers.   

I give thanks to all those who gave evidence, which for many was under very emotional and trying 
circumstances.  Notwithstanding the considerable efforts of the committee, which raised a large number of 
issues, and the fact that the government generally supported 28 of the 29 recommendations that the committee 
made, it is clear now in 2006, having moved on from 2004, that many of the issues still remain outstanding, 
particularly the community interest versus the company interest and the way in which the government needs to 
be involved and to monitor that. 

In conclusion, I reiterate that we need to take issues of industrial pollution seriously.  They have been raised in 
the public’s mind now more than ever before, in particular because of the impact of emissions in places such as 
Waroona and Yarloop, and also other places in Western Australia.  We now have a much greater understanding 
of how chemical compounds in the air can affect the health of people in local communities.  It is something to 
which the government will need to pay further attention.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is true to say that the involvement of the Greens (WA), and particularly of the 
honourable member on my left and I, in the issue of the Wagerup alumina refinery goes back a long way.  In 
fact, our involvement goes back to the original proposal for the refinery.  Over the years there has been an 
incremental increase in the refinery’s capacity and it is of no surprise to anyone who is an observer of the 
environmental conditions at Wagerup and the scale of this industry that there have been long-term 
environmental, economic and health impacts.   

I will briefly refer to the terms of reference.  How many minutes do we have left for this debate?   

The CHAIRMAN (Hon Ray Halligan):  We have 15 minutes left.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I want to leave some time for Hon Giz Watson to make some comments.  The 
terms of reference of the committee were to investigate concerns regarding the Aluminium Company of 
America - that is, Alcoa - refinery at Wagerup with specific regard to environmental impact, occupational health 
and safety, public health, loss of amenity, social impact and adequacy of its regulatory regimes covering this 
issue.  It seems to me that, perhaps correctly, the report is hung up on the occupational health and safety and 
public health issues.  Many of the contextual environmental issues have been lost.   

I will give a brief rundown from a submission that I made to the Environmental Protection Authority on the 
Wagerup inquiry.  It is true that Alcoa - the Aluminium Company of America that is often known as Alcoa 
Australia - is a very large international company with an extraordinarily damaging environmental history and a 
long history of managing public conflicts in a devious way.   

Hon Barry House:  Environmental activism. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Environmental activism was sparked by a book called Fluoridation and Truth 
Decay.  I think it was published in 1969.  That book plotted the history of the Aluminium Company of America 
deceiving the people of America into disposing of hydrofluoric acid into their dams because it was good for 
them; it was good for their teeth.  I will not go into that book because it is on the public record.  However, Alcoa 
has a very long history of manipulating communities.   

Hon Barry House:  It also has a history of being a good corporate citizen.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It does spend some money on improving its image.   
My submission stated that Alcoa’s refinery is implicated in the major health impact on local communities, 
environmental impacts from toxic spills, in air pollution events and irreparable damage to the jarrah wood 
ecology.  The operation consumes a disproportionately large amount of Western Australia’s natural gas reserves 
and produces a commensurate volume of greenhouse gas emissions.  The expanded Wagerup operation will 
consume 15 gigalitres of water per annum, which is approximately equal to one-third of the entire output of the 
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proposed desalination plant.  This government is now spending millions of dollars to produce a desalination 
plant, and that water will be given to Alcoa to mix with its bauxite.  Alumina refining leaves a long-term 
environmental legacy of caustic red mud to be stored in perpetuity, placing ground water at risk and resulting in 
dangerous caustic clouds if they are not permanently watered down.  Hectares, even square kilometres, of caustic 
red mud have to be disposed of, leaving long-term environmental legacies.  On these grounds alone the 
expansion of the operation at the Wagerup alumina refinery should not be approved.  Leaving aside the health 
and environmental impacts and basing our concerns on a straightforward environmental legacy that will be left 
to the community, we should seriously consider not expanding it but winding back its operations to make sure 
that it operates in a more responsible way.   
In my submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, I said that we tend to forget that Wagerup is just 
one refinery in a series of refineries, including the Worsley, Pinjarra and Kwinana refineries, which form one of 
the biggest conglomerates of alumina processing in the world.  We are producing in excess of 20 per cent - 
possibly 40 per cent when the refinery is expanded - of the world’s alumina.  The reason for that is that Alcoa 
has been given low-cost access to bauxite resources, water resources and gas resources, as well as the 
infrastructure that enables it to export its product.  In addition to that, we have allowed it to discharge the 
emissions, at below world standards for emissions, onto our local communities.  It is a bit of a holiday for that 
company.  To call this place a banana republic is absolutely right.  No other country in the world has given Alcoa 
the kind of financial, economic and environmental holiday that it has been given in Western Australia.  Members 
need go only to the state agreement act to see that Alcoa is creaming it in Western Australia.   
I will skip over the greenhouse gas emissions and the fact that Alcoa consumes 60 per cent of the gas from the 
North West Shelf.  When the pipeline was first established, it consumed something like 90 per cent of the gas.  
This industry in Wagerup cannot expand without it having a greater impact.  We already have a known 
environmental impact, known health impact and known emissions that are causing damage to the community 
today.  We cannot expand that facility without reducing the impact.  There is the concept of the assimilative 
capacity of the environment; that is, the rate at which the environment can absorb the emissions we are putting 
into it.  The assimilative capacity of the environment is particularly sensitive to air pollution emissions.  The 
behaviour of the air shed around Wagerup was known to be problematic; it was known that that pollution would 
go into an inversion layer and come down to land on communities in high concentrations.  On average, the air 
quality in that region is good.  On specific occasions the plume of pollution comes down and fumigates local 
communities.  It can be controlled, firstly, by reducing the amount of emissions coming out of the stack and, 
secondly, by reducing the total volume of that pollution.  We cannot resolve the cumulative environmental 
impact from the greenhouse gas emissions, but we can control the amount of pollution that is hitting local 
communities.   
Dr Christine Sharp submitted a minority report on the Wagerup inquiry.  This inquiry called for a full-scale 
independent modelling by the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation to establish the air 
shed characteristics.  That modelling has not yet taken place.  The breakdown of community confidence in 
science is an indictment of Western Australia.  It is utterly inappropriate for the government to allow the 
continued expansion of the Wagerup refinery. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  In the brief amount of time available I want first to congratulate the Standing Committee 
on Environment and Public Affairs on the report.  It was a long time in the making but it is a significant report in 
the history of Western Australia, particularly for the issues surrounding industrial pollution.  I want to 
concentrate on chapter 4, which covers the issue of public health.  Members may be aware that my particular 
interest with Wagerup is the impact of the refinery on people who are suffering from multiple chemical 
sensitivity.  At page 132 the committee reported - 

The Committee believes that the emissions from Alcoa’s Wagerup refinery are likely to have been 
trigger events which have caused some people to suffer from multiple chemical sensitivity.  Many of 
these people continue to experience ill health. 

This is at the very core of what triggered this report.  It is at the very core of the continuing problems and distress 
of not only residents but also a considerable number of workers in and around the Wagerup site.  Hon Paul 
Llewellyn has alluded to the fact that it was known in 1978 that this site was located in an area of the scarp that 
causes temperature inversions.  I am sure that is one of the major contributions to the significant events that 
effect people.  The report does not doubt that members of the community are being affected by a cocktail of 
chemicals originating from the Wagerup refinery. 

I want to shift straight to the question of whether, in the light of this report, the government has taken on the 
report’s recommendations, the committee’s very detailed work and the submissions it heard from local doctors 
who have been working with residents and workers.  The doctors describe “a striking temporal relationship to 
exposures to refinery emissions, notably oxalate, caustic and liquor burning fumes.”  The symptoms that people 
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are experiencing include “lethargy, fatigue, headaches, epistaxis (bleeding from the nose), sore eyes, nose and 
throat, breathing difficulties, abdominal discomfort, urinary frequency, nocturia (which is getting up many times 
at night to go to the toilet), myalgia and cognitive dysfunction (difficulty with mental function) and sensitivity to 
various chemicals.” 

I do not think that anybody these days denies that people are experiencing these symptoms.  What remains in 
doubt is the scientific link between those chemicals and those symptoms.  We are finding neither the government 
nor Alcoa is positively receiving the report’s recommendations and the urging from the community.   

As for the proposed expansion of the refinery, it is worth looking at a comment by one of the people who made 
submissions to the inquiry.  He is an occupational physician who has had a lot to do with trying to bring to the 
attention of the public the suffering of people with multiple chemical sensitivity.  Professor Andrew Harper, 
when referring to the Environmental Protection Authority recommendations on the expansion of the refinery, 
wrote - 

My opinion as an Occupational and Public Health Physician is that the EPA’s recommendations fail to 
protect community health and the environment for the following reasons. 

. . .  

The EPA proposes that health surveys be used prior to and following expansion however . . .  
(a) . . . The manner in which the results will be employed is not addressed. 
(b) Health surveys are suitable to measure prevalence of disease but not causation.  The EPA has 

not addressed the matter of how a single prevalence survey prior to implementation will 
contribute to decision making. 

(c) Health surveys have not been shown to be effective in identifying the complex health data 
needed to diagnose the type of chemical injuries associated with Wagerup. 

(d) Health surveys provide population estimates of disease occurrence and are at risk of missing 
pockets of illness in small subgroups such as those susceptible to chemical injury.  The risk of 
underestimation has not been addressed. 

(e) The type of protective public health strategies required in this context are screening for 
susceptible individuals and case finding.  Neither of these aspects have been addressed and for 
neither is a health survey the appropriate instrument. 

He went on to refer to best practice in pollution control equipment.  He wrote - 
As a minimum, the community should expect best practice in pollution control equipment.  However, 
the EPA in stipulating this as a requirement, is not recommending a proven protection to the 
community.  For years the best equipment in pollution control has been employed at Wagerup yet this 
has failed to prevent occurrence of further illness from chemical injury. 

He referred to the problem and the solution when he wrote - 
The history of Wagerup since 1996 has been marked by a number of notable problems.  These problems 
(illness, community disruption, meteorological inversions, GLC insensitivity, scientific uncertainty over 
illness causation, ineffectiveness of pollution control measures) are of central importance to the 
Wagerup Proposal.  Despite this, these problems have not been systematically defined by either Alcoa 
or the EPA.  No solution has been proposed and yet expansion of Wagerup is being recommended. 

I will conclude with his final recommendations, which are - 
1. The health and environmental impact of the Wagerup Plant be defined comprehensively. 
2. Alcoa be requested to address the health and environmental problems in terms of 

rehabilitation. 
3. Guidelines be defined for industrial expansion submissions which address the need for 

comprehensive coverage of health and environmental issues. 

Question put and passed. 
Bridgetown Bypass Road - Budget Allocation - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

Resumed from 25 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I move - 
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That the ministerial statement be noted.   
I move this because it will allow me to make some comments in response to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure.  Her statement, delivered by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure, tells us that the impact of heavy vehicle traffic passing through Bridgetown along Hampton Street 
has been a major issue of concern to the Bridgetown community for many years.  Indeed, it has.  Some 
government should do something about it.  The minister’s statement of 25 May 2005 does refer to this.  The 
minister said - 

. . . when this government late last year committed to rescue the south west rail line and build a new 
intermodal freight terminal at North Greenbushes, it became obvious that Bridgetown would experience 
an increase in heavy haulage and that the bypass must be built. 

Is that not clever?  Of course it is obvious that there would be an increase in heavy haulage along that road and 
of course it was obvious that the bypass must be built.  Roads get built all the time.  On page 664 of the 2005-06 
budget papers, which sometimes reflect an inexact science, are some details of some roadworks that I will refer 
to in a moment.  The road funding fact sheet accompanying the budget papers for that year outlines some details 
of the government trumpeting what it is doing and how much money it is spending on roads that just have to be 
built.  I will mention a few of them.   
During 2005-06, funding for major road projects included $12.1 million for the Karratha-Tom Price link road 
stage 2; $9.3 million for the Great Eastern Highway-Hines Hill Road to Merredin stretch; and $6.9 million for 
the Great Eastern Highway to Walgoolan stretch.  Indeed, roads that are necessary do get built from time to time, 
which is how it should be.  In the previous reference I gave on page 664 are other references to roadworks to be 
carried out, but these are to be carried out under the Safer Roads program.  The Safer Roads program is worth 
$80 million over four years; in other words, $20 million a year.  Hopefully, the program will go for four years 
before this government siphons off the money to somewhere else, as we have seen it done in many other areas.  
Therefore, in 2005-06, $20 million will be allocated to the Safer Roads program.  The Safer Roads program is 
for initiatives such as those listed on page 664.  For example, $500 000 to install audible edge lines along Albany 
Highway from Cranbrook to Albany; that is, half a million dollars, or one fortieth, of the $20 million will be 
used for that single, worthy project to install a rumble strip along that stretch of Albany Highway.  All members 
would appreciate that a rumble strip along the edge of country roads is a very good safety mechanism.  It is cost-
effective and unquestionably prevents people from running off roads and having crashes.  That is the sort of 
initiative contained in the Safer Roads program.  I will mention some others.  For example, $250 000 was to be 
spent at Canning Highway, Palmyra to install pedestrian access; $150 000 at Cockburn Road, Coogee to install 
pedestrian access; and $250 000 at the intersection of the Fremantle Road-Mandurah bypass to install pedestrian 
access, obviously to make crossing that particular road safer by putting in measures to do so.  I do not know 
whether that was for an overpass, an underpass, a crosswalk or special lights. 
At various places along rural state roads the government was going to spend $3 million out of the budgeted 
$20 million installing wire rope barriers.  Wire rope barriers, members will know, are also a very useful safety 
initiative and clearly fit into the Safer Roads program.  There are other examples, of course, that add up to the 
$20 million to be spent under the Safer Roads program.  All of them are quite separate from spending money 
building the Karratha-Tom Price link road stage 2, Roe Highway and all the rest of it, as they come under road 
building funds, as opposed to funding for targeted projects under the Safer Roads program.  I therefore thought it 
pretty amazing to note what the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure had the 
gall to say as she proceeded with her statement.  Bear in mind that this statement was made in May 2005.  She 
had just told us about how the government had saved the railway and all of that.  Then she told us in the second 
paragraph that over the Christmas break the minister had visited Bridgetown at the invitation of the shire 
president.  Is that not nice?  Over the Christmas break, at the invitation of Shire President Rob Walster, the 
minister tripped down to Bridgetown on a royal visit to be walked over the proposal to build the road and the rail 
reserve, and I gave my support to it. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you saying she shouldn’t have gone? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, what I am saying is that she was disingenuous and full of nonsense, as are many 
government members; as was Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, as we saw with her histrionic performance a little while 
ago; and as was the former police minister, who resigned in disgrace just yesterday after a litany of lies and 
deceit had been exposed.   However, let us look at how disingenuous the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
was.  Over the 2004-05 Christmas break she went to Bridgetown - that was the election period.  That was some 
Christmas break.  Did any member of this place waltz down to Bridgetown over the Christmas break to have tea 
and bikkies with the shire president? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, it was not.  To go down there and start promising all sorts of money was an 
election campaign stunt.  Government members should not have come back to this place in May after the 
election talking about how over the Christmas break they had gone to Bridgetown to inspect a few things. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You might think you’re God but you can’t shift Christmas. 

Hon Kate Doust:  Don’t encourage him. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  She has to encourage me.  She cannot possibly discourage me, so what other option 
has she got?  The point is that this is the sort of inanity that encourages members to digress.  It comes from the 
same sort of stupid mentality of government members.  They will not take responsibility for the rotten 
government of which Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is part; a government that increasingly relies on its disingenuous 
comments, its lies and its deceit for what it does and how it presents itself. 

I will finish my remarks and get to the point, as I must respond to this statement.  It must be noted that over that 
Christmas break the good old Minister for Planning and Infrastructure was down in Bridgetown election 
campaigning.  She was profligate with casting around money for whatever needed money thrown at it.  That is 
what she was doing.  Over the break she just happened to be in Bridgetown.  What did she do?  She advised, as 
she said in this statement, that $10 million had been allocated in 2006-07 to build the Bridgetown bypass road.  
That is pretty substantial money for a substantial and necessary project.  She announced it, as she might when it 
was convenient to do so, when she was in Bridgetown over the Christmas break and when it happened to be 
during a general election.  She just happened to be there and said, “Look, here is $10 million to fund this road 
that’s long overdue.” 

Hon Kate Doust:  Was this last year or this year? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This was last year. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  He’s not up to this year yet. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is that not great - $10 million?  Guess what? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  According to the statement, the $10 million did not come from general road funds.  I 
will look with interest to see what is in the budget tomorrow.  The money to fund this election promise - let us 
face it, it was on the eve of an election - did not come from the normal revenue stream for road construction or 
road maintenance, as it should have from this government that is awash with money; no, it came from the Safer 
Roads program.  That is, half of the money for the project, which was available this financial year, has come 
from the Safer Roads program, which is clearly not where it should have come from. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

 


