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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Louise Pratt) in the chair. 

Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations - First Report - Legislative Council Financial 
Processes and Procedures - Motion 

Resumed from 5 April on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the Opposition) - 

That the report be noted. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Honourable members will recall that as I finished my contribution to this debate on 
Wednesday, 5 April, I was rushing to complete the comments I sought to make, which were largely directed 
towards a response to the invitation made to me by the Leader of the Opposition to comment on the future of the 
Legislative Council’s budget.  Of course, I cannot comment on the future of the Legislative Council’s budget 
except to say that, acting on the invitation of the President, I sought to address some of the things about the 
determination of our budget that, as I said on 5 April, were clearly wrong.  However, we will have to wait until 
11 May to determine whether we were successful in that.   
I support the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition that the report be noted.  In relation to the content of 
the report, I note that, at that time, the Acting Clerk advised that the inquiry into the Legislative Council’s 
procedures and processes has in fact increased the accountability of the department and has resulted in additional 
funding being provided.  That is an achievement that was noted at that time.  The question of future funding is, 
of course, something that will not be discovered until the budget is brought down.  I welcome the report and I am 
happy to support the Leader of the Opposition’s motion. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  This is the first report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations.  
As chair of that committee, it is beholden upon me to at least note it.  I thank members for taking the call last 
week to allow the debate to be still alive by the time I returned; otherwise other matters would have taken its 
place.   
The committee decided to undertake this fairly limited but important inquiry into the Legislative Council’s 
financial processes and procedures.  Obviously, part of the impetus was the event that occurred in relation to the 
finances of this house last year.  In light of that, there was a public interest in ensuring that as a standing 
committee that was given the task of looking at financial operations, we did not shy away from looking at the 
financial operations of the Council.  It was timely that the committee did that and it was in the interests of 
Parliament.  Members were interested to get answers to what sort of review of the financial processes within the 
Legislative Council had occurred.  The committee undertook to carry out this inquiry.  It is fair to say that it is a 
relatively short report - a whole four pages.  The report states -  

 5.1 The Committee notes that the Auditor General is undertaking an audit and review of the 
Department and is reassured that any recommendations made will be addressed by the 
Department.  

 5.2 The Committee notes the advice of the Acting Clerk that the Department has reviewed the 
financial processes and procedures of the Department and has put into place a number of 
initiatives that increase the accountability of the Department.  The Committee also notes that it 
is intended to implement further initiatives to further increase accountability. 

 5.3 The Committee is satisfied that actions have been, and are being, taken to address any issues 
that have arisen and that the processes and procedures are adequate to ensure the integrity of 
the Legislative Council. 

 5.4 It is the Committee’s intention to review the implementation of the new accountability 
measures of the Department within the next 12 months. 

That accountability will be forthcoming with the new procedures that have been put in place to assure both 
members and the public that the Legislative Council procedures are now more watertight.  I encourage members 
to read the report if they have not already done so, because it outlines the additional checks and balances that 
have been put in place to ensure accountability.  Neither of the previous speakers mentioned that, so I will refer 
to it at this point.  The Acting Clerk advised the committee that the current processes and policies of the 
Legislative Council were being reviewed by the department.  That review has now occurred.  A number of new 
initiatives, policies and procedures have been implemented to ensure the integrity of the Legislative Council.  A 
number of changes have been made to the management structure of the department.  To provide greater 
transparency and accountability, the Clerk Assistant, the Executive Officer (Committees) and the personal 
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assistant to the President have been appointed as financial managers for the house, its committees and the 
President’s office respectively.  The financial managers are responsible for incurring all accounts prior to 
certification by the accountable officer under the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985, and for 
monitoring and reviewing their budgets and providing regular reports to the accountable officer.  The committee 
also noted that no person alone can now incur and certify an account.   

There has been a change in the policy for the appointment of consultants.  The report states at paragraph 3.5 - 

A policy has been adopted by the Department for the appointment of consultants which requires a panel 
of three to consider any appointments.  The panel’s recommendation is forwarded to the Clerk for 
approval. 

On the issue of financial accountability, the report states - 

3.6 To ensure that there is proper financial accountability, an Executive Management Team and a 
Financial and Risk Management Team have been established.   

3.7 The role of the Executive Management Team will include: 

•  the provision of leadership and ensuring effective management, coordination and 
performance of the Department; 

•  consideration of reports from each management team leader; 

•  oversight of the development and implementation of the management plans, 
Departmental and parliamentary policies and procedures, management information 
systems and controls; and 

•  the review and a recommendation to the President of the annual budget for the 
Department. 

A corporate governance strategy has also been prepared, incorporating a number of dimensions, including 
management structure, management systems and management standards.  In addition, the department will 
establish key performance indicators, or corporate outcomes.  These will provide an overview of the critical or 
material aspects of service provision and achievements, including matters pursuant to the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act 1985.   

My final point, which was also made by the two previous speakers, is that the committee noted that the 
department had been under enormous financial pressures.  I add my voice to that.  Although I was not in the 
chamber for the contributions made by the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the House on this matter, 
I also note the discrepancy between the finances made available to Legislative Assembly members and those 
made available to members of the Legislative Council.  Legislative Council members need to continue to put the 
case for a fully and adequately resourced Legislative Council, particularly for the committee system, which does 
such a good job.  I hope that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations will continue to 
play a role in not only scrutinising government departments and bodies, but also from time to time looking at the 
operation of the department of the Legislative Council.  The committee has indicated that it will look at this issue 
again in 12 months, which would be a useful contribution to the transparency and accountability of the 
Legislative Council.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I concur with the comments made by the chair of the committee.  It was perhaps 
unfortunate at one level but fortunate at another level that the committee’s first task was to take the opportunity 
to look at this place’s own actions and procedures.  Hon Giz Watson has adequately covered the many issues 
referred to in the report.  However, I formally place on the record my thanks to the Acting Clerk at that time, the 
current Deputy Clerk, for the actions he took and the way he conducted himself when dealing with some very 
difficult issues.  He is to be commended.  I congratulate him and say well done, great job!   
Question put and passed. 
Salinity and Natural Resource Management - Responsibility of Minister for Agriculture and Forestry - Statement 

by Minister for Agriculture and Forestry 

Resumed from 17 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the ministerial statement be noted. 
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This ministerial statement was made on Tuesday, 17 May 2005.  The only issue at stake at that time was how the 
government was handling resource management.  The Minister for Agriculture and Forestry, as he was then 
called, and the Minister for the Environment were to take responsibility for resource management, and certain 
things were to happen after 1 July.  The rangelands and national action plan programs were be developed for the 
Avon, south coast, rangelands, northern agricultural, south west and Swan catchment councils.  On 1 July 2005, 
Hon Kim Chance stated that we would move to an implementation phase, with funding to be allocated to 
implement the strategies.  Will the Minister for Agriculture and Food bring us up to date: did it all take place and 
is it working?  I think $316 million was involved in developing the national action plan for salinity and water 
quality.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As Hon Bruce Donaldson has noted, it is almost a year since that statement was made at 
the member’s invitation.  I will comment briefly on some things that have occurred since 17 May 2005 and the 
role of the lead minister in that area.  I will not take too much time of the committee, but I will refer to a couple 
of paragraphs from what is in effect a briefing note to me.  I am happy to table the whole briefing note because it 
deals individually with the progress made not only statewide but also by each of the regional resource 
management groups.  Rather than go through and put all of that briefing note on the record, I will table it, 
because members will have a particular interest in certain areas. 
Nevertheless, I propose to comment on a couple of the main things that have occurred since 17 May 2005.  All 
six regional natural resource management group strategies covering the whole of Western Australia have been 
accredited in that period.  The regional NRM strategies identified the high-priority assets that are under threat 
and allowed the government to target investment through the identification of NRM assets and priorities at a 
regional level.  All six regional NRM groups in Western Australia have now developed investment plans that 
identify the specific projects required to achieve outcomes identified in those aforementioned strategies.  All 
investment plans have now been approved by the Australian and Western Australian governments, and the 
regional NRM groups are undergoing phase 2 of the investment planning and approval process - that is basically 
for the second year after it started.  Some very good things have been achieved in that time.  Significantly, since 
17 May we have moved from the planning and construction phase of the NRM process to the operational phase, 
and money is now getting to the ground.  All regional NRM groups are implementing NRM projects across the 
state and are focusing on high-value, high-threat priority assets that will result in the best outcomes for the 
government’s investment.  Rigorous contracts have been put in place to secure funding totalling $90.3 million.  
Literally scores of projects are being implemented.  Additionally, several strategic cross-regional projects 
totalling more than $13 million are now under way. 
I will not comment any further on the statewide issues because I will table this document.  However, I will refer 
briefly to two of the regions.  As I said, each of the regions has a very tight brief on their achievements.  I will 
refer to the Avon region, which a number of members represent.  The Avon Catchment Council covers 
12 million hectares of Western Australia’s wheatbelt.  They are the farming regions that cover the river systems 
of the Avon, Lockhart and Yilgarn Rivers.  The council has received $13.79 million through the national action 
plan for salinity and water quality and through the Natural Heritage Trust to deliver 15 natural resources 
management projects in this calendar year.  The Northern Agricultural Catchment’s Council is implementing 
$8 million worth of NRM projects across the region, covering 7.5 million hectares to the north and north east of 
Perth.  I have referred to this project in particular because one of the region’s standout initiatives being 
considered is a variety of drainage projects to combat salinity in the Yarra Yarra catchment.  The pilot scheme to 
establish catchment benchmarks for regional Western Australia, but which is significant for the whole of the 
state, involves constructing 150 kilometres of leveed deep drains, leading back from the 13 most significant 
discharge points along the Yarra Yarra lake system.  Complementary surface water channels are flanked by 
significant areas of vegetation and will create environmentally friendly corridors throughout the drainage 
network.  Feasibility and engagement projects are currently under way.  I will not comment further on that.  I 
seek leave to table this document headed “Briefing Notes, NRM progress”. 

Leave granted.  [See paper 1440.] 

Question put and passed. 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Eighth Report - Matters Referred to the Committee and 

Other Miscellaneous Matters 

Resumed from 16 November 2005. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will move to postpone consideration of this report until the next sitting.  Members 
will not have to waste a lot of time discussing the report under this heading because in due course there will be 
an opportunity to debate it when another order of the day is introduced, and I hope that that will occur shortly.   

Consideration of report postponed, on motion by Hon George Cash. 
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Storm-Damaged Schools - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 

Resumed from 17 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the statement be noted. 

Immediately after the Leader of the House made a ministerial statement on salinity and natural resource 
management, a good deal of damage was caused by storms.  In her statement of 17 May, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
explained to members some of the storm damage she had seen first-hand, especially at Bicton Primary School.  It 
was very lucky that no children were injured because quite significant damage was caused.  The minister said 
that the government would make sure that it gave priority to repair a number of storm-damaged schools.  Many 
other schools suffered damage, including Shelley Primary School, Roleystone District High School, Roleystone 
Primary School, Serpentine Primary School, Bunbury Senior High School, Newton Moore Senior High School, 
Teakwood Community Kindergarten and Ellenbrook Primary School.  The minister pointed out that most of the 
schools had been able to reopen on that day and she gave a commitment that the government would get stuck 
into it and make sure that the schools were brought back into a good and safe working condition for the children.  
I know that it was a long time ago, but it would be handy for the minister to explain the program and to give 
members some idea of the length of time it took to repair the damage. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The heading of this statement on the notice paper is incorrect.  The statement 
was not about a relief fund.  The original statement I tabled in this place was titled “storm-damaged schools”.  
No specific relief fund has been set up for storm-damaged schools.  The funds are sourced from the capital 
works and maintenance budgets and are recovered from insurance claims.  That is how the system works.  The 
storm happened very soon after I became the Minister for Education and Training.  When it first happened, I 
visited the site expecting to find some damage, but I had no idea about the power of the storm and the impact it 
had.  It was amazing to see trees ripped in half and pianos 300 metres from where they originally had been.  The 
damage certainly demonstrated the intensity of the storm.  I was relieved that no child had been injured.  The 
roof at one part of the school had totally collapsed.  Had it happened 45 or so minutes later, at least 80 or 100 
students would no longer be with us.  I am very grateful that no children were injured. 

Bicton Primary School suffered major damage in May 2005.  A decision was made then to enhance the school’s 
facilities at the same time as undertaking the restoration and repair work.  A new teaching block with four 
classrooms, new toilets and a new music room were built, and the administration and staff facilities were 
renovated and repaired.  A contract has been let to the builders Geo. A. Esslemont and Son, and work has 
commenced and is expected to be completed by December 2006.  Not only were the storm-damaged parts of the 
school repaired, but also the government took it upon itself to undertake additional capital works for the benefit 
of the students.  The estimated cost of that is about $2.4 million.  That was not an isolated incident; in fact, many 
schools suffer from storm or cyclone damage.  Most recently, damage has occurred to Karratha Senior High 
School and Karratha Primary School as a result of cyclone Glenda passing through Karratha.  The Department of 
Housing and Works has called for repairs to the roofs and facias of both schools.  Work on both of them is 
expected to commence shortly.  In addition, the Department of Education and Training has advanced the 
maintenance funding for these schools under the $65 million Fixing our Schools program.  The amounts for the 
high school and primary school are $604 622 and $176 492 respectively, and the maintenance work is expected 
to commence in the early part of 2006-07.   
This government obviously has a very strong commitment to education, given the total education take in the 
annual budget.  It is unprecedented that some $3.7 billion annually is allocated to education.  A big part of that 
will finance the government’s commitment to spending $1 billion on schools over the next four years on capital 
works, upgrades, maintenance and new buildings.  The government has made a commitment to establish 39 new 
schools over the next four years.  Of these, 12 new or redeveloped schools will open in 2006.  By anyone’s 
standard that is a remarkable achievement.  Bertram, Bushby Grove, east Butler, Hopetoun, Neerabup, south 
Secret Harbour, Tapping and Two Rocks primary schools will be built; replacement schools will be built at Mt 
Barker and Shark Bay; a new middle school will be built at Ellenbrook; and a new college will be built at Comet 
Bay.  In addition, the four-year $65 million Fixing our Schools maintenance program is being implemented 
across the whole education system.   
In light of the adversarial nature of politics, I do not think the government has been given the credit it deserves 
for its commitment to education and to the capital works component of the education system.  It is worth 
remembering that $1 billion out of a $13 billion annual state budget is a substantial sum of money.  In fact, the 
coalition commitment in the lead-up to the last election revealed that if the coalition won office, it would 
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implement only a quarter or a third of this government’s education and training capital works and maintenance 
programs.  I have taken that information from the opposition’s policies, which are posted on the Internet.  The 
rest of the money would have been blown on the famous canal proposal. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  How many schools did you build in the previous four years? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Rather than 39 new schools being built, only 17 schools would have been built.  
Even if that promise had been kept, the existing schools would have been starved of maintenance funds.  That is 
what I inherited.  Schools would have been in dire straits.  The opposition’s credibility on capital works and the 
building of new infrastructure falls well short of community expectation and of what Labor has delivered.   
The government is proud of its record in responding to situations.  I put on record my appreciation for the way 
the education community got together in support of the students of Bicton Primary School.  Students, 
administrators, schoolteachers, parents and the Department of Education and Training joined forces in a rapid 
response to ensure that the students were adequately catered for with an alternative site to minimise any 
impediment to their learning program.  They worked together to make sure that students could once again work 
in a good environment and have the opportunity to learn.  I commend all the stakeholders for their excellent 
work in that regard. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I cannot let the minister’s comments pass.  She indicated to the chamber that she 
had inherited a cash-starved education capital works program.  She took over as minister in May 2005. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I was talking about what Minister Carpenter inherited. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The minister said that she inherited a cash-starved education capital works 
program. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I meant that Labor inherited it. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No; the minister said that she inherited it. 
Hon George Cash:  In that case the statement is correct.  The minister forgot that she inherited it from one of 
her own colleagues! 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I did not use those words and Hon George Cash knows that. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  To me, her remarks were like pennies from heaven! 
Hon Ken Travers:  You are highlighting the failure of your government to fund the budget. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Madam Chairman, I am clearly focused on this.  I am sure the minister did not 
realise what she was saying.  At least it is now on record.  I am glad she inherited a cash-starved education 
system after four years of a Labor government.  She has turned it around and I applaud her for that. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Louise Pratt):  Order!  I remind members that the preferred terminology for 
addressing me while I am in the chair is Chair, not Chairman, thank you. 

Question put and passed.   

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Tenth Report - Inquiry into Chemical Use by the 
Agriculture Protection Board 

Resumed from 21 October 2004. 

Motion 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I move -  

That the report be noted. 

This report was tabled in the last Parliament.  It was completed somewhat earlier than the tabling date.  It came 
about as a result of a motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple for the committee to inquire into the matter.  The 
terms of reference were very narrow and followed the tabling of the Harper and Armstrong reports into the use 
of 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol by spray workers for the Agriculture Protection Board in the Kimberley in the 1970s.  
The terms of reference are listed in the report, and I remind members how narrow they are.  One of the 
difficulties the committee faced during the inquiry was the effect of the length of time that had passed and, 
consequently, fading memories.  Not only had people moved on but also many of the significant players in the 
area had passed on.  That caused some difficulty for the committee’s pursuit of information.  The terms of 
reference are set out in the first page of the report as follows -  

That in relation to the use of 245T and related toxins (the “chemicals”) from 1970 to 1985 by the 
Agriculture Protection Board (the “APB”), the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 
inquire into and report to the House on the following - 
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a) the sources of supply, the terms and conditions under which the chemicals were supplied to or 
acquired by the APB and the destinations of the chemicals; 

b) the purchasing arrangements and sources of chemicals supplied to the APB and if material 
sourced from overseas was supplied to and/or included in material provided by chemical 
companies to the APB; and 

c) what accounting systems were used by the APB to track the quantities and location of 
chemicals and how those systems might be improved to ensure accurate information is readily 
available and so that better information is available for protecting worker and community 
health. 

The terms of reference therefore were indeed extremely narrow and were aimed at looking at systems, record-
keeping and methods of distribution.  One outcome the committee found was that over such an extensive period, 
as one would expect, there was probably a far better concentration and acknowledgment of the delivery systems 
in workplaces, particularly in the manufacturing area.  The committee was therefore keen to look at the systems 
that were in place at that time, because a series of allegations had been made about events that had occurred at 
that time, particularly surrounding a suspicious batch of chemicals that had been allegedly brought into the 
country and used in the north west of Western Australia.  The committee received a number of submissions on 
the issues into which we were inquiring.  The Minister for Agriculture and Food provided a submission to the 
inquiry.  He is one of the most knowledgeable people on this issue, having been involved with it for a lengthy 
period, and we were very appreciative of the information he provided to us.  We found interesting the evidence 
given to the inquiry by some witnesses.  Again the passage of time proved to be a difficulty for some of them, 
and in particular we heard evidence on two occasions from the former national manager of Kwinana Chemical 
Industries Pty Ltd, Mr Robert John Telford, who is the son of the former owner and who had worked on site 
during the period that we were considering.  On the second occasion the committee issued a subpoena for 
Mr Telford to appear, because although we were seeking additional information from him, there was a concern 
that he would not be available to provide it to us. 

We found that getting information from some people was like extracting blood from a stone.  I do not know 
whether that was because of a reluctance on their part or because they had simply forgotten.  We found that 
written information was quite difficult to access because of a change in ownership of the company and because 
the requirements to obtain information about manufacturing processes or storage or distribution had not been 
very stringent.  With the change in ownership of that company, the bulk of those records, if not all, have 
disappeared.  In fact, the committee heard evidence about that from people who had worked with the company 
prior to the sale and also with Nufarm Chemicals Pty Ltd, the company that took over from Kwinana Chemical 
Industries.  There was therefore a lot of difficulty obtaining information, but the committee was able to source 
some documents that helped clarify some of our concerns.  Members can find some of those documents at the 
back of the report. 

The committee was very keen to find out where the chemicals had been bought and whether they had been 
brought in from Singapore.  We were advised that a lot of the Kwinana company’s chemicals had been 
purchased from different parts of Europe.  Mr Telford gave evidence that he was uncertain whether chemicals 
came from parts of Asia.  There were issues about telexes on the so-called rogue batch of chemicals that had 
been sent under the son’s name, although Mr Telford said they had actually been written by his father.  That was 
quite interesting, as he was unaware of them.  He said that they were not actually his telexes and had, in fact, 
been written by his father.  After hearing all the evidence from various people involved in this business, the 
committee is keen to ensure that systems are improved so that the types of problems with handling, storage and 
disposal of these chemicals are not repeated.  There were problems with disposal of the chemical in that if there 
was a bad batch or an improper mix of the chemical, it was simply dumped.  We heard some quite interesting 
stories about the methods of disposal of some of these chemicals in Kwinana.  Admittedly, 20 or 30 years ago 
people did not have the same level of appreciation of exposure to particular chemicals, and perhaps those 
chemicals were treated more roughly than they would be now.  I think we would take much more care in 
handling those chemicals now, particularly their disposal. 
The committee therefore found that at the time a number of legislative and departmental accountability 
mechanisms existed for the tender, supply and purchase of chemicals 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T that were supplied to the 
Agriculture Protection Board.  The evidence made available to the committee supports the view that those 
accountability mechanisms were adhered to by the APB between 1970 and 1985.  The committee also found that 
the legislative requirements, tender agreements and departmental policies and practices were at that time 
considered sufficient to ensure the veracity of the content and traceability of the chemicals supplied to the APB, 
and indeed the safety of the workers in the community.  However, the committee noted that if the legislative 
provisions and tender agreement conditions had not been adhered to by the manufacturers or suppliers, room 
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would have existed for the supplier acquisition of chemicals that exceeded regulatory limits of the dioxin or were 
not the chemicals they claimed to be.  There seemed to be a bit of a grey area, particularly about that rogue batch 
of chemicals, what they actually were and what ultimately happened to them.  Members should feel free to look 
through the committee’s findings.  I am sure Hon Bruce Donaldson will make comment on some findings in 
relation to the rogue batch. 
The committee concluded that although there were some problems back in the 1970s and there were frameworks 
in place for handling chemicals, over time people have become increasingly aware of how to establish more 
appropriate procedures and policies to deal with our current attitude towards the management, handling and 
tender process of chemicals that we deal with today; there is therefore a recommendation in the report on those 
procedures.  However, again with the passage of time and in light of the other reports that have been tabled on 
this issue, the government has probably taken on board this recommendation and is already applying those 
practices, procedures and policies on how to deal with tendering, purchasing, handling and storage of chemicals. 
Hon Kim Chance:  It has been for many years. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  Yes, it has been for many years; that was evident from the information provided to us.  
Ultimately, this was an important inquiry to conduct at the time, as it came on the back of the Harper and 
Armstrong inquiries, and I think filled a bit of a gap in information that needed to be filled.  There are difficulties 
in substantiating information about the rogue batch from Singapore simply because the information is just not 
physically available.  There were suggestions at the time that we could get information from a person living 
outside the state.  There had been some roundabout discussion in the media at the time about the rogue batch, 
where it had come from, how it had been distributed and the possibility that it had ended up not only in the north 
of the state, but also perhaps in other parts of Australia.  None of that could be proved through this inquiry.  In 
some ways it was a very frustrating inquiry, because when we tried to go back to a period between 1979 and 
1985, we found that people were not always around, for whatever reason, and it was fairly difficult to get 
relevant information.  Hon Robin Chapple, who initiated the inquiry, was satisfied with the outcome and felt that 
the inquiry would be able to provide some degree of comfort to those people who had been involved in this issue 
for quite some time.  
I ask members to read the report.  The committee has been able to provide some interesting historical 
information.  This issue has been very important over an extended period of time because of Agriculture 
Protection Board workers’ use of chemicals in the north west.  It has been very painful for some people who 
worked with the chemicals and who experienced some quite disastrous outcomes.  The inquiry did not look at 
any of those types of issues; it simply looked at mechanisms, procedures and policies.  Given the information 
that we were able to access, I believe that the committee dealt with it appropriately. 

Question put and passed. 

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1058/33 - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

Resumed from 17 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I move - 

That the statement be noted. 

Members will be aware that the statement was read to the house on 17 May 2005, which, given that it is now 
April 2006, is nearly 12 months ago.  The statutory part of the metropolitan region scheme has now been 
completed, but just for information purposes, it related to the east-west regional road link between West Coast 
Highway and Underwood Avenue, which is in my electorate of the North Metropolitan Region.  The particular 
amendment proposed to extend certain other regional road reservations along the existing Stephenson Avenue 
and the Rochdale Road alignment and was intended to resolve some issues that result now that Rochdale Road 
and Stephenson Avenue have been identified as the ultimate through route from Underwood Avenue to West 
Coast Highway.  The Environmental Protection Authority considered this particular MRS amendment.  It 
believed at the time that no formal assessment was necessary.  When the MRS went out for public comment, 
nine submissions were received.  I should just indicate that none of the objections received sought any 
modification to the proposed reservation and, in a statutory sense, the MRS is now in force.  I just provide that 
information by way of record, as in the past 12 months the statutory process has been completed. 

Question put and passed. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Eleventh Report - Alcoa Refinery at Wagerup Inquiry 

Resumed from 28 October 2004. 
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Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Acting Chair - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Hon Louise Pratt is not the Acting Chair. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  My apologies, Chair.  I know the standing orders.  I was informed of them by 
the Chairman of Committees, so I have to abide by your request, I would say reluctantly, but nevertheless -  

Hon Ken Travers:  You are pushing your luck. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I said “reluctantly”.  I did not dissent from the Chair’s ruling.  When one 
becomes more senior in age in this place, some allowances are made for him wandering around the traps a bit.  I 
think that is fine.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Louise Pratt):  Shall I make allowances on the basis of the honourable 
member’s age and forgetfulness?  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

The report consists of 516 pages and makes 29 recommendations.  The self-referral occurred on 8 November 
2001.  The report was tabled in October 2004, almost three years later.  It contains 10 chapters, 16 appendices 
and a minority report, which was noted.  First, I congratulate the committee staff, whom we all know.  They 
spent a lot of time on the inquiry and listened to a lot of robust debate.  Hon Christine Sharp and Hon Jim Scott 
were members and, of course, those members had some very strong ideas!  Maybe two or three of us had equally 
strong ideas in the opposite direction.  I thank Felicity Mackie and Rhys Brown, who was part of the committee 
for a while, and of course Mark Warner, the committee clerk.   

The committee took a long time on this report because it dealt with a very hot and sensitive issue, but one thing 
has arisen out of it.  Irrespective of whether people believe that there should be further expansion at Wagerup, 
which is irrelevant, the inquiry brought Alcoa to the table.  Alcoa implemented a lot of reforms and changes 
within its operations, which at the end of the day have been very beneficial to Alcoa at Wagerup.  Some of those 
changes have been to work practices.  We met with the unions at Kwinana and Wagerup.  Alcoa Kwinana is an 
Australian Workers’ Union site.  I am not saying there were not some health problems, but the unusual aspect is 
that the unions made it clear to us that the work force was not rushing to them and wanting them to beat the 
drum.  The effect occurred away from that particular refinery. 

It is getting late, and I am sure the Deputy Chairman will soon report progress.  I am sure that my colleagues will 
want to speak the next time that we deal with these committee reports.  Maybe Hon Louise Pratt, who was on 
that committee, would rather be in her seat than in the Chair so that she could have a few words.  Maybe 
Hon Kate Doust would also like to contribute.  I thought, therefore, that I would get this debate started tonight.  
One aspect of the Wagerup site is the catabatic winds on the Darling escarpment, which create eddies and 
inversion layers that are typical of the climate in that area.  If people wanted to build a new refinery today, they 
would probably want to build it away from that escarpment.  I have made no secret of the fact, and I said it 
through the whole inquiry, that I would be content as long as the environment and emissions from that refinery 
were well monitored independently.  We suggested that Alcoa could undertake certain modifications with the 
buffer strip, and Alcoa followed up much of that.  The report states quite clearly that Wayne Osborn, who is now 
President of Alcoa World Alumina Australia, apologised because Alcoa had not viewed more seriously some of 
the issues that had been raised. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
 


