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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

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

Bridgetown Bypass Road - Budget Allocation - Statement by Parliamentary Secretary - Motion 

Resumed from 10 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien -  

That the ministerial statement be noted. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I began my comments on the statement on Wednesday, 10 May.  I am glad that I now 
have the opportunity to briefly round out my remarks, because since then, the state budget has been brought 
down.  I made reference in my remarks to the fact that the budget was due to be brought down on 11 May.  Now 
that the budget has been brought down, we see that the government will use funds from what it calls the Safer 
Roads program to build roads that normally would be part of a road-building capital works program.  Funds from 
the so-called Safer Roads program, with all the positive connotations that that implies, will not be used for their 
intended purpose.  At page 2445 of Hansard, I gave a summary of the sorts of things that Safer Roads funds 
have traditionally been used for.  They are used for specific projects across a range of areas throughout the state 
to improve the safety of roads.  I referred to wire barriers, the rumble strip on Albany Highway and safer 
pedestrian crossing points in a variety of areas.  What does it boil down to now?  This program has massive sums 
of $10 million or $11 million at a time coming out of it for the Bridgetown bypass, but in the context of an 
election promise.  It shows to some extent the depths to which governments will stoop in the lead-up to an 
election, when they will promise anything.  Before the election a few things were promised.  We had the promise 
to continue the $80 million Safer Roads program, the funds for which were being spent on the sort of projects 
that I mentioned at a rate of $20 million a year.  The promise was that it would continue.  We also had the 
promise of the Bridgetown bypass road, yet during the course of last year, after the election, a ministerial 
statement was made to tell us that the source of the funds to build the Bridgetown bypass will be the Safer Roads 
program.  As is so often the case, after the election the various chickens came home to roost. 
Let me be clear about one thing.  The Bridgetown bypass will contribute to safety in the south west.  There is no 
question about that.  This government is very selective about its bypass roads.  It did not want the Fremantle 
eastern bypass.  The honourable parliamentary secretary may recall my mentioning this in passing once or twice 
before.   

Hon Paul Llewellyn interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is the member challenging me to digress?  Take the matches off that fellow, because 
he is playing with fire.  I have unlimited time and I can use it if he wishes.  The Fremantle eastern bypass needs 
to be built, or else an extra $20.4 million a year will be required to deal with road trauma.  That has been 
measured and assessed by the WA Planning Commission.  We need that sort of safety, yet in that case the 
government has said that we cannot have the bypass and that for its own political partisan views it will turn two 
fingers up to all the people of the South Metropolitan Region who pleaded for and made submissions supporting 
the bypass.  The government will not have any regard for them.  On the eve of an election in Bridgetown, 
however, the government was able to promise another, similarly needed bypass road.  I restate that the 
opposition agrees that it is needed. 

Hon Adele Farina:  That is nice to know. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We are consistent in these matters. 

Hon Adele Farina:  So are we. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The government shows consistent bastardry.  That seems to be about the extent of it.  
The government shafts the people of the South Metropolitan Region and then says to the people of Bridgetown 
in the heat of an election that it will make an election promise and find all this money for the Bridgetown bypass.  
The government then turns around and uses the Safer Roads program fund to try to prove that it is delivering in 
that area when, in fact, what it is doing is taking out a multimillion-dollar sum in one go to spend on new roads.  
The thing about the Safer Roads program, one would have thought, is that it is about road improvements.  Is the 
Bridgetown bypass a road improvement or a new road?   

Hon Adele Farina:  Absolutely; it is a realignment. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is a major new construction project; it is as simple as that.  It cannot be equated 
with the sorts of things that the Safer Roads program has been used for in the past.  I do not know why the 
government wants to continue with this nonsense that the Bridgetown bypass qualifies for Safer Roads program 
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funds, when it was simply promised as a new construction in the lead-up to an election and then a couple of 
months after the election a ministerial statement was made to say that the government would go to the Safer 
Roads program for funds to build it.   
The ministerial statement does need to be noted.  It needs to be noted as another example of the humbug that we 
are seeing more and more from a government that will say and do anything and make use of taxpayers’ money in 
any way it sees fit to keep its grasping paws on office.  It is very similar to what we saw in the 1980s and early 
1990s.  It shows that this leopard has not changed its spots.   

Hon Adele Farina:  What about what was said in the lead-up to the 2001 election? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  What has that got to do with it? 

Hon Adele Farina:  The then Minister for Transport, in the run-up to the 2001 election, made a commitment to 
the people of Bridgetown when there was no money in the budget or in the forward estimates to fulfil that 
promise.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The parliamentary secretary wants to rewrite history now. 

Hon Adele Farina:  No, I do not.  You talk to the people in Bridgetown.  They will be more than happy to tell 
you all about it. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We are in the happy position of having the then Minister for Transport in this house 
as a colleague.  He is currently out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but we will hear what he 
has to say about it and whether he or the government of the day made any commitment to funding that road.  
That has nothing to do with the standards that are now being exhibited by this government.   
Hon Adele Farina:  We made sure where we would be getting the money from.  We identified sources. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The government knows where it is getting the money from, so that before an election 
it can say that it will do some new works and then after the election it can say that it will go to its Safer Roads 
program, take its funds so that they will not be available to the rest of the state and then say how clever it is.  
That is one way of robbing Peter to pay Paul, and it is a typical but only minor example of what we are seeing 
from this government.  We are seeing so much of it in the second term.  The people of Western Australia are 
starting to wake up to it.   

The other significant aspect of the budget on 11 May was that all of a sudden in the public response to the budget 
we saw that the penny had finally dropped; it had crystallised in the mind of every Western Australian and, it 
seems, every commentator that the figures that this government presented to us were not to be relied on.  
However, that is a debate for another day.  I will leave my remarks there, because I think I have made my point. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The Bridgetown bypass, as Hon Adele Farina would know by now, has a long 
and chequered history.  For about probably 30 years we have been looking at having some sort of deviation 
around Bridgetown, but because of the terrain and community conflict the project never really gelled.  I was on 
the council from 1991 to 1997; in fact, I was booted unceremoniously off the council in 1997 because of the 
bypass issue.  I was for a bypass.  The bypass that the council proposed would have followed the creek line on 
the right-hand side of town, which was different from the current proposal.  All of a sudden people came out of 
the woodwork, there was a “no” campaign, bumper stickers and radio interviews, and Bridgetown was put on the 
map because people thought that the bypass would divide the town and take business away from the central 
business district.   

I put forward a motion in council that we have a referendum on the issue.  Hon Murray Criddle, who has left the 
chamber on urgent parliamentary business, knows very well that the referendum came down in favour of the 
bypass, but by only three to five votes.  Hon Murray Criddle, as the then Minister for Transport, came into town 
and the idea was knocked on the head.  He said that because of the narrow vote he would not go ahead with the 
plans that were already in the council.  Then we were back to square one.  Another council came on board and 
the land that we had resumed was taken up.  Therefore, that bypass proposal disappeared over time.  That is what 
happened in 1997. 

From 1997 to the present time, there has been a huge increase in the traffic in Bridgetown, as there has been in 
most south west towns.  Until last year, there was a 75 per cent increase in traffic.  There were approximately 
2 500 to 4 500 traffic movements a day through not only Bridgetown, but also the other little towns such as 
Balingup and Donnybrook, and on to Bunbury.  It culminated in a very bad accident involving three trucks on 
the South Western Highway out of Kirup.  One of the local Manjimup men was killed, and that had a devastating 
effect on the community.  However, the people who drove along the South Western Highway also felt very 
unsafe, including mothers with children in their cars.  I hated driving along the South Western Highway, along 
which 72 extra trucks a day travelled in each direction.  Those 72 trucks a day came about because WA 
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Plantation Resources stopped using the railway line.  Therefore, those trucks were roaring up and down the 
highway.  That was 144 truck movements a day, plus all the other traffic, which was horrific at the time. 

The government came on board and said that we could have a transfer station at Greenbushes.  I cannot 
understand the reason for having the transfer station at Greenbushes, when trucks will still come from 
Manjimup, through Bridgetown and on to Greenbushes.  It does not make sense to me to double handle at 
Greenbushes.  However, the time for that has gone.  The money is available, and work on the station has already 
started. 

There was a long consultation with Main Roads, the Shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes and the people of 
Bridgetown.  Main Roads and the government released six plans for a new bypass route.  I stood at a public 
meeting, which Hon Adele Farina also attended, and said that I did not particularly like any of the six plans.  
However, I think 200 people from the community wanted option 3.  I suppose 200 out of a town of 4 000 was a 
fair enough comment.  If people are not concerned enough to write in and put forward their views, we must go 
with what is in front of us.  Option 3 took the bypass up the railway line.  However, Main Roads did a bit of 
jiggling and came back to us.  The people of Bridgetown did not really like the entrance and exit points.  
Therefore, I called a public meeting.  Those of us at the meeting decided that we wanted the entrance and exit 
points changed, but that we really wanted the bypass.  Most of us were concerned that if we all went away and 
divided again, the money would not be given, because the government would not be silly enough to put 
something there that the community did not want. 

I realised at the time that taking the bypass up the railway line would divide the town.  I am not saying that I do 
not want the bypass.  However, many issues in the plans that have been released need to be dealt with.  I thank 
the government because $11.2 million was provided in the budget for the bypass.  The government has listened, 
and the plans have been changed so that there are now three options.  However, I will show members the map 
that is in my hand.  The older people in the town cannot see what is on the map.  I could not see what was on it, 
so I used a magnifying glass the other day to have a really good look at it.  Having said that, I know that there are 
large plans in the town hall.  I have been there myself and looked at them.  However, Main Roads has gone 
wrong because it has not marked any landmarks on the map so that the older people in the town can see them.  
The landmarks are all on the map, but Main Roads could have written “Wesfarmers building” on it.  It might 
sound as though they are just little things, but if people cannot see the landmarks on the map, they do not really 
know where they are.  I had to get down on my knees and have a look and write it all down.  It is not easy to see. 

There are three options.  One option includes an underpass.  It starts the bypass way out of town until it gets to 
Hampton Street and Bunbury Street.  Bunbury Street is the main thoroughfare to the schools.  Under that option, 
the bypass goes behind Bridgetown, up the railway line.  It then divides the town.  The South Western Highway 
is only 50 metres - or from where I am standing to the door on the other side of the chamber - away from the 
deviation, so I really think that the deviation will become the South Western Highway and Hampton Street will 
be the deviation.  I asked questions the other day about how the traffic will come from Boyup Brook and go 
down Steere Street and cross over the bypass.  I do not think the traffic will be able to do that.  There needs to be 
clear detail.  I do not know whether Bunbury Street will be cut off.  That is not clear in the detail.  Even though 
there are bits and pieces on the back of the sheet that I have in my hand, I want some written detail. 

The Wesfarmers building is next to where the bypass will go.  On the map, it looks as though the building will 
stay, and yet the owner is saying that the building will be cut in half.  He said that if the building is to be cut in 
half, his building will be gone.  The business that is located in that building, Blackwood Rural Services, is saying 
that it will not start up again, so that business will be gone.  The newsagent is saying that 70 car parking bays 
will be taken away when the bypass goes through, and he wants to know where the customers of his business 
will be able to park. 

Another thing about which I am really concerned is that the rail reserve will become the roadway.  There will be 
no future rail reserve, because it is called a transport corridor.  I do not think I have heard of that too often.  
However, if there is a railway reserve, it will have to be to the right near Hampton Street, or to the left, which 
will take away housing and businesses.  All these little details that cannot be shown on a map need to be teased 
out.  

On Sunday, my house was like highway 1.  I am not joking.  People come to my house only when they are 
concerned about an issue; otherwise they go to my office or see me downtown.  That just shows the seriousness 
of this issue.  People are concerned.  They are very happy that the money has been provided, and none of us 
wants the government to think that we do not want the bypass.  However, does the government want a town that 
is confused and upset?  I will call a public meeting with Main Roads and the shire.  People have asked me to do 
that, and I have said that I will.  Nobody is against the bypass, but the details really need to be teased out and to 
be a lot clearer.  Perhaps something that defines all these issues could be displayed in the town hall. 
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The question I asked the other day stated - 

Will the minister provide written details on how traffic on Steere Street will be affected on all three 
planned proposals? 

One of the proposals takes an underpass up near the two schools.  Therefore, all the local traffic will be diverted 
past the schools.  That is causing a lot of concern.  The traffic at any school is a nightmare, when there are buses 
and kids and mums and dads picking up children. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Are there possibly clear alternatives that could be considered? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  No, I do not think so.  I believe there is one alternative for an exit that the 
government could perhaps look at, but I do not want to get my throat cut when I go back to Bridgetown! 

Hon Kim Chance:  No.  I don’t want you to go into the details. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I would like to talk to the Leader of the House about that.  However, that is only 
on one of the exits.  It has been an interesting exercise, having been on council and then seeing the difference 
between the first proposal and the second proposal.  They are radically different.  A lot of people are now asking 
me why the bypass cannot go back up the creek line.  I have said to them that I think the time for that has gone.  I 
am receiving letters and faxes with comments such as “People power will prevail” and “If the town doesn’t want 
it, we won’t have it”.  I know they are only concept plans, or engineering concept plans, as the chief executive 
officer called them, but all of us need to get together so that the town is not divided.  I cannot really see the 
common sense in having the South Western Highway 50 metres away from Hampton Street, but I also know that 
things have been hampered by the terrible terrain and the way that the town was set out in the first place.  These 
are the issues that are really bothering people.  I quote a local submission - 

1. Using the rail reserve for a main road is extremely short sighted, especially in a future of fuel 
shortage - 

Perhaps there can be a future rail reserve, although maybe it is too difficult given the current circumstances and 
the terrain.  The submissions further reads - 

2. The current proposal has no appreciation of the amount of traffic that flows along Steere 
Street.  The proposed deviation will sever the CBD in such a manner that the town has not 
evolved to cope with.  The two main roads in the town will not have easy access to each other 
in any of the three plans. 

 . . .  

3. Having three roundabouts - 

The roundabouts can be tinkered with as they are not definite on the plans.  There is room to move there.  The 
authors of the submission say that the government is butchering the town, not bypassing it.  A lot of people are 
coming to me with their concerns.   

I guess, on that note, I thank the government for the money.  I also thank it for not starting the bypass in 
September, because if it had, it would have caused a great deal of damage within the community, and I do not 
think that is necessary.  This is my hometown and I love it.  I suppose one gets a sense of belonging.  I still live 
in the same street that I was born in, and that is very unusual.  Hon Nigel Hallett was born in Bridgetown.  It is 
his hometown.  I notice that the Speaker, Fred Riebeling, was also born in Bridgetown - 

Hon Kim Chance:  There must have been something in the water! 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Yes, there must have been.  It really is a beautiful little town, and the boom in 
housing prices has gone through the roof, and will continue to do so.  We really have to be very careful about my 
little hometown. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do you think Main Roads and the community need to get together again? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I think so.  I spoke to Main Roads, and I think it was probably a bit toey about 
having a public meeting, but I think public meetings clear the air.  Bridgetown people are very polite; I do not 
think there is any harm in having a public meeting.  Everyone can have their say.  As long as people are allowed 
to have their say, to get it off their chests and let the government listen to their concerns, I will be happy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Country people are always polite. 

Hon ROBYN MCSWEENEY:  Country people are always polite; Hon Kim Chance is quite right. 
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  At Bridgetown - the name says it all - the highway crosses the Blackwood River 
at one bridge, and a township has formed around that junction.  We are asking ourselves why we have a traffic 
issue there - why it is that we have a highway across there, and why it is that the rail transit route goes through 
that point.  It is because that is where the valleys and the topography allowed for an appropriate pass.  In this 
case, the Greens (WA) are supportive of one more highway!  We are also very supportive - 

Hon Kim Chance:  You’ll have the whole south west covered in bitumen the way you’re going! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I do not want to understate our commitment to bypasses. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We do not want to be carrying Hon Norman Moore out in a box tonight. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Absolutely.  In this case it is not “One Moore highway” or “No Moore highways”; 
it is “One more byway”.  The Greens (WA) happen to support this proposal because it makes technical sense.  It 
also makes good sense because as the very name Bridgetown implies, the Blackwood cannot be crossed at any 
other place in a sensible way.  We are confronted with a growing township that has expectations of peace and 
tranquillity.  We are confronted with an expanding blue gum industry, which is being tax-driven, and has 
resulted in approximately 120 000 hectares of expanded blue gums on the south coast, and I do not know how 
many on the west coast.  That industry will have to transport something like 1.2 megatonnes - that is, 1.2 million 
tonnes - of woodchips from the place where the blue gums are grown and distribute them to the place where they 
will be processed.  As the Blackwood River can be crossed at only one place in Bridgetown, there will be a 
concentration of traffic impacts at that point.  So, some kind of management and a regional planning strategy is 
needed to deal with that situation.  To some extent, the only real option for Bridgetown is not to have a bypass, 
as we have been calling it, but a heavy freight deviation.  We are making a distinction. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The Fremantle heavy freight deviation doesn’t have quite the same ring to it. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  No.  I believe that Main Roads said it could not possibly have a heavy freight 
deviation.  In fact, there is one other heavy freight deviation in the greater south west region, and that is at 
Mt Barker.  That has been a very successful transport experiment.  It is appropriate to do this.  In spite of the fact 
that Main Roads opposed the concept, a heavy freight deviation is appropriate for a township that is being 
divided by 144 to 150 truck movements per day.  That is the task that we have imposed on that highway system.  
A heavy freight deviation is the right technical measure for Bridgetown, unless we want to build another bridge 
somewhere else.  In fact, there are technically not very many places where it is possible to do that. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney asked, “Why Greenbushes?”  I was intimately involved in the efforts by the Greens 
(WA) over about six years to resolve a similar transport issue in the town of Albany.  I ask members to close 
their eyes and imagine a distributed resource across a very large landscape of over 100 kilometres surrounding 
Albany.  A port facility was going to process over 1.5 megatonnes of blue gums, which meant that the traffic 
would have been concentrated in one place and the traffic impacts would have all ended up in the township of 
Albany.  The solution was to run a rail link to an inland facility.  We have called that the Albany inland port 
facility, and it has now become a major integrated wood processing facility from which woodchips travel by rail 
to the port.  By creating an inland port facility, the woodchip truck pressure was removed from the township of 
Albany. 
A very similar concept applies to the township of Bunbury.  In fact, given that there was already a rail link from 
Bunbury to Manjimup, it was appropriate that we look for a strategic spot along the line where another 
intermodal link, or inland port facility, could be placed.  In this case, it is a much better concept than the 
alternatives.  Rather than having the port facility on the coast, where there is a 180 degree catchment, the facility 
is inland and takes advantage of a 360 degree catchment for the resource.  This is technically more efficient.  The 
Greens (WA) understand transport planning, highways and rail infrastructure.  Hon Norman Moore would like to 
believe that we do not pay attention, but we do.   
We understand regional transport planning and good strategic planning.  We believe that Greenbushes is not a 
bad place to have the intermodal link or the inland port facility to service the greater south west region for blue 
gum plantations.  That is what this issue is about.  Although it is right that we should try to take some of the 
traffic load out of the township of Bridgetown, this is not simply about the highway and the bypass.  The rail link 
is in fact crucial to the long-term management of the freight task in the south west region.  We would like to see 
another inland port facility and integrated timber processing facility emerge around the township of 
Greenbushes, with a rail link to Bunbury.  I have identified Greenbushes as the site because the freight task from 
Manjimup to Greenbushes is somewhat uphill.  That is a difficult part of the task.  It is an easier rail task from 
Greenbushes to Bunbury.  It requires two locomotives to pull the woodchip train from Manjimup to 
Greenbushes, but only one to take it to Bunbury.  We are interested in matters of transport infrastructure and 
planning. 
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Putting the intermodal link at Greenbushes means that all the woodchips produced on the other side of the 
Blackwood River will have to come through Bridgetown, unless a lighter rail link is provided to Manjimup 
where a moderate sized transfer station, not an intermodal link, can be located.  Conceptually, the Greenbushes 
area will become an integrated woodchipping and processing facility and there will be a lighter rail task between 
Manjimup and Greenbushes.  That way, the impact of the transport of woodchips - 144 truck movements a day, 
which is one every 10 minutes or so - can be resolved with another rail-road interface planning tool.  I have a 
little bit more to say about this, but I may run out of time.  Is it possible to get more time? 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Louise Pratt):  No, it is not.  There are only nine minutes remaining in this 
debate. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I will complete my remarks by saying that the Greens are quite committed to the 
concept of having a smoother rail-road interface between the trucks and the railway service.  That will mean not 
just looking at bypasses -  
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Member, your time has expired.  I need to draw the attention of the committee to 
the fact that this debate finishes in nine minutes, and the parliamentary secretary has not had a chance to reply.  
If the committee gives leave for Hon Paul Llewellyn to speak again, there will be no time for anyone else to 
speak.  Does the parliamentary secretary want the call? 
Hon Adele Farina:  Hon Paul Llewellyn can have one more minute.  
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I will take just one minute, Madam Deputy Chair.  The concept is to have a 
smoother interface between our road system and the rail system.  The rail-road interface could use new 
technologies, by which the trucks could be driven on to the trains, or some smoother technical interface could be 
provided.  As we expand the blue gum industry - we intend to, because there are two or three million tonnes 
growing throughout the south west region - we will need to address the transport issues, particularly the rail 
issues and the rail-road interface, and in that way we will be able to eliminate some of the pressures that are 
being brought to bear on Bridgetown.  The bypass may well be less necessary with better regional transport 
planning and more use of rail. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I realise the time, but I just want to use a couple of minutes to make a couple of brief 
points.  We are noting a ministerial statement, and I must take this opportunity to note some of the language used 
in the statement.  I refer first to the sentence that reads -  

However, when this government late last year committed to rescue the south west rail line . . .  
This is really the spin doctoring unit within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet earning its keep.  The 
government has rescued a railway line by closing it.  It must be noted for a start that the railway line through 
Bridgetown is now closed and the probability of it reopening to take freight from Manjimup and the Diamond 
woodchip mill is, unfortunately, remote.  The state must look closely at this situation and the lack of planning 
leadership that has allowed it to occur.  I know members have mentioned this in this place before, and there is a 
lot of merit in what the previous speaker was saying.  The processing facilities for the woodchips have been 
located in the Bunbury port area.  There are two processing facilities in the Bunbury port, so all the produce is 
being channelled into the Bunbury port rather than being processed in the hinterland, whereby a lot of the heavy 
haulage would be kept away from the populated areas and be more accessible to places from which the supply of 
timber comes.  That is one point I could not let go without noting.  Bypasses are very controversial things and 
the language used with bypasses is very interesting.  We have all been involved in towns that wanted bypasses. 
Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Heavy haulage deviations. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Mt Barker has a heavy haulage deviation; in Albany they are talking about a ring-road; 
in Mandurah it is the Peel deviation; there is the Busselton bypass and Australind bypass; and in Margaret River 
a road is needed that is being called the perimeter road.  However, they all amount to the same thing.  If the 
government is in the mood for allocating funds for bypasses - the Bridgetown bypass is really only a Clayton’s 
bypass - it should look very seriously at one that is really needed and has the unanimous support of the local 
community.  That is the Margaret River perimeter road.  The local authority there is negotiating with private 
developers along that route for them to make a significant contribution to that perimeter road.  I urge Main 
Roads and the government to look very closely at that situation and provide the support that it deserves. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I understand that we have only a short time left, so I will not have the opportunity to 
address all the issues raised by members.  I will not dwell too long on the comments made by Hon Simon 
O’Brien because they are not really worthy of dwelling on for too long, other than to say that the Safer Roads 
program does not prohibit the use of funds for realignments, passing lanes or reconstruction of roads to make 
them safer.  His statement that the government is doing something improper by using that money is absolutely 
wrong. 
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With respect to the issues raised by Hon Robyn McSweeney, the community of Bridgetown has been divided 
over the issue of the bypass for the entire 30 years since the project was first proposed.  The government has 
worked very closely with the Shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes to resolve those issues.  We began doing that 
soon after we were elected to government and we have been progressively working with the shire and the 
community of Bridgetown to advance the bypass road.  With the advent of the closure of the one user of the 
railway line, it was decided to no longer use the railway line.  That created more traffic movements through 
Bridgetown.  The president of the Shire of Bridgetown and the shire approached the minister and me and asked 
us to bring forward the funding for the Bridgetown bypass, and to make it a higher priority because of the greater 
conflict that arose and the likelihood of there being some serious traffic accidents and a possible loss of life.  The 
government moved very quickly to address that.  Rather than criticise the government for doing that, one would 
think that members opposite would welcome the government’s quick action on that matter. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I didn’t criticise. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  Yes, Hon Robyn McSweeney was not critical.  I will make sure that stands on the 
record.  I welcome the support and collaboration of Hon Robyn McSweeney in working with the government in 
trying to address this issue. 
After the funding was allocated, issues arose regarding the design of the road.  Even though the alignment had 
been chosen, the government was looking at a very tight construction time frame.  Unfortunately, the 
government is not able to meet that time frame because community discussions are continuing.  Main Roads has 
been working very closely with the community to try to address these issues.  Some plans are on display in the 
town hall and will be there for two weeks to allow people to comment on the proposal.  I take on board the 
comments of Hon Robyn McSweeney about the plans on display.  I will give that information to the minister’s 
office and ask what it can do to address those issues so that community members will clearly understand exactly 
what is on offer. 
The government is committed to providing safer roads in Western Australia.  It is committed to resolving the 
issues in Bridgetown.  It will work with the community to ensure that that happens.  Unfortunately, when a 
community is divided on an issue, it is difficult.  Whichever way we go, some people will be unhappy.  We are 
looking for the best solution to a problem that has existed in Bridgetown for the past 30 years.  If the problem is 
not addressed, it will only get worse. 
Question put and passed. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Twelfth Report - Petition on the Provision of Mental 
Health Services in Western Australia 

Resumed from 12 November 2004. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
Albany Education District Schools - Schoolyard Blitz - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 

Resumed from 26 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I move - 

That the ministerial statement be noted. 

The schoolyard blitz initiative from the Albany education district schools is terrific.  I commend it.  It is a 
wonderful initiative.  I note that 25 schools in total entered the schoolyard blitz to enhance the appearance of 
their schoolyard entrances.  I commend the schools involved. 
Schools provide a wonderful opportunity for the whole community to get involved, particularly in country areas.  
In country areas, primary schools in particular are very frequently the focus of attention for the community.  
They are a great venue for farmers and their children to get together on a daily basis.  They serve a very real 
purpose in enhancing the community spirit of a particular area.  Schools provide the opportunity for students, 
teachers, administrators, parents, brothers, sisters and the whole community to be involved in areas of social 
interaction in which they would not normally be involved.  I commend the schools involved from the Albany 
district on this initiative. 
Having said that, I make mention of the very real structural issues, concerns and pressures affecting a number of 
primary and secondary schools across the state.  A number of concerns have been articulated to me about several 
primary schools and secondary schools.  I must admit that most of those schools are in the metropolitan area.  
However, of late, a number of concerns have been related to me about district high schools.  Although there is 
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tremendous interaction in rural communities with schools, a lot of the hard work done by the communities will 
amount to nought unless the government reciprocates with a similar amount of input. 
I make particular reference to the Hillarys Primary School.  I have mentioned it on several occasions.  I have 
brought a petition to this chamber about the issues concerning that school.  The school was earmarked for 
demolition in about 1998.  The former government bought some land at Whitfords Beach to establish a new 
primary school.  In 2002 the Labor government scrapped that idea and decided to stay with the existing school.  
Since that time there has been growth in the number of students attending the school, which has put added 
pressure on the school.  I visited the school because it is in my electorate of North Metropolitan Region.  I gained 
permission from the principal to look at the school.  I was quite concerned at what I saw.  I was advised of 
numerous parental concerns.  I decided to look from myself to see whether the concerns were valid.  I noted that 
there was poor lighting, patchy repair work, rusted piping, leaking roofs, open gaps in the ceilings and dated 
wiring.  That was a very real issue.  Nothing can be done with the wiring at the school.  The parents want to 
establish a fund to install airconditioning throughout the school.  Unfortunately, they cannot because the wiring 
is so dated.  There are some very real issues confronting Hillarys Primary School because of the deficient wiring.   
Another issue that is of concern for not only Hillarys Primary School, but also other schools is asbestos.  I wrote 
to the minister on 19 January 2006 about my concerns regarding asbestos.  I must say that the minister’s 
response was very prompt and she identified the issues that I had identified.  I was very satisfied with her 
response, although a lot of the parents were not.  They are not very satisfied with what is happening as far as the 
government is concerned.  I met with the parents and explained the situation.  The Western Australian Council of 
State School Organisations met with a number of school representatives a couple of weeks ago and discussed the 
asbestos issue.  It has been particularly proactive in addressing the issue.  It met with the parents and a number of 
interested parties and representatives from the Department of Education and Training.  There was no immediate 
resolution as a result of that meeting.  However, the Department of Education and Training is dealing with the 
issue on a case-by-case basis.  Essentially, it will identify the issues that exist in each school and take appropriate 
action.  The government needs to address the asbestos problem, particularly in Hillarys Primary School.   

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

 


