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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 3) 2005 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 4) 2005 

Second Reading- Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 24 November 2005. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [11.58 am]:  It gives me great pleasure to talk about funding issues in the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No. 3) 2005 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No. 4) 
2005.  I understand these bills are simply for capital top-up funding and recurrent top-up funding; therefore, they 
are catch-up bills for events and occurrences since the previous budget, which was brought down in May last 
year.   
It is important to consider the ongoing catch-up arrangements.  My intention today is to consider some of the 
catch-up issues as they pertain to my electorate.  Looking after their electorates and small towns is an important 
issue for not only members, but also the government of the day.  In some cases not just care but special attention 
is needed.  I suggest that the town of Lake Grace has not been getting that attention.  Lake Grace is a town 
370 kilometres south-east of Perth, and is a major agricultural centre.  On 13 January it was hit very substantially 
by the consequences of tropical cyclone Clare, when 300 millimetres of rain was dumped on the town and 
surrounding areas in less than 36 hours.  Essentially, the town was flooded.  There was significant damage, 
including significant road closures in the western, southern and northern approaches to the town.  To this day, 
the road on the western approach to the town remains closed.  The western approach has experienced significant 
problems, which I may go into a little more fully later.  Overall, there has conservatively been $4 million worth 
of damage in the shire of Lake Grace.  Not only have roads been cut off, but also there has been significant 
multiple damage to shire roads and, of course, the railway line from Lake Grace to Newdegate.  A train was 
marooned there for more than six weeks at a little siding at Buniche.   

I want to talk about some of the top-up and catch-up funding, which this bill could and should address, for events 
such as the disaster that occurred to the small town of Lake Grace and surrounding areas.  The area is not getting 
any serious attention, in particular for the repair of the western approach road, but also the myriad other shire 
roads.  Shortly after the Lake Grace area was declared a natural disaster zone, as were other areas hit by the 
consequent flooding from cyclone Clare, the state government made a commitment to help the town, which had 
been significantly damaged.   

At this point I address the commonwealth-state agreement contributions for a natural disaster.  Eligible criteria 
under the commonwealth funding arrangements include personal hardship and distress; restoration or 
replacement of essential public assets; a concessional interest loan by a state to a farmer or operator of a small 
business; a concessional interest loan by a state to a needy person or a voluntary non-profit body; a provisional 
interest subsidy grant; psychological counselling; and other acts for relief and restoration.  I particularly address 
the criterion of an essential public asset and eligible measures pertaining to a public undertaking.  Roads are a 
public asset, and an eligible measure would cover the repair of damage to a railway.  Both roads and rail in the 
Lake Grace area were subject to significant damage.  The federal Natural Disaster Mitigation Program defines a 
natural disaster as follows - 

A natural disaster is a serious disruption to a community or region caused by the impact of a naturally 
occurring rapid onset event that threatens or causes death, injury or damage to property or the 
environment and which requires significant and coordinated multi-agency and community response. 

That criterion is certainly fulfilled in the case of Lake Grace.  I do not think there is any argument from anybody 
on either side of the house on that issue.   

To put it as simply as I can, I wish to take members through some of the funding arrangements and indicate 
where I believe that the Lake Grace community has been let down.  The commonwealth-state agreement 
stipulates and requires that the state make a real effort with real money when helping a town such as Lake Grace 
in the case of a natural disaster.  That involves advice, communication with communities and even some 
mitigation measures.  “Mitigation measures” are defined as measures put in place to obviously mitigate, that is 
prevent, the event happening again.  The agreement requires that the money spent by the state be real and not be 
shuffled between departments.  Provided that the commonwealth is satisfied that the state has made these 
contributions, the commonwealth is happy to make its contribution.  However, the state is required to contribute 
a base amount before any commonwealth funding arrangements kick in.  The agreement refers to a state base or 
a baseline level of the state’s amount, because there is a both a first threshold and a second threshold.  If the first 
threshold amount is reached, a 50-50 funding arrangement kicks in.  If the second threshold is reached, a 75 per 
cent commonwealth and 25 per cent state funding arrangement kicks in.  To put it as simply as I can, the first 
threshold, which is the state’s base amount, is calculated at 0.225 per cent of the state’s total general government 
sector revenue and grants in the financial year two years prior to the relevant financial year.  If we were talking 
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about 2006, it would go back to 2004.  The Treasurer may correct me if I am wrong, but my calculations are that 
is 0.225 per cent of roughly $12 billion - in fact, it is approximately a quarter of one per cent - which is about 
$30 million.  If the state has contributed real money to disaster relief, but it has not exceeded its base amount, 
commonwealth funding is available for 50 per cent of the eligible personal hardship component.  However, if the 
first threshold, or the state’s base amount of $30 million in this case, has been reached, the commonwealth will 
contribute 50 per cent of all eligible expenditure between the state’s first and second threshold.  If the second 
threshold is reached, the commonwealth will contribute 75 per cent of all eligible expenditure.  To reach the 
second threshold, obviously the state’s contribution must be more than $30 million.  It must be 75 per cent more 
than the $30 million - a 1.75 quotient - which brings the amount up to roughly $50 million.  If the state can show 
that it has made real contributions of the magnitude of $50 million, the commonwealth will contribute to disaster 
relief $3 for every dollar spent over that amount.  Bearing in mind the damage that has been done in not only 
Lake Grace, but also the northern electorates of this state, of which the member for Geraldton will be most 
aware, it is very likely, and most important, that the government has spent $50 million on disaster relief.  If it has 
not, I would like to ask why it has not, because it certainly should have.   

I come to my concern about the impost on small shires such as Lake Grace, and the difficulty that those shires 
have in contributing to funding for the road reconstruction that is necessary to bring their roads back into 
operation.  The main arterial road into Lake Grace is still not open to general traffic.  However, it is open today 
to light traffic.  The situation will be reviewed on Monday.  There are significant problems with establishing a 
stable base for that road after the flooding on 13 January, and that has been aggravated by further significant 
rains on two occasions since then.  I put to the house that the effort put into this situation has not been sufficient.  
These major rains occurred in January-February, and a major trade route to Lake Grace is still closed to major 
traffic.  This is traffic that Lake Grace needs to supply the town with its goods.   
I know that people will say that Lake Grace can be accessed other than via the western part.  People can 
approach it from the north and from the east.  However, those routes were also cut off for at least four to six 
weeks following the deluge.  It was no surprise to me to learn that those roads, particularly from the north, south 
and east, were cut off to heavy traffic.  When the suppliers seeking to deliver goods to Lake Grace tried to 
overcome the problem by offloading the goods from big road trains onto five-tonne trucks, the heavy haulage 
inspectorate people pulled up the farmers driving those five-tonne trucks.  I have taken up this problem with the 
minister on an earlier occasion.  It was not a compassionate approach, and there was no flexibility when people 
were trying to get supplies into this marooned town. 

This small town of Lake Grace, like a lot of small towns, has suffered.  There has been $4 million worth of road 
infrastructure damage.  I believe this government will walk away from its contribution under the 75-25 per cent 
commonwealth-state arrangement.   

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  As the government has spent $50 million and qualified to go above the second threshold, 
each $1 spent by the state will be matched by $3 from the commonwealth.  A request has been made by the Shire 
of Lake Grace, which is a small shire with a relatively small number of ratepayers.  Under this arrangement, they 
are facing perhaps a $1 million bill.  The $3 million will be covered by the commonwealth under the second 
threshold arrangements.  However, I suggest to the government and the house that this impost on small shires is 
insurmountable.  They cannot meet that cost.  I call upon the government to assist small shires such as Lake 
Grace with the 25 per cent component, so that the state government has an ongoing commitment under the 
commonwealth-state arrangement.  The government should put its 25 per cent of funding towards assisting the 
shire to reconstruct the shire roads.   

Is there any other compensation?  Under the emergency services legislation, the compensation arrangements 
apply only when government instrumentalities and staff need to take action to safeguard property.  In fact, there 
is no real compensation for people in this situation.  Some sections of the Emergency Management Act deal with 
compensation.  However, there is no real compensation for the plight of the people in Lake Grace, because the 
legislation deals only with the power of local government to destroy dangerous vegetation on premises in a 
cyclone area or in a flooded area, and local governments taking action to safe-proof some of these areas.  Some 
compensation is payable for that.  However, there is no real compensation for major infrastructure damage, as 
occurred in Lake Grace as a result of the floods.   

In the time that I have left I will implore the state government to concentrate on providing real assistance to 
towns such as those that have suffered the plight of Lake Grace.  I believe Lake Grace has been forgotten.  We 
are now into April.  A significant road from the western approach to the town is closed to heavy traffic.  The 
road has been closed about three or four times to light traffic and at times to all heavy traffic.  The state 
government should step up its assistance to reconstruct that damaged infrastructure.  We are in the second 
threshold, so every dollar spent will be matched by $3 from the commonwealth.  The state’s contribution should 
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be continued, not withdrawn.  Having reached the second threshold, the state government has relaxed.  We 
cannot relax, because infrastructure is still damaged and not repaired.   

Mr Acting Speaker, I draw your attention to New South Wales.  That state is serious about helping local 
governments and local shires reconstruct their infrastructure.  It is terribly damaging for small towns to be cut off 
from their trade routes - avenues by which they survive.  I refer to the assistance given to councils in New South 
Wales under the natural disaster assistance scheme.  This plan is real and is serious about helping local shires.  
Under the heading “Assistance for Councils”, the scheme states - 
 Grants are available to meet the additional costs of emergency work to restore essential services, 

including the provision of emergency levee banks - 

In the few days after flooding, the Lake Grace council constructed banks to divert water - 
 which are in excess of normal operations. 
 Grants are available to help Councils to permanently restore roads and bridges to pre-disaster standards.  

These grants meet 75 per cent of the first $100,000 expenditure and 100 per cent beyond that level.   
This is serious assistance, not like the assistance we get under the commonwealth-state arrangement, where the 
commonwealth steps up after the second threshold and the state government’s dollar is gone.  The 
commonwealth contributes $3 for each $1 given by the state.  I believe that the dollar given by the state drifts 
away after we reach $50 million, which is the second threshold.  There is no requirement or set formula for that 
dollar to be included.  This state government backs away from it.  I quote further - 
 This assistance is administered by the Roads and Traffic Authority. 
A person is then identified.  We are not dealing with multiple agencies - having multiple agencies leads the 
average punter to being completely confused about who to go to.  A contact number for that person is listed.  The 
scheme continues - 
 Grants are available to meet 75 per cent of the cost of permanent restoration of other essential Council 

assets up to $100,000 and full cost recovery beyond that level. 

That is very reasonable, real and tangible assistance offered by local governments.  If we had the New South 
Wales formula in Western Australia, little towns such as Lake Grace would now be up and running and 
recovered.  To continue - 

 The Department of Commerce - 

Another identifiable department - 

 administers this assistance.  Contact person is Neil Birks. 

A phone number is provided.   

In closing, I wish to stand up for towns such as Lake Grace that have suffered significantly and are continuing to 
suffer because the state government has not repaired the damaged infrastructure.  The formulas for state 
government contributions have not held the state government to account.  Although we have reached the second 
threshold in the commonwealth-state arrangement and I hope, expect and demand that the 1.75 quotient of total 
revenue is spent, the government should now deliver the extra dollar out of the $4 that is contributed overall - 
that is, $3 from the commonwealth and $1 from the state - and make a real contribution to shires such as Lake 
Grace, which has suffered almost $1 million worth of damage to infrastructure.   

As we have seen with the New South Wales example, there are tangible and real ways of making a timely 
contribution, but not in April when this event happened in January.  Lake Grace is 370 kilometres from Perth, 
but out of sight should not mean out of mind.  The people in that area are suffering.  Their infrastructure is still 
not repaired.  I implore the government to make ongoing contributions under the commonwealth-state agreement 
and to put its dollar where it should be put and help these councils and communities recover, because they are 
suffering.  We need to consider tangible and timely formulas in the future, such as the one in place in New South 
Wales, to get communities such as Lake Grace up and running.  They have suffered enough.  We need to do 
some serious work to get the infrastructure and this community up and running.  As I have said before, those 
people pay taxes.  They also contribute very significantly to the gross state product of this great state.  I suggest 
that they not only need but also deserve their infrastructure to be repaired now.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [12.29 pm]:  This is the earliest opportunity I have had to raise 
a very important issue that relates not only to my electorate of Leschenault and the people living in it but also to 
people living throughout the south west of the state.  A process is currently under way to select a site for a new 
hazardous waste processing plant for the south west region, principally to service the metropolitan area and any 
industrial needs throughout the south west of the state.  A range of issues come up when selecting a site for a 
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new hazardous waste plant.  The first thing that everyone acknowledges - I do not think any politician in this 
house would disagree - is that something positive needs to be done to prevent the tragic situation that arose in 
Bellevue and Brookdale.  I am more familiar with the situation at Brookdale, and have been out there a number 
of times to see the situation first hand and talk to people affected by it. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  There was a padlock on the fence at one stage.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Once upon a time there was.  A whole gaggle of people went along and the 
padlock disappeared.  I do not mind a bit of active participation occasionally.  I was very pleased that the Liberal 
Party threw its weight behind the residents of Brookdale.  I make no bones about the fact that I was happy to be 
part of a demonstration on the site and I had enormous sympathy for the plight of residents in that area.  That is 
my main point: I do not want to see that happen in my neck of the woods in the south west.  When a hazardous 
waste plant site is selected, we must have the utmost confidence that that site has been chosen in accordance with 
a sensible, objective and scientific process and that the site selected will not ultimately pose a risk to the 
community of the region in which it is situated. 

Unfortunately, the process that has been adopted to find a new hazardous waste processing plant site does not 
inspire me with a great deal of confidence, nor does it inspire confidence in the people of the south west region.  
There is enormous concern in my electorate of Leschenault.  For those who are not familiar with the issue, I refer 
to a process that is being run by the Core Consultative Committee on Waste, colloquially known as the 3C, 
which was established by the government to make a recommendation to cabinet on three sites for hazardous 
waste processing plants around the state.  Two sites are beyond the south west region.  I will focus my comments 
principally on the selection of a site in the south west. 

The extent of community concern can be gauged by a couple of examples.  The first was a community meeting 
held in my electorate at the Leschenault Leisure Centre, which has a large hall available for public purposes.  
The meeting received some advance publicity, but, I suggest, not the most extensive possible.  However, in my 
nine and a half years in politics I have never seen such a huge response to an issue as the response I saw that day.  
So many people were trying to get into the Leschenault Leisure Centre hall that people were eventually walking 
away because they could not get in.  They were thronging around the entrance, and the back part of the hall was 
opened up to the playing fields, but many people still could not get close enough to hear what was going on.  The 
response took everyone by surprise, and there was 100 per cent unanimous opposition to the proposal for a 
hazardous waste plant in the Shire of Harvey at the Kemerton industrial site. 

The second example of public concern about the potential of a hazardous waste plant in the Shire of Harvey is 
the fact that about 300 submissions were made to the Core Consultative Committee on Waste about the four sites 
that have been short-listed and are under consideration for the whole south west.  The sites are at Avon, 
Bencubbin in the Shire of Mount Marshall, Bruce Rock and Kemerton.  Of those 300 submissions, more than 
180 related to the Kemerton site, principally in opposition to it.  There is overwhelming opposition to the siting 
of a hazardous waste plant at Kemerton.  I have consistently shared that view, and I take my hat off to the 
members of the community who have not only lobbied against that site but also put in a great deal of time and 
effort to present a very credible, objective and scientific case to the Core Consultative Committee on Waste 
against the location of the site at Kemerton. 

I expect that this matter will be the subject of further debate in this chamber in due course, especially nearer to 
July when the matter comes before cabinet, so I will not go into this to the nth degree and I will not go through 
much of the technical detail at this stage.  The main thing I want is to be the first person in this chamber to raise 
the issue of the siting of this new hazardous waste plant, and I want to put forward the concerns of the south west 
community that Kemerton may end up being considered by cabinet as a potential site. 

There are essentially two concerns about this matter.  The first is the process that has been adopted to make a 
recommendation to cabinet on a potential site and the second is the enormous community concern about 
Kemerton as a potential site.  I will touch first of all on the process.  Whilst this is not intended at all as a 
criticism of the people who have been involved in carrying out the work - I would not want their job for quids - I 
think they were given a very difficult task because the process set out by the government was fundamentally 
flawed.  I will provide a couple of examples.  For members who are not aware of the history, to begin with, 
government agencies and the like selected almost 1 000 potential sites across the state.  Other groups, principally 
local governments and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, selected a number of other 
sites for consideration.  All up, more than 1 000 sites were considered in the first place by the Core Consultative 
Committee on Waste.  The committee adopted a mechanism that had been put together by a guru from the 
eastern states, by which a number of essential criteria and a number of desirable criteria were considered.  The 
sites that would ultimately be short-listed and the site that would be finally presented to cabinet for its 
consideration would have to meet all the essential criteria.  Then the Core Consultative Committee on Waste 
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would consider what it called the desirable criteria, which would enable the committee to rank all the sites that 
met the essential criteria.   

There are a range of concerns about this process and in the time available to me today I cannot list them all, but I 
will point to a couple.  First of all, a number of essential criteria are missing.  Some environmental matters do 
not constitute essential criteria in accordance with the selection process that has been adopted.  One example is 
ground water.  Essentially, the committee has given the criterion pertaining to ground water a tick.  However, the 
harsh reality is that the depth to ground water, which is a particularly important part of the selection process, 
especially when considering a plant that could have very large evaporation ponds, did not even make the grade 
as an essential criterion.  It has been considered only a desirable criterion.  That happens to be an important point 
in relation to Kemerton, because as anyone would know Kemerton has some wetland and floodplain areas and a 
very shallow depth to ground water.  The significance of this is very simple: if any of this extremely hazardous 
waste makes it into the ground water supply the ramifications for the region would be enormous.  To begin with, 
our advice is that this area falls within a drinking water catchment.  I know there is some dispute over this 
matter, but some people are pulling water out of the ground near the site for drinking water, and I believe that 
there are some statutory changes underway at the moment to verify the fact that Kemerton is part of a ground 
water catchment area.  More importantly, if some of these wastes were to make their way into the Wellesley 
River and ultimately into the Leschenault Estuary, we would experience nothing short of an environmental 
catastrophe.  Why was this risk not deemed an essential criterion?  Why was a full environmental risk analysis 
not done of this matter?   

I will give another example of something that did not appear in the essential criteria or in the desirable criteria; 
that is, a cost analysis or economic-benefit analysis.  We have been told by the 3C that it was not given the job of 
considering the cost of particular sites or the recurrent implications of any particular site; for example, how much 
transport is required and what that would add to the cost of waste management and so on.  The committee has 
certainly never been given the task of considering the economic benefits or disadvantages of each site.  What I 
mean by that last example can be demonstrated in Kemerton in two ways.  Firstly, Kemerton is one of a very 
small number of heavy industrial sites across the state.  There are a limited number of areas in which a proponent 
can set up a heavy industrial venture in Western Australia.  Kemerton is the site for Simcoa and Lyondell.  
Lyondell was formerly SCM Chemicals Ltd, then Millennium Inorganic Chemicals Ltd.  Those two plants alone 
directly employ around 300 people - they employ more contractors on site at shutdown and for maintenance 
purposes - and have enormous indirect spin-off benefits for the economy throughout the south west, and indeed 
for the state as a whole.  They are the sorts of industries that the government should want to put in a heavy 
industrial zone.  Why would the government want to put a very low-value hazardous waste plant in very valuable 
and very scarce heavy industrial space, when numerous other sites are available across the state and throughout 
the south west that are not located in a heavy-industry state such as this?  I have spoken to people in industry 
who say that the state needs a hazardous waste management policy, although some have said that we do not need 
a new plant.  However, assuming we do, those industries  have asked me why the government is putting it in the 
Kemerton industrial estate, and why it is not leaving that space and the buffer area around it within the industrial 
park for high-value-adding heavy industry that cannot be located at numerous other sites around the state.  That 
is a valid point.  Kemerton has some inherent environmental problems.  One is that the area suffers from 
temperature inversions.  I know that, as I am a pilot and I regularly take off in that area in the morning in a heavy 
temperature inversion.  An evaporation pond does not work too well in a temperature inversion.  Therefore, 
Kemerton will present some environmental and technical problems for the operators of a hazardous waste plant.  
Other sites around the state do not have those problems.  The question is: why locate this low-value plant, which 
will create perhaps 10 or 12 jobs directly and very few indirect jobs - perhaps a few transportations jobs and so 
on - in the south west, when that land could be used in the short, medium or long term to accommodate high-
value-adding heavy industry?  The hazardous waste plant should be located somewhere else.  That is the first 
point I make about conducting a proper economic analysis. 
The second point I make relates to the economic risk associated with a plant such as this located in the south 
west.  Any member who has had any involvement with Kemerton will know that it is absolutely essential that 
industries that establish themselves in Kemerton do so in accordance with careful planning and careful 
assessment of their potential risk to the whole region.  Simcoa and Lyondell have excellent reputations.  There 
have been some difficulties with Simcoa in relation to the use of old-growth sawlogs, with some noise pollution 
issues and so on.  However, those difficulties have been rectified and the issues resolved.  I suggest that those 
industries have demonstrated themselves to be precisely the sorts of industries that work well in that sort of 
heavy-industry park, and they provide enormous benefits to the local community and the region as a whole.   

However, I ask members to put themselves in the shoes of people who live in a region that has very successful 
horticultural and viticultural industries, and a very successful tourism industry that relies extensively on its 
image as a clean and green region.  Members should then think about putting a hazardous waste plant in that 
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region, and imagine a situation, such as that at Bellevue or Brookdale, erupting in the middle of it.  Immediately 
their export markets would be cactus, and their high-value-adding exports would go down the gurgler.   

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Immediately there would be a huge economic impact on horticulture, 
agriculture and viticulture, and perhaps tourism as well.  There would also be a negative impact on the lifestyle 
of people living in that area.  Anyone who has any experience of Brookdale need only ask residents living 
nearby what happened to the value of their homes after the Brookdale tragedy to know exactly what I mean, yet 
that sort of economic-risk analysis neither forms part of the essential criteria, although it should, nor figures 
anywhere in this process. 
The point I make is that the selection process is immediately flawed because a number of criteria were not 
included in the assessment of these sites.  When we scratch the surface of the way in which the existing criteria 
were assessed, we see significant flaws in that regard also.  I will give one example to demonstrate the point.  Let 
us choose fire and emergency services as an example.  Initially advice was received that Kemerton was viewed 
quite favourably by emergency services, as there is a regional hospital nearby.  I will draw a comparison with 
one of the other short-listed sites at Bencubbin in the Shire of Mount Marshall, which we were told would not be 
as good because there is no decent hospital within a bull’s roar of that site.  However, we scratched through this 
issue and asked what a hospital would be needed for in a case like this.  If something serious happened on one of 
these hazardous waste plants, there could be injuries such as chemical burns and a range of serious medical 
situations. 
Let us assume that there were 10 or 12 people on site, including people on trucks and other people working on 
the site.  If something serious happened, those people would need to be taken to a major trauma hospital for 
specialist care, perhaps for burns, and they would need that attention as quickly as possible.  Anyone with 
experience in medical matters knows that they have a “golden hour” to get people to expert hospital care as 
quickly as possible; that is essentially what it means.  Let us assume that in a serious event in Kemerton people 
were rushed to Bunbury Regional Hospital.  The Liberal Party has obviously made a big issue about this, as the 
government has allowed the state’s major regional hospital to run down so that it cannot any longer guarantee 
24/7 surgical services.  There is no guarantee that on any day surgeons would be available to provide medical 
care for injured people from that site in the event of an accident.  In addition, Bunbury does not have a specialist 
burns unit.  Indeed, Bunbury does not even have a fully fledged intensive care unit, as it also was downgraded a 
couple of years ago.  I know that the member for Bunbury has fought very hard for an upgrade of services at the 
Bunbury hospital, particularly an improvement to ICU services.  The question is: where would those burns 
victims go?  They would ultimately go to Royal Perth Hospital.  How would they get there?  They would be 
taken to the Bunbury airport, loaded onto a Royal Flying Doctor Service plane, flown to Jandakot and taken, 
presumably, to RPH trauma unit.  Let us compare that with Bencubbin.  Bear in mind that, on the face of it, the 
selection criteria determined that it was a pretty good site, as it had a regional hospital nearby.  However, we find 
that these burns victims would ultimately go to RPH.  Bencubbin has an airstrip that is closer to the potential 
hazardous waste plant site than Kemerton is to the airport in Bunbury.  In other words, if there were a major 
accident in Bencubbin, it is quite possible that the people affected could end up getting expert medical care 
quicker than if there were an accident in Kemerton.  I use those examples to demonstrate very simply that the 
selection process was inadequate in a number of respects.  People will say that I should hang on a moment 
because these are matters that are coming out of the wash and that they are being pointed out by the local 
communities and they can be assessed anyway.  My point is very simple: we are paying people who are 
supposedly experts to put the selection processes together yet there are some fundamental flaws. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1353.] 
 


