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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1055/33, FREMANTLE EASTERN BYPASS 
Motion for Disallowance 

Pursuant to Standing Order No 152(b), the following motion by Hon Simon O’Brien was moved pro forma on 
Thursday, 4 March 2004 - 

That Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1055/33 - Fremantle Eastern Bypass published in the 
Gazette on 19 November 2003 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 19 November 2003 under the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.11 am]:  The Liberal Party strenuously opposes this 
amendment.  By this instrument, the Gallop Government proposes to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass land 
reserve from the metropolitan region scheme.  The Fremantle eastern bypass, which has been fundamental to 
Perth’s transport planning needs since at least 1974, would connect Stirling Highway, which currently terminates 
in High Street, Fremantle, with Roe Highway, which is part of the heavy traffic freeway system that rings the 
outer suburban area.  Roe Highway, of which the bypass is an integral part, will take much of the through traffic 
from High Street, Leach Highway and South Street as well as provide a fast, uninterrupted transport corridor for 
freight and passenger vehicles.  Even much needed highway systems that have been on the books for as long as 
40 years attract their opponents.  Some local opposition groups won the ear of Labor members of Parliament in 
Fremantle as long ago as 1991.  With Labor now in government in Western Australia, this school of thought is 
that the bypass be deleted from the metropolitan region scheme and the land sold.  That ignores the wider 
implications for traffic planning throughout the metropolitan area.  Indeed, no alternative plans or other measures 
are in place to address transport issues without the bypass.  The whole proposal was fatally flawed from the very 
start because it did not arise from any legitimate planning process.  Having made an initial irrevocable decision 
in principle to delete the reserve, the Government subsequently had to develop some sort of case to justify it.  
That is what accompanies its proposed amendment.  Firstly, the Government commissioned a freight network 
review to provide options.  The review participants were not allowed to consider the option of the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, because they knew that no other options would stack up.  The resulting options contemplate 
turning various parts of Leach Highway and/or South Street into freeways, resuming houses, devaluing 
remaining housing and businesses and truncating access to roads.  That, of course, was not enough because the 
freight network review report of the director general of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
reportedly thanked everyone for all their work and indicated that none of these options addressed the future 
needs of the region.  The Government then developed a six-point plan.  We will probably hear the Government 
tell us all about its six-point plan because it is the only strategy it has.  It does not have any other plan so it must 
cling to that one like grim death.  

I will take a few minutes now to examine this Government’s six-point plan.  It is good at producing six-point 
plans.  During the power failures over the hot weather period in February, the Government released a press 
statement saying that it had a six-point plan.  That was not new.  It had already produced a six-point plan to deal 
with the transport issue.  The first article of the six-point plan is about extending Roe Highway to Kwinana 
Freeway.  Obviously, that is necessary.  I do not know why on earth the Government would say that it is part of a 
six-point plan when the entire Roe Highway ring road needs to be completed.  Suffice to say we at least agree on 
point No 1, to extend Roe Highway to Kwinana Freeway.  It is a pity that so many of the Greens, who hold the 
balance of power in this debate, are engaged elsewhere on important parliamentary business at this time.  I hope 
they are able to hear what I am about to say because they have shown signs of deafness to it until now.  There is 
a line of argument that the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass would weaken the effectiveness of Roe 
Highway stage 8 - the stage west of Kwinana Freeway - to the extent that, if the bypass were deleted, stage 8 
might never be built and thereby the lakes would be protected.  However, the building of stage 8 to Stock Road 
can still occur if conditions on the other east-west routes become intolerable.  

The Government has deliberately not moved to delete stage 8 of Roe Highway.  In answer to questions raised in 
this House by me, and probably others, the Government has given a range of reasons it does not propose to do 
so.  It is trying to delete the eastern bypass in isolation but it will leave stage 8 of Roe Highway.  Therefore, a 
vote now by the Greens to support this MRS amendment to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve will not, 
as some might suggest, lead to protection of the lakes.  It will leave the way open for a future stage 8-Stock 
Road-Leach Highway-High Street route - which would not be as efficient as stage 8 - plus the Fremantle eastern 
bypass.  That is something the Greens do not seem to want to consider.  They think that support of this 
amendment to delete the Fremantle bypass will have a ripple effect and as a result stage 8 will not go ahead.  
This Labor Government has made the deliberate decision not to move to delete stage 8 and the Greens need to 
ask themselves why.  It has been said that some options arose for stage 8 at the freight network review but the 
review did not consider them; for example, the construction of stage 8 in the general corridor, provided with 
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suitable connections, might allow a section of Farrington Road to be removed, and that would restore the 
connection of North Lake to the section of wetlands now alienated in Murdoch University land.  If such land 
were equivalent in area and quality to that used to construct stage 8 of Roe Highway, it would redress the 
environmental loss.  In addition, several techniques of road construction through sensitive areas have not been 
mentioned in any of the freight network review material.  They include culverts for wildlife movement, the 
placement of trees of sufficient height to ensure birds do not fly across the route at traffic level and the collection 
and storage of seeds from endangered flora for later regeneration.   

The second point of the Government’s six-point plan is to encourage the transportation of more freight by rail.  
In fact, it wants the amount of container traffic on rail from Fremantle port to increase from three per cent to 
30 per cent.  That sounds terrific at face value.  

Hon Ken Travers:  It is already on the way.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  As the parliamentary secretary indicated in his occasionally articulate way, this is the 
flagship argument.  It is going to put all cargo on rail - from three per cent to 30 percent.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Absolutely.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It has already increased in the past year from three per cent to five per cent so, as the 
parliamentary secretary said, it is on the way, is it not? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Yep. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Wow!  Is that not terrific?  What a tremendous argument.  The trouble is, it is a hollow 
argument.  In 2002-03 when three per cent of container cargo was transported by rail, what was the number 
moved by rail?  It was 12 952.  The member should count them if he does not believe me.  The aim in 2003-04 is 
to move five percent of container cargo by rail - 23 961 containers.  That is a big increase; in fact, it is almost 
double.  Wow!  The Government is on its way.  It has gone from three per cent to five per cent.  At the same 
time as that big increase from three per cent to five per cent took place, almost doubling, the number of 
containers moved on road has already increased by nine per cent.  The Government is not getting there; it is 
losing already.  The chickens are already coming home to roost.  Look at the Government’s figures, and look at 
the falsity of the statements by the minister.  God help the parliamentary secretary: it must be a hard job to 
represent the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I have enjoyed representing both ministers as parliamentary secretary. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The parliamentary secretary is a masochist.  Why does he not play it safe and walk 
through a few glass doors, like my friend opposite?  It would be safer.   

Hon Ken Travers:  The only hard thing about being Alannah’s parliamentary secretary is listening to you in 
debate.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That really cut to the quick! 

The number of trucks on our roads bearing containers has risen by nine per cent this year, despite reports that the 
Government’s plans to move freight from road to rail is working.  Listen to the figures, parliamentary secretary.  
This is fact, not just nonsense rhetoric.  For the purposes of this argument I will be absolutely charitable, and say 
that the parliamentary secretary’s plan to put 30 per cent of sea container freight onto rail can work.  I will not 
say that the Government will get halfway there and achieve 15 per cent.  It has already gone from three to five 
per cent.  Let us look at a scenario in which the Government achieves a full 30 per cent movement, allowing for 
massive growth over the next few years.  In that situation, the figures will be as follows.  I have mentioned that 
five per cent of containers will be transported by rail each year; that is, 23 961 containers are being transported 
by rail.  The number transported by road this year will be 455 253.  The road figure has increased from 418 000 
last year, which is a significant increase.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Is that related to truck movements?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is closely related to truck movements.  Let us consider that we reach the maximum 
capacity of the inner harbour - I use the Fremantle Port Authority’s figures here, so it is fact, not conjecture - 
which is 1.2 million 20-foot equivalent units.  We are told that a range of other developments are still to take 
place.  If the Government will move 30 per cent of containers by rail, and it has 600-metre double-stack trains 
rumbling through the streets of Fremantle 18 times a day every day to go to inland terminals, then what?  The 30 
per cent of 1.2 million units would be 360 000 containers to be transported by rail.  That is if this Government’s 
plan comes together.  It is a nightmare scenario to some people, but it is what the Government is shooting for.  
Against the 360 000, the Government would have 840 000 containers moved by road.  Compare that with the 
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455 000 container movements this year, as compared with 418 000 last year.  Even if the best case scenario is 
achieved, and the massive increase in heavy freight on our road network occurs, it must go somewhere.  I will 
talk about that more in the future.  That will represent an 85 per cent increase in road transport on the current 
situation.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Will they go north on the Fremantle eastern bypass?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They will use a range of routes.  Yes, many of them would move via the eastern bypass 
and onto the Roe Highway.  I will return to the matter of road congestion shortly.   

The third article of the six-point plan was to have inland container terminals.  This is another smokescreen.  I 
wonder whether the honourable parliamentary secretary knows how many containers are FCLs, or full container 
loads, being moved directly to owners’ premises.  He would not have a clue.  Many FCLs go directly to owners’ 
premises to be unstuffed, which is the term used, Mr President.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Does that mean that trains will go directly to private premises?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  When 30 per cent, if the Government is lucky, of containers are moved by rail to 
inland container terminals, what will happen to those containers then?  They will be put on a truck to be taken to 
their destination.  In many cases, this will take them straight back to Spearwood, O’Connor and other places 
around Fremantle and elsewhere around town.  I have not factored those truck journeys into the minimum of 
840 000 trips, which is double the current situation.  The Government admitted that up front.   

That situation makes a mockery of the fourth point of making better utilisation of logistics and trucks.   

The fifth point is to speed up the development of an outer harbour.  This matter was recognised by the freight 
network review.  It set a five-year time frame to address barriers to such development in the working group’s No 
5 paper.  Only another five years will be needed to create another outer harbour.  This is probably the most 
important freight network review strategy, upon which the Liberal Opposition does not pour cold water.  At least 
the plan makes provision for the growth of trade beyond the inner harbour transport capacity at this time.  People 
who want to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass cannot come to grips with that aspect.  It is too hard and 
upsetting - they just want it to go away.  With the proposal for the outer harbour, given a five-year time frame to 
address barriers, followed by a large time frame and expenditure of funds necessary to achieve a functional and 
connected outer harbour, it seems too early to abandon the existing transport link reservations such as the 
Fremantle eastern bypass and Roe Highway stage 8.  It is interesting to note that the draft environmental 
protection Cockburn Sound policy 2002 has not recognised the proposed outer harbour development.  It merely 
states that the policy will be reviewed after seven years, and that an amendment will be needed if approval is to 
be given to the outer harbour development.  Given that funding and approval for the outer harbour, which the 
State will need in due course, has not been obtained, it seems reasonable to preserve the Fremantle eastern 
bypass and the Roe Highway stage 8 reserves as fall-back options.  I ask my good friend Hon Jim Scott, who is 
wounded and decorated in action - I am glad he was not more severely hurt - whether the Greens (WA), if they 
are in favour of this deletion, also support completely the development of an outer harbour.  That is an argument 
the Government is relying upon to get the support of the Greens.  The Greens cannot have it both ways.  I ask the 
member to consider that question, and maybe to address it in his comments.   

Item six is the real doozey; that is, to improve existing roads to cater for all the anarchy and chaos that will result 
from this Government’s flawed policy.  Why is it necessary to improve the existing roads unless a problem has 
been created or is about to be confronted?  The Government produced all sorts of arrangements.  A local 
implementation committee was appointed, and what an extraordinary success that has been!  The committee 
chaired by Tony McRae, the temporary member for Riverton, has attempted to do a number of things.  However, 
it has not touched the surface of the problems that exist.  Even it acknowledges, in attachment 2 at page 31 of the 
Western Australian Planning Commission’s report on this amendment, that there will need to be grade 
separations at various intersections on Leach Highway.  In relation to the Stirling Highway-High Street 
intersection, land acquisition and a further change to the metropolitan region scheme will be required.  Why?  
Because people’s houses will be resumed and torn down.  The Government has decided that that is a better 
option than using the planning process that has been going on for more than 30 years: let us try some other 
options to try desperately to address the problems that will arise, particularly on Leach Highway.  So far it has 
put in a bus embayment outside Rossmoyne Senior High School, and that is great to see.  I will get a plaque for 
the Tony McRae bus embayment, because he has done nothing else for his electorate in relation to this matter, 
and I will come back to that later.   

If members want one example of the sixth point of the six-point plan, which shows the nonsense that this 
Government has embarked on, they need look no further than the Stock Road-Leach Highway intersection.  I 
asked question on notice 1297 to the parliamentary secretary, which states -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 7 April 2004] 

 p1815b-1836a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Barbara Scott; 

Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Murray Criddle 

 [4] 

Given the Government’s intention to delete the Fremantle Eastern Bypass from the Metropolitan 
Region Scheme and in terms of the Minister’s six point plan, can the Minister advise -  

(1) What works are to be carried out to upgrade the Leach Highway and Stock Road intersection?   

(2) What will be the cost of these works?   

(3) Will the upgrade be completed in one or more stages?   

(4) What is the timeframe for these works?   

(5) Has an analysis been undertaken in terms of compensation for the affected businesses and/or 
residents in the vicinity?   

(6) If so, can the Minister table the analysis?   

The question continues.  The reply I received from the parliamentary secretary states -  

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No.1055/33 (Fremantle Eastern Bypass) is currently being 
progressed by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  While the upgrading of the Leach 
Highway/Stock Road intersection to some form of grade separation has been suggested, there is no firm 
proposal for this intersection at this time.   

I will bet the Government did not want to talk about firm proposals for the intersection, because there appears to 
be one now.  The concerns that Hon Jim Scott is reflecting are that he does not want spaghetti junction type 
freeways or massive intrusive engineering, and he does not want to disrupt established communities or the 
expense.  He is kidding himself if he thinks, as some seem to, that by deleting the Fremantle eastern bypass with 
this amendment, suddenly it will just go away, the 1.2 million container units being moved per annum from the 
Fremantle port will magically disappear, all the traffic, including the trucks, will go away and everything will be 
all right, and we can all live happily ever after.  If this road infrastructure is prevented from happening at some 
stage in the future, other arrangements must be made.  Even this Government realises that, but it does not want to 
talk about it until it has achieved this.   

Let us look at the lengths to which it is prepared to go, just by looking at the Stock Road-Leach Highway 
intersection.  I have some aerial photographs that were considered by the local government authority in the 
member’s electorate and in mine, as recently as last night.  This is where we are going.  This is the status of the 
plans.  I will make these photographs available to members in the Chamber, because obviously they cannot be 
incorporated in Hansard.  The aerial photograph I am looking at shows the Leach Highway-Stock Road 
intersection.  The parts highlighted in yellow are the new bits of road that the Government is proposing to build 
consequent to, and only because of, this mania about deleting the Fremantle eastern bypass.  I note that it 
provides for grade separation at Stock Road and Leach Highway, in that the current set of lights will be removed 
and Stock Road will be a flyover above Leach Highway.  I also note that traffic travelling east on Leach 
Highway from the port - some of the minimum number of 840 000 trucks with containers - and wishing to turn 
right to proceed south along Stock Road, as the Government wants them to do under its proposal, will pull over 
to the left-hand lane.  At that point they will enter another flyover, which commences about where Golden Egg 
Farms is halfway down the hill, crosses all lanes of Leach Highway, which is a grade-separated, six-lane 
highway at this point with a large median strip, crosses over and high above where the D’Orsogna plant is now 
and arcs right around to a point halfway up Stock Road, where it joins the left-hand side.  It seems that there will 
be multilevel flyovers.  That will not get rid of Hon Jim Scott’s concerns.  That will introduce a whole new 
nightmare in terms of what he claims to stand for.  Why?  Simply to satisfy a promise given on a partisan issue 
raised with Jim McGinty in 1991.  The expense and pollution that will result from these sorts of measures is far 
more than would arise from building the Fremantle eastern bypass at some stage in the future.  However, this is 
only one intersection.   

What about North Lake Road, Moolyeen Road, Murdoch Drive and Riseley Street?  The member is prepared to 
wear all that, simply to pursue the obsession he has with getting rid of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  How much 
will it cost to resume and relocate the D’Orsogna factory and provide land and a whole new factory?  That is in 
the south west quadrant.  In the north west quadrant, I note that the entire area of public open space, and some 
houses around it, will be obliterated by a ring road.  Members should look at this stupid map and tell me how on 
earth people currently travelling south along Stock Road from Melville will turn right into Leach Highway, 
which is meant to be a main transport route?  For example, the member for Willagee, Alan Carpenter, who lives 
in the north east quadrant, needs to go that way to his electorate office, but I cannot see any provision for it.  
How will anyone get to the major cold storage place, the major Australia Post distribution centre, Koala Self 
Storage Pty Ltd and the other major businesses in the area from Fremantle?  They will not be able to get to those 
businesses.  They will have to go along Carrington Street and along Sainsbury Road by the cemetery.  The more 
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I look at this picture, the more it becomes apparent that the proposal will create a nightmare in addressing the 
problems that arise from the proposed deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass, when there is no need to do it.  It 
is the central flawed decision from day one that has given rise to all these tainted consequences. 

Hon Jim Scott:  This is a plan that actually has been accepted and put in place, is it?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Before I move on, I thank the member for reminding me.  The parliamentary secretary 
could not tell us a thing about it before, but now that this plan is being put forward, I ask him to please tell us 
how much it will cost.  He should answer all the other questions about how many people will be compensated for 
loss of amenity, loss of homes, loss of businesses, loss of trade and loss of access.  He should tell me why people 
in Willagee will not be able to access their homes from Stock Road, about the cul-de-sacing of Boon Street and 
Dann Court and, from what I can see from the limited detail provided, possibly even the cul-de-sacing of Garling 
Street.  How the heck will the people of Willagee cope with this?  Why should they have to cope with it to 
satisfy a few people in Jim McGinty’s electorate?   

When the Government moved down the path of deleting the bypass, I asked the then parliamentary secretary 
back in 2002 about the stage the process had reached and what process would be followed.  In part the answer I 
received to question without notice 136, asked on Thursday, 12 September 2002, was that -  

The proposed MRS amendment will follow the statutory process set out in section 33 of the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959. 

Indeed, that is the path that the Government purported to go down.  Section 33 of the Act creates a process 
whereby major amendments to the metropolitan region scheme can be accommodated, in a way that the Act 
obviously intends, by taking away partisan, local considerations, which would prevent just about anything from 
ever happening, and looking at the regional and statewide interests of our community as well.  It provides for a 
process of consultation.  That process was certainly followed.  A total of 9 736 submissions were made on this 
amendment.  Of those, 8 290 were against it; that is, 85.1 per cent.  That went beyond any other record in terms 
of MRS amendments.  There had never been such a response before to a proposed amendment.  There has been 
nothing like it.  Perhaps it was those people to whom the parliamentary secretary’s colleague Tony McRae, the 
member for Riverton, was referring in the Legislative Assembly on 27 February 2003 when he described 
opponents to the Government’s proposal as 10 000 maniacs.  Is that what it has come down to?  Is that the 
contempt that the Government has for people who want to exercise their rights under section 33 by accepting the 
Government’s publicly advertised invitation to give submissions, that when they overwhelmingly respond and 
reject what the Government is doing, the Government describes them as maniacs?  That is what has happened so 
far!  If the Government wants to go down the section 33 process, it must abide by that process.  That is the law.  
At no stage did this Government intend to do anything but pay lip-service to the law on this matter.  It made the 
decision right on day one that come hell or high water, regardless of what came out of the MRS submission 
process, it would move to delete this land reserve, no matter what.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  Total arrogance.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It was total arrogance.  The Government made that quite plain right from the start.  Yet 
people went through this charade because they felt that they could rely on the law contained within that Act.  
Hon Norman Moore has a motion standing in his name on the Notice Paper calling for a select committee to 
inquire into the conduct of the Western Australian Planning Commission on this matter.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is a slur on all the commissioners and you should be ashamed of yourselves.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The parliamentary secretary will hear a bit more in a moment, so he should sit tight.  I 
look forward to the select committee being established.  Hon Norman Moore is quite right to highlight this 
aspect and to question the sort of interference there has been in the WAPC’s management of this statutory 
process on this occasion.  I want to hear other members in response, so I will not go into that matter in any more 
detail now.  Alan Bolger, a consultant I know well, has stated that in pursuit of the deletion of the Fremantle 
eastern bypass from the MRS, the Government of Western Australia has devised an ad hoc process of 
infrastructure planning and has hand-picked public consultation that provides no benefits to the wider 
community.   

I have a rather extraordinary document in front of me.  I asked for the minutes of the hearings committee on the 
WAPC review and the relevant parts of the minutes of the WA Planning Commission meetings to be tabled.  It 
took a while, but the parliamentary secretary eventually provided them to me earlier this year.  They make very 
interesting reading, because two very clear things can be seen from a perusal of these documents.  Firstly, the 
hearings committee, which was appointed as a subcommittee by the WAPC because of the size of the job and 
was chaired by Ms Verity Allan, plainly ruled in favour of not deleting the bypass.  The findings of the hearings 
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committee are summarised on page 7 of the WAPC report.  It gave a range of reasons for its recommendation.  
The report states -  

The Hearings Committee recommends that Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No.1055/33 
should not proceed at the current time or in its current form. 

That was after having considered the almost 10 000 submissions.  Decent, independent people worked hard for a 
very long period in response to an overwhelming and unprecedented level of public interest.  Those people came 
under the statutory process laid out in section 33 of the Act and worked in good faith, only to be overruled and 
disregarded, as we are about to see.  When the hearings committee report went to the parent body, the WA 
Planning Commission, it was turned around 180 degrees.  I again remind the House that no planning process 
gave rise to this decision; it was purely partisan prejudice and bias.  Somehow that got into the WAPC.  That is 
why Hon Norman Moore will in due course move to establish a select committee to inquire into that matter, 
because it is a very dangerous development if the conduct of one of our statutory bodies can be so influenced.  
This very large collection of papers is held together by a very large lackey band, which is probably in better nick 
than the lackey band that is currently holding the Government together.  Within this collection of papers are the 
minutes of the special meeting of the Western Australian Planning Commission held on Thursday, 13 November 
2001.  We are getting to the final step in this sorry affair.  I perused the various documents.  As members can 
see, it is quite a high stack; it is the evolution of a report, as subsequent drafts were knocked into shape.  We 
have all participated in similar exercises.  Something else took place at the meeting on Thursday, 13 November.  
The full committee of the WAPC had received the hearings committee report, which unequivocally stated that 
for very good reasons the WAPC should not proceed with this amendment.  However, the WAPC said, “Hang 
on, we will proceed with it because we have to; it has already been decided.”  It had to turn the report around 180 
degrees.  As the drafts evolved, that does not amount to much of an argument.  Someone came along to the 
WAPC meeting on 13 November and inserted eight paragraphs.  The eight paragraphs of claptrap and nonsense 
were headed “planning context”.  The Western Australian Planning Commission tried to give some substance to 
its argument and to argue that black is white.  The WAPC tried to take the hearings committee’s 
recommendation, which is backed up by masses of evidence, and turn it around 180 degrees so that right is left, 
yes means no and day is night.  Until 13 November, the WAPC had no case.  Subsequent to that, it still does not 
have a case but it thought it did by inserting those eight paragraphs of claptrap that sound to me very much like a 
press release from the minister’s office.  What is the term that the minister uses?  It is paradigm shift.  It supports 
a paradigm shift.  That term is in the document.  Where have members heard that term?  Whom have they heard 
say that we need a paradigm shift in our thinking?  The only person in all Christendom - if I am still allowed to 
use that word in this State - I have heard use the term “paradigm shift” on this matter is the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  I should add that that phrase was echoed by the member for Riverton after the minister had 
used it.  That is where the term appears late in the day.  It did not arise from any part of the planning process.  
Someone said that the argument in the document should be beefed up because at that time it sounded like 
absolute rubbish.  That is how the eight paragraphs came to be included in those documents.   

In addition, another change that members might notice to the report to make it sound better - that is what the 
committee is talking about - is that it had to delete a particularly partisan comment, which is clearly part of the 
minister’s argument.  I note that that comment has been deleted from the final WAPC report.  This is stock-in-
trade for this Government.  Governments might think that they can play that type of game.  Indeed, they exist in 
large part to promote their own points of view.  The WAPC is not there to play that sort of game.  We will hear 
more about that in due course.   

The WAPC also had the benefit of the advice of its own transport committee.  The transport committee report is 
attached - as often happens with such vital parts of government documents - at the very bottom of a very big 
report.  It is the penultimate report and it advises us of a number of things.  I refer to the transport committee’s 
advice regarding the Fremantle eastern bypass.  It tells us that even with the six-point plan, freight traffic on the 
regional road network will continue to grow.  Goodnight.  There it is.  That is the official advice to the WAPC 
regardless of whether it wants to listen to it.  The thing that really concerned me about the transport committee’s 
advice was what it had to offer about road safety and the Government’s disregard for that advice.  The 
committee stated -  

e. FEB-Roe Highway is a better traffic and road safety solution than the current alternative.  The 
March 2003 economic evaluation of the FEB and the preferred alternative calculated an 
accident cost saving of $9.4 million (present value) for the ‘Preferred Alternative’ compared to 
$29.8 million for the FEB-Roe Highway option . . .    

f. The risks associated with hazardous goods movement would be lower on FEB-Roe Highway 
than on alternatives such as Leach Highway -  
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Which is where everyone lives -  

because of greater separation from residential areas and lower accident rates on a freeway than 
a traffic signal controlled highway. 

That is what it says.  It actually measures and puts a dollar figure on the amount of trauma that would occur on 
the roads if this Government went ahead with its plan and did not allow for the eastern bypass connection.  The 
cost is $20.4 million per annum in today’s dollars.  What has the Government done with that advice?  It has 
disregarded it.  How much is $20.4 million worth of road trauma?  Are 1 000 crashes on average worth 
$20.4 million?  How many casualties is it?  How many people will end up in hospital?  How many people will be 
bereaved because people have died?  It staggers me that the Government can receive advice that there will be a 
massive amount of extra road trauma and turn a blind eye to it.  The Government reckons it has got it right and 
that everyone else has got it wrong.  It has ignored the advice of the Western Australia Police Force, the 
Department of Industry and Resources and Transperth, which all advise - this is stated in the front pages of the 
WAPC report - that the Government should not delete the bypass either at all, at this time or without doing other 
things such as making sure that those things work before the road reserve is deleted.   

The Government has ignored major local governments such as the Cities of Melville and Canning.  I know the 
local government members at Melville and Canning.  They are very big, professional local governments that 
have experts on their staff.  They advised the Government that there would be horrendous consequences for their 
jurisdictions and for their citizens if the Government continued down this path.  However, the Government has 
turned a deaf ear yet again.  Even the City of Cockburn, which was politically motivated to vote in favour of the 
deletion, is now receiving further advice from its planners, who have always opposed deletion and who now 
want to issue a pamphlet advising the city’s citizens that there will be all sorts of consequences because of the 
project.  The City of Cockburn will be impacted upon.  It had better start planning for it.  Good on those 
professional advisers for at least persevering and getting the message through their heads.   

My attention was drawn to an article in the autumn 2004 edition of The Wheel, which is the august official organ 
of the Transport Workers Union.  The article was headed “Leach Freeway?” and was a warning by Glenn Sterle.  
The TWU has tried to tell the Government about the horrendous consequences that will occur if the Government 
proceeds on this course.  The Government can accuse the 10 000 maniacs - as the member for Riverton calls 
them - the Winthrop and Bateman Community Associations, the Rossmoyne-Shelley ratepayers, the good people 
who live in High Street, Fremantle and uncle Tom of being a Liberal front controlled by Mike Board, Simon 
O’Brien and Barbara Scott.  However, surely to God the Government cannot call the Transport Workers Union a 
Liberal front!  In part, Glenn Sterle says that without the Fremantle eastern bypass -  

 . . . this will create a frightening congestion problem of mammoth proportions in the very near future 
on all highways and major roads leading to the docks.   

Even now Leach Highway, which carries most trucking to and from the port, is battling to handle the 
heavy freight traffic.   

He talks about the numbers of road and rail movements about which I spoke earlier.  He has some very 
unflattering things to say about the minister, which distresses me greatly.  I have a reasonably wide vocabulary.  
Glenn Sterle uses the term “dildo brains” with regard to the proponents.  I have a fairly wide vocabulary, but this 
is new for me.  From the context, if anyone wants to read this, I gather that “dildo brain” is not necessarily a term 
of endearment!  That is the advice from the Transport Workers Union.  Let us go to the head of the TWU - the 
boss - Jim McGiveron.  I remember hearing about Mr Jim McGiveron, the head of the TWU, because it was my 
very good friend and colleague, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who, in her maiden speech, told us what a sensitive, 
saintly and profound fellow Jim McGiveron was.  She told us he was a terrific bloke; someone, I am sure she 
would say, whose word we could rely on.  Let us look at his word.  In the same publication he tells us a few 
things.  He backs the Transport Forum WA on behalf of the TWU.  He states - 

The Transport Forum is right when it says Congestion Kills.   

The Government ought to know that because its own transport committee advised that, which is reproduced in 
this report.  McGiveron goes on to state - 

Congestion kills our People; stuffs up our Environment, and it will destroy our Economy. 

Yet Alannah in Wonderland is too busy playing choo choos with all our “Monopoly Money” to do 
anything about the impending traffic crisis. 

She needs to spend a week in a truck driving back and forth in a loaded semi on Leach Highway to get 
an idea how frustrated truckies are getting with the growing GRIDLOCK. 
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MacTiernan obviously couldn’t give a fat rat’s - 

I cannot make out the word, given the quality of the photocopy.  It is a fat rat’s something.  I think it is an 
anatomical term but I cannot quite make it out.  I will let Mr McGiveron tell the story.   

MacTiernan obviously couldn’t give a fat rat’s . . . about truck drivers.  She doesn’t understand us and 
she never recognizes the vital role we play in our economy. 

MacTiernan is an elitist corporate lawyer who looks down her pointy nose at people who earn their 
crust in manual occupations. 

That is what the Labor Party’s friends are telling it about this idea.  That is what they are saying about it.  But no, 
this Government is right and everyone else is wrong. 

I have spoken about the lack of any credible planning process giving rise to this amendment.  Therefore, from 
the point of view of the House, we should not even be considering whether to disallow the amendment.  It should 
not even get to first base.  Of course, it should be disallowed on that basis alone.  We should look at the political 
interference that has now intruded into every aspect of the process.  I remind the House of papers I tabled in 
2002 that gave evidence of how advisers in the department were being got at.  We later saw further documents 
that proved my allegations.  I remind members of that in passing, although I have not had time to raise that 
today.  The entire amendment process is flawed and suspect.  We know that the results will not mean that we can 
do away with naughty internal-combustion engines and traffic and all live happily ever after in some commune.  
We know that a range of traffic problems will be created along Leach Highway, South Street, High Street and 
other residential roads, which will become rat runs.  We know the advice of the transport committee, which 
refers to an additional $20.4 million in costs caused by road trauma.  I do not know how many bumper bars and 
shattered windscreens that represents, but I am damned sure that a lot of blood has been included in that 
calculation.  That is what we will get; that is what all the advice tells us.  The only thing pushing for it is the 
Government and a compliant - hopefully not in this case - crossbench party that has the numbers.  They will stick 
two fingers up to everybody and proceed because they have the numbers to do it and it suits them to do so.  That 
is not much of an argument.  It is all very well for them to say that they do not care as long as the road is not 
built.  The fact is that there will be consequences.  The simple unvarnished truth is that the road reserve is most 
certainly necessary.  Increasingly it will be more necessary.  Even if the Gallop Government will not build a 
Fremantle eastern bypass, the reserve must be available for future generations.  To delete the reserve and sell off 
the land is an irresponsible, juvenile and selfish action that this House should resist.  It is irresponsible because it 
ignores the needs of a growing metropolitan area, now and in the future.  It is juvenile in that it is an action taken 
capriciously and in defiance of all professional advice.  The most personally offensive thing is that it is selfish in 
that it upholds the narrow views of a vocal lobby group in the member for Fremantle’s electorate that is 
indifferent to the serious and adverse consequences that the decision will visit upon everybody else.  It will affect 
the wider community in High Street, Fremantle through Palmyra, Willagee, Melville, Winthrop, Booragoon, 
Brentwood, Bullcreek, Rossmoyne, Shelley, Willeton, Riverton, Wilson, Murdoch, Bateman, Leeming and 
Kardinya.  For all those reasons, the House must support this disallowance motion. 
[Interruption from the gallery.] 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Ladies and gentlemen in the public gallery, on behalf 
of the members, welcome to Parliament House.  We have rules at Parliament House and one of the rules is that 
only the elected members are allowed to speak or make noise.  Please do not applaud or interject, otherwise there 
may be a need to remove some people or, at worst, close the gallery.  We are delighted that people are here, but 
please observe that silence is required. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.06 am]:  The Government will 
oppose this motion.  Members need to be aware of what we are discussing today.  Hon Simon O’Brien referred 
to a paradigm shift in the way we plan the State.  It is an interesting point because it is a paradigm shift that goes 
back to the original Stephenson plan in 1955.  I will take some time to put it into context in the way that west 
Perth has been planned.  If we refer to the 1955 plan - 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Simon O’Brien was heard in relative silence and that is the 
way other members will be heard. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  As I was saying, it is about the way in which Perth has been planned.  It is quite 
instructive to refer to 1955 and look at the original proposal from Professor Stephenson.  Members will see that 
Perth was planned at the time to be a capped city, and one that used rail to a far greater extent than it does.  I 
have not had a chance to check the figures, but I am sure that, in the time of the 1955 Stephenson plan, he stated 
that 11 per cent of trips to the city were by public transport.  He equated that with a city that he was planning, 
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which would have a population of approximately 1.2 million people, which is a slightly smaller figure than 
today.  He talked about the need to increase the amount of trips on public transport to approximately 22 per cent, 
which was a doubling of the original figure.  The figures were similar to those in Melbourne, which was a city of 
approximately 1.2 million people at that time.  That is why rail was proposed, not just for transporting people, 
but also to move goods around the city.  Professor Stephenson also proposed a capped city stretching no further 
than where Hillarys is today.  In those days I think it was called Whitfords.  Unfortunately, between 1955 and 
1963, the modes of the time were moved on and we went to a city that was planned purely around motor 
vehicles.   
As a former customs officer, I have worked on the wharves.  Hon Simon O’Brien is also a former customs 
officer who has worked on the wharves, so I am sure he will know as well as I that the way in which goods and 
services were moved through the wharves at that time was very different from what happens today.  Trains were 
used to get goods off the wharves and out to the rest of Perth.  However, lumpers were used to move the freight 
physically off the ships, because there was no containerisation of freight at that time.  There has since been a 
change to the use of containers, and for the past 40 years that has been the process by which Perth has grown and 
been developed.  

We now face a situation in which the percentage of work trips on public transport has not reached the prediction 
in the Stephenson plan of 22 per cent, but has actually regressed to 9.7 per cent.  That 9.7 per cent can be 
compared with the Australian average of 14.5 per cent.  The United States average is nine per cent.  I am sure we 
would all agree that we do not want to go down the path of the United States -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  What does that have to do with freight?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will explain, if the member will wait and listen.  The problem is that members opposite 
are so fixated and focused on one point of this debate that they are missing the big picture.  In Europe, the 
average is 39 per cent.  It is always interesting, when these types of debate come up, to talk to members of the 
public about their views.  An interesting statistic was passed to me last night at a function.  Munich has the same 
population as Perth.  However, Perth is sixteen times larger in area than the city of Munich. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  So?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  So, what we need to do, Hon Barbara Scott, is re-think our planning strategy and not 
continue to go down the path that we have been going down for the past 40 years, which is actually, as I said 
earlier, a deviation from the original Stephenson plan.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Why are we building a railway? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash:):  Order!  I am not allowing any interjections.  I want members 
to be heard in silence.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Murray Criddle asked what does this have to do with freight.  This has to do with 
traffic on our roads.  It has to do with not just trucks, but also cars and people travelling to work.  It has to do 
with orderly and sustainable planning for the future of Perth.  This morning I had an interesting experience.  I 
thought I would look at other road networks to see what has been the impact on the other side of the Graham 
Farmer Freeway.  I used to live in Rivervale, so I would regularly come into the city from the other side of the 
eastern suburbs.  Therefore, I thought it would be useful to go for a quick drive around that area this morning 
before I came to work to see whether it was congested.  I usually come down Loftus Street -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  On public transport?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No.  The problem was that I was held up in traffic on Loftus Street.  That street was 
expanded significantly only a couple of years ago, and after it had been expanded I was able to get to Parliament 
House in about 10 minutes flat.  Today it took me well over 20 minutes to make the same journey, so I did not 
have time to look at the other end of the tunnel.  However, I realised that I had actually found out what I wanted 
to find out, even though it was occurring at the other end of the bypass on a different road network.  When we 
build roads, we get traffic.  That is the issue that people need to think about.  Therefore, we need to plan for the 
alternative.  

Hon Simon O’Brien asked whether I came to work on public transport.  No, I did not.  Should we be planning to 
try to encourage more people to go to work on public transport?  Yes.  This Government has supported the 
TravelSmart program.  I was a bit of a cynic about that program.  Since that program has been adopted in the 
Town of Vincent, I have actually changed my habits.  I now use my pushbike to get around the local community 
far more than I did prior to the introduction of that program.  I have used public transport on more occasions in 
the past year than I did in the previous couple of years. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 7 April 2004] 

 p1815b-1836a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Barbara Scott; 

Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Murray Criddle 

 [10] 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Does Hon Simon O’Brien wish to exercise his right of 
reply?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We need to remember that we are talking about the planning of the total system.  It will 
not assist us in that process if we build a road through Fremantle - one of the great communities of Western 
Australia, and one that still has a strong sense of community - and cut it off from the surrounding communities.  
What we are talking about is sharing the roads, not just for freight but for all the traffic on the roads.  I will talk 
later about the specific issue of how we should deal with freight.   

I thought that in order to get some insight into how I should look at this issue and how this Chamber should 
consider a metropolitan region scheme amendment, I would try to find some words of wisdom from previous 
speakers.  I found the following in Hansard of 1 July 1998 -  

The point is that the Government is the ultimate planner, and it must ultimately take responsibility for 
the planning of Western Australia.  That is appropriate, as the Government should make those 
decisions.  It uses mechanisms such as the Planning Commission in making those decisions and 
generally takes its advice.  In this case, we have taken that advice.  It is right that the Government 
should have ultimate responsibility for deciding whether a planning proposal should go ahead.  I have 
no problem with that.  

On the other hand, Parliament’s role was never to do the planning.  Its role is to say what should 
appropriately be taken out.  However, three tests must be met in making that decision: Was there proper 
public consultation; was it listened to; and was a proper planning decision made?   

I will look now at whether we have met each of those three tests.  The first test is whether there was proper 
public consultation.  Yes, there was proper public consultation.  We went through the normal process.  We can 
compare that with the last time the Fremantle eastern bypass was dealt with in this place.  Was it dealt with 
through the processes of the Western Australian Planning Commission or was it dealt with by an Act of 
Parliament?  It was dealt with by an Act of Parliament that excluded the public from being involved in the 
process.  This Government has a view - yes, Hon Simon O’Brien is right - that we want to move this matter 
forward.  We want to have sustainable planning.  However, we have still chosen to go through the WAPC 
process.  Members may not like the result of the WAPC process, but that is the process that we went through.  
The issue of numbers has been raised.  This is not a beauty contest in which we are talking about who has won.  
This is about a proper planning process.  Yes, there were a lot of submissions.  However, likewise, I presented a 
petition only this morning containing 5 022 signatures from people who said they want the Fremantle eastern 
bypass to be deleted.  There was a proper planning process.  People were listened to, and their views were 
considered as part of that process.  It is interesting to hear how Hon Simon O’Brien couched the comments of the 
Western Australian Planning Commission hearings committee.  I did not get the exact wording, but it was 
something like, “It was unequivocal.  No way.  We cannot delete the Fremantle eastern bypass.”  I urge members 
to look at the reports that have been tabled in this place and to read the conclusions of the hearings committee 
and see whether that equates with the way in which Hon Simon O’Brien described its conclusions to this place. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Are you saying I am making it up?  Here is the report!   
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order! If Hon Simon O’Brien interjects one more time, I will 
ask him to leave the Chamber.  I have said that we will hear this debate in relative silence.  If Hon Simon 
O’Brien wants time out, I will give it to him. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  As I have said, when one reads the whole of recommendation 12, it gives a slightly 
different indication.  The hearings committee was only one part of the total process, as was the Transport 
Committee.  The final decision was made by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  That is the body 
that we, in this State, entrust with giving us good advice on these matters.  The WAPC, after it had listened to all 
of its subcommittees, made the recommendation that the Fremantle eastern bypass be deleted.  We can be very 
proud of the public consultation process by which we deal with these matters in Western Australia.  As members 
know, we have committees and subcommittees.  We get all of that advice.  We then have a body that makes the 
final decision.  The WAPC comprises eminent town planners.  The comments that have been made in this place 
this morning about the final decision of the WAPC, which was to recommend the deletion of the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, is a slur on those people.  I compare that with - I do not want to go into great detail - the way in 
which local government money has been used in this process.  Were proper processes followed and was the 
community consulted before that money was spent on what was a blatant political process after the council had 
originally worked through the freight network?  I wonder why the people who released the anonymous leaflets 
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and other documents that were spread throughout the suburbs south of Perth did not put their names to some of 
them.  

People have talked about freight.  Freight is an important part of this debate.  The issue then is whether the 
freight movements result in increased traffic on the road network.  It would be insightful for members who have 
not done so to read the documentation.  It is fair to say that this Government has been incredibly open with the 
documentation it has provided.  When Hon Simon O’Brien has asked for minutes of meetings, I have made sure 
that they have been provided to him.  Other documents that have been provided throughout the process have also 
been shown.  With regard to the modelling that has been done on the traffic movement based on the Fremantle 
eastern bypass being built, people have talked about the number of containers coming through the port.  
However, Hon Simon O’Brien did not debate what that would mean to traffic on Leach Highway, South Street 
and other roads in the vicinity.  He did not do that because it shows there is very little difference between what 
would occur with the Fremantle eastern bypass and what would occur without it.  That modelling was not done 
by me; it was done by relevant professionals who clearly showed that the figures do not stack up.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It’s in here.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Simon O’Brien waves the prop that he brought into the House this morning to show 
grade separation at Leach Highway and Stock Road.  Will this grade separation go ahead with or without the 
Fremantle eastern bypass?  I should not invite him to interject given the strict instructions you have given him, 
Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), and I apologise to the House for inviting him to respond.  That grade 
separation is one of the great myths in the debate.  I could hold up this picture and say that should the Fremantle 
eastern bypass be built, this grade separation would still be on the drawing board.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is.  The traffic modelling indicates that if it will be required without the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, it would have been required with the bypass.  If it is done within the paradigm in which members 
opposite still sit - in which Hon Simon O’Brien clearly refuses to accept that freight transportation in this State 
should move to rail and tries to avoid and reject the notion - I can assure him that the requirement for these roads 
to be built like this on the corner of Leach Highway and Stock Road would probably occur sooner should the 
Fremantle eastern bypass be built.  The Opposition’s argument is based on a mind-set that freight cannot be 
moved across to rail.  It must be.  We have no choice.  We must find ways of moving it to rail.  We have already 
started that process.  We have increased it from three per cent to the order of five per cent in a year.  I accept that 
in a growing market.  The alternative is to sit here like ostriches with our head in the sand.  

I will briefly outline some of the six-point plan.  I think we agree on the first point - the completion of Roe 
Highway to Kwinana Freeway.  Unlike many of the road projects left unattended by members on the other side, 
we have got on with it and that is occurring.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Where have you been? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Where did Hon Murray Criddle get to with the Tonkin Highway extension?  Members 
opposite are unbelievable.  Their Government promised railway lines across the State, but did not build a 
centimetre of rail.  They talked about things, but they did not do them.   

The second point is about increasing the amount of freight carried on rail.  That is not an option that we think 
might be nice to do.  We must see that it is done.  If we want to make Perth a livable and sustainable city in the 
future, we must achieve that goal.  We can do that by building a new rail terminal at the port, and by planning for 
the outer harbour at Fremantle.  We are getting on with that and with the redevelopment of the intermodal 
terminal at Kewdale and developing integrated master planning for the Kewdale-Hazelmere region.  We are 
investigating the possibility of double-stacked container trains taking that cargo in and out.  As I said, we are 
planning for the outer harbour with a dual-gauge link.  The Government is confident that the rail freight target of 
30 per cent of containers being moved in and out of the Fremantle port by 2012 can be achieved, not only 
because it wants that but also because it feels it must be achieved if we want to make Perth a livable city.  That is 
why the traffic figures will remain stable.  If we ignore those options or take the view of members opposite that 
those options are not feasible, Perth planning will have a very bleak future.  Members opposite will be locked in 
a space more attributable to the 1960s.  Even in 1955, Stephenson was more enlightened than they are.  

The third point - the development of inland container terminals - is one of the issues we are working on.  
Unfortunately, given the time allowed for this debate I was unable to hear other members’ comments.  However, 
I know from interjections and comments previously in the House, that a number of regional members have said 
that the Fremantle eastern bypass is very important in allowing the regions of Western Australia to access 
Fremantle port.  I find that interesting considering that one of the areas the Government is considering is whether 
cartage of existing freight through the Fremantle port can be moved to regional ports.  I thought regional 
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members would have been hammering the Government about that.  The member for Bunbury is always 
hammering the Government about more containers being moved through the port of Bunbury.  It is amazing that 
members in this place, by way of interjection in past debates, have suggested we build a road network so that 
they can move their produce through the Fremantle port rather than the Bunbury or Albany ports.  I expected 
people to push us to move in the other direction.  I guess we must have vision to do that, rather than sit in a 
comfort zone and say we want to live in the past and have things stay the way they are.  

The fourth point is about better logistics.  During the debate today we had an interesting indication of the mind-
set of members opposite and their ability to even understand logistics.  Hon Simon O’Brien referred to a 
container being taken out of the Fremantle port across to Kewdale, to be brought back to O’Connor.  Improved 
logistics would ensure it was transported by truck.  It would not be moved to Kewdale to be brought back.  It is a 
matter of considering the most effective way of transportation and if that is by truck, as it is done today, that is 
how it will be done.  However, containers that are not needed in the immediate vicinity of Fremantle and that are 
passing through O’Connor on their way to Kewdale, will be transported by train.  It is about developing a better 
system for managing the port so that trucks are not transporting empty containers and the like around Perth.  
Those are the logistics involved.  As Hon Simon O’Brien said, full container loads are often taken directly from 
the port to where they are to be delivered.   

The logistical issue also highlights the point that not all 800 000 containers would have moved south and then 
east if we had built the Fremantle eastern bypass.  Many would have moved north out of the harbour.  I find it 
interesting that in this debate, members opposite become quiet on that issue.  There is no response by way of 
interjection.  Do members opposite still have a plan for the western suburbs highway heading north from the 
harbour?  If the 800 000 containers that Hon Simon O’Brien talked about need to be moved, and some of these 
undoubtedly will travel north, do we need the western suburbs freeway that members opposite have slowly built 
piece by piece over the past 10 years?  I do not know.  It was interesting that it was not raised in debate today.  
Those containers will be moved throughout the Perth metropolitan area, but certainly not out to the regions.  The 
Government will investigate the option of taking traffic to the regions through the regional ports.   

The fifth part of the plan relates to the outer harbour.  The Government is moving with that proposition to 
manage future demands.  Therefore, when Fremantle reaches its peak loading, an outer harbour will be ready to 
take up the load.  A dramatic shift will occur.  If members take the time to look at documents containing traffic 
modelling for 2031, they will see that once traffic reaches the freeway, it will divide north and south off the 
extension of the Roe Highway when it joins the Kwinana Freeway.  The Government is dealing with a number 
of planning mechanisms to ensure the road and rail infrastructure will meet the demand that will result from the 
development of the Fremantle outer harbour.   

The final point of the plan is improving existing roads.  A range of mechanisms can be put in place to ensure that 
the existing road network is adequately catered for.  I hope Hon Simon O’Brien will tell the House during his 
right of reply the Liberal Party’s plans, were it to get into government, for the Fremantle eastern bypass.  Do 
members opposite intend to build it, and what is their timeline?  If his predictions are right, it will need to be 
built during the next term of government.  I look forward to hearing from the member.  We did not hear that 
outlined this morning.  It is relevant to this debate.  It will be interesting to hear that comment.  If Hon Simon 
O’Brien is right, it will need to occur.  I am interested to know whether Hon Barbara Scott’s model of a tunnel 
through Clontarf Hill will be adopted, or whether it will be an open separation of the communities of Fremantle.   

The Government is taking the opportunity to look at the future of Perth and how this city will function into the 
future.  A plan was developed in 1955 as a structure for how Perth was to develop.  It is 40 years since that plan 
was made.  That plan was altered in 1963.  For Hon Simon O’Brien’s benefit, the Fremantle eastern bypass was 
included in the plan in 1973, not 1964.  Before the bypass proposal, there was a separate road structure in the 
Fremantle area.  During that time, Governments have planned based on the structure of a road-focused 
transportation system for both freight and all our other traffic needs in Perth.  That must change.  It cannot 
continue.  People in this place need to show leadership in that regard.  It must be ensured that when freight can 
be moved by rail, it is moved that way.  The Government has set a target of 30 per cent very easily.  It will get 
there - it must get there.  The Government has increased the number of people using alternative transport means.  
Instead of driving, people are walking and cycling around their community and using public transport.  People 
must get off roads and transport themselves by other mechanisms.  It can be done.  It has already had an impact 
on me; it has done my health a lot of good, as I have benefited from using other forms of transport than the 
motor vehicle.  This approach is about integrated planning solutions, and it involves a public transport system 
and dealing with freight.  It is not about planning as we did in the 1960s to build a road to carry the freight to 
destroy the fabric of the community.   

The modelling makes no difference.  People focus on the debate about Leach Highway and freight.  However, 
modelling indicates that the changes are minor in terms of traffic numbers.  Other roads around Perth of a similar 
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structure to Leach Highway will carry far more traffic than will be the case under the modelling without the 
Fremantle eastern bypass.  I am bewildered at the argument coming from the other side.  Members opposite are 
fixated on the past.  

The Government opposes this amendment.  It is time to look to the future and to develop Perth on a sustainable 
basis.  We cannot continue with the past.  A good six-point plan has been developed, which the Government is 
working through.  It is achievable and will result in a better outcome and planning solution for the people of the 
southern suburbs of Perth.  This solution will be recognised and allow Perth to take its place as an international 
city, not one locked in the 1960s or one that follows the United States path, as that nation is struggling to find 
solutions to reverse its trends.  Western Australia has an opportunity to make necessary changes.  Let us take this 
chance and oppose the amendment and get on with sustainable planning for Western Australia.   

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.37 am]:  I have not become involved in debate on the Fremantle 
eastern bypass previously because I felt it was a subject that was predominantly the interest of those outside my 
electorate.  However, I have become more aware of the interest of this subject in the northern part of my 
electorate, and Bunbury in particular.  I note the parliamentary secretary’s statement that the member for 
Bunbury was interested in getting better containerisation access to the port of Fremantle.  The member seemed to 
be critical that the member for Bunbury was not pushing for containerisation in Bunbury.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I said he was pushing for it.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!   The same rule applies to Hon Ken Travers as applies 
to other members.  We are not having interjections today as I want to hear debate in a reasonable manner. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The comment of the parliamentary secretary about the member for Bunbury certainly 
did not come over that way to me.  I suggest that if the member for Bunbury had bothered to attend a seminar 
hosted by the Bunbury Port Authority, he would be well aware of Bunbury’s interest.  Albany was not discussed 
that day.  The parliamentary secretary showed some sarcastic interest, but he said that the ports of Albany or 
Bunbury were not pushing for containerisation.  If the parliamentary secretary were not so city-centric, he would 
be well aware of the tremendous push in the areas for containerisation.  There is an ever-increasing amount of 
traffic with containers from the Bunbury region to and from Fremantle.  It is not just a matter of moving full 
containers.  They must be returned empty and put on ships to be filled again.  When people talk about the 
number of containers moving to the port of Fremantle, that figure should be doubled because the containers must 
be returned empty.   

Interestingly, the Government is hypocritical when it talks about building things for the future.  All we hear 
about is the southern railway line:  “It is to be built for the future.”  That is probably correct because there is 
virtually no demand for it at the present.  However, there is a great demand for containerisation in the south.  
There is great demand to do something about traffic congestion around Fremantle.  If the Government 
containerised the Bunbury port, it would show a profit in two to three years, as I am assured by the Chairman of 
the Bunbury Port Authority, and something positive would be done about the congestion around Fremantle.  
That whole region is expanding very rapidly.  For example, it is acknowledged that the Busselton area is the 
fastest growing local authority in this State.  That part of the State, particularly with the increased use of the 
southern Yarragadee aquifer, will be without question a very large part of the food bowl for this State.  It also 
will be a large part of our export industry of horticulture and vegetables into Asia.  New Zealand has nine 
container ports and Western Australia has one, yet the economy of Western Australia is far bigger than the 
economy of New Zealand.  The Government is being negligent in its city-centric attitude.  In this case it is 
adding to the congestion around Fremantle.  This bypass is not just needed for the future; it is needed right now.  
Would it not have been a wonderful tribute to the present Government if it had built this bypass during its term 
in government?  It really has not built anything.  All it has done so far is talk about it and leave the State with the 
prospect of a huge debt for this white elephant, which will be very difficult to pay off over a long term.  It needs 
to get on and do something now, instead of talking about it.  I make it quite clear that if the Government finished 
the containerisation of the port of Bunbury, perhaps I would be interested in listening a lot more closely to the 
Government’s arguments about not having the Fremantle eastern bypass.  However, in the present atmosphere, 
and with its lack of thinking outside the square of the metropolitan area, I make it quite clear that I can only 
oppose the Government’s view on this subject.   

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.43 am]:  Clearly, as expected, I oppose this motion.  The 
Fremantle eastern bypass is an unfortunate planning blot on the region I represent.  Members who know the 
history of this road know that it was part of the famous western suburbs highway, which was never intended to 
go anywhere near Fremantle and was designed to go down Davies Road in Claremont, through Dalkeith and 
cross the river at Point Resolution and join Stock Road, which road will now carry the majority of freight south.  
The plan proposed by the Government goes back somewhat to that plan.  The problem for the then Liberal 
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Government that put the road through Fremantle was that the road went through Dalkeith and, according to the 
engineer who designed it, right through the house of Sir Charles Court.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Rubbish!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It did.  I have his statements and I have tabled them previously in the Parliament.  The Leader 
of the Opposition must have been sound asleep on that occasion.  The planner who redrew the road said that that 
was the case.  I would rather take note of his understanding of the matter than that of Hon Norman Moore.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Go and have a look at a map sometime, if you can read one.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I can.  I have the original design of that road and a complete study on the western suburbs 
highway in my office if the Leader of the Opposition would like a copy.  If he reads it, as I have, he might have a 
bit more information.  The reality is that it was not moved for good planning reasons; it was moved for political 
reasons.  The western suburbs highway was never designed as an access to the Fremantle port.  That is a total 
myth that has been spread by the Liberal Party and its front group, the Save Our Suburbs group.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  And the TWU.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  And probably the Country Women’s Association as well!  The interesting point - this is the 
crucial matter - is that whether or not that was planned, we know that the western suburbs highway was not 
intended to be a link to the Fremantle port and was never intended to go through Fremantle.   

The change that came about then had a number of adaptations during the years, because after the road was 
changed from the Dalkeith route, it was put down Curtin Avenue in Mosman Park and then across to Stirling 
Highway, with a major bridge to be built.  Stirling Highway was to be widened, a large area in North Fremantle 
was to be demolished and a huge six-lane bridge was to be built through East Fremantle.  The reality is that the 
Liberal and National Parties want to bring back that road, albeit through a different route along Port Beach and 
across Tydeman Road, rather than link it the way it was previously intended along Stirling Highway.  Of course, 
that was through the Leader of the Opposition’s electorate and the people in that area jumped up and down about 
it.  Again, there was a political move to put it along the beach.  This was the sort of planning that was done by 
the previous Government.   

We have heard a lot today about the problems with Leach Highway.  A problem with Leach Highway, which 
was designed properly in the first place, is that its ability to cope with traffic, including truck traffic, has been 
grossly diminished by appalling planning in the years after it was built.  Constructing T-roads and putting traffic 
lights all the way along the highway at Winthrop Avenue, Riseley Street and various streets have made it a 
trucking nightmare.  There is no doubt about that, because no other truck route in the world would be demolished 
by poor planning.  Mostly Liberal Governments and the Melville City Council have allowed this sort of poor 
planning to occur over the years.  That has caused the erosion of the ability to move traffic along that road by 
catering for developers who wanted a set of traffic lights at the road into their developments, instead of retaining 
the road as a truck route, as was designed, from Kewdale to Fremantle - the most direct possible route.  That is 
where we got to when the eastern bypass was put into Fremantle as a six-lane highway, not as a four-lane 
highway, and as an extension of the western suburbs coastal highway.  The other thing to remember is that the 
Fremantle bypass had been deleted once before.  It had not been around for 30 years because it had been deleted.  
It was brought back by the Liberal-National coalition in 1993 through an Act, as Hon Ken Travers has already 
said.  Although he said that there was no public consultation at that time, I recall some limited consultation, 
although not as much as has occurred with the current deletion, which has been the subject of the freight 
congress and very large public meetings.  A huge amount of discussion has occurred in recent times on the 
movement of freight in particular, but also about the movement of other traffic around the metropolitan area.  
People have been able to provide input through the planning process, because this has been done as a 
metropolitan region scheme amendment.  Far more has been said about this issue than about any other planning 
issue in the 11 years that I have been a member of Parliament.  It is not true to say that there has been no 
discussion.   

What we have today is a clash of ideas between what is good planning and what is not good planning.  What is 
not good planning is a reactionary moving of roads to suit political agendas.    

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Exactly; we agree!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It was put in place to keep it away from Sir Charles Court.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is rubbish!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The designer said so.  I will table his quote again, if members opposite would like me to.  He 
was quite adamant about it in the interview that was conducted with him.   
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The real issue is that we must look at where we will go with future planning and, particularly, where we would 
go with coalition-style planning.  The coalition’s idea is to continue to build larger and larger roads as traffic 
builds and in anticipation of even more large roads being built in the future.  As was discussed at a very large 
international planning conference in Brisbane late last year, we would eventually get to the point that we could 
no longer go down that path; all that would happen in the end would be traffic gridlock.  What the coalition 
seems to forget is that we cannot just keep growing and growing the freight load.  We must plan differently.  We 
need new ideas.  We should not just pour traffic down the same, widening routes.  The proper dispersal of traffic 
needs to be considered through additional ports.  Hon Simon O’Brien asked what I thought about additional 
ports.  I think we should have a port to the north of the city.  It is a terrible shame that we have not looked at the 
development of - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  This Government has knocked that on the head.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is what this Government has done.  I am talking about me, and what I think.  We 
urgently need to examine those possibilities again, because they were examined in the past.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  What about the current proposal for an outer harbour container terminal?   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  The reality is that because of Fremantle’s position, we will eventually get to the point at 
which we cannot put more freight through it, no matter how big the roads are made.  That is the point on which 
the coalition wants to build our city; it wants to develop it to such a potential with more and more roads.  What 
will we do?  Will we get rid of the population of Fremantle and put down more tarmac?  Would people live in 
the hills with Hon Derrick Tomlinson?  We cannot do that.  We must make a rational change.  We should not 
just produce more and more tarmac.  That is a nonsense.  We have more tarmac than any other city in the world 
per capita.  We have more roads per capita than anywhere else in the world.  Why do we want to continue down 
this devastating path of a wasteful use of energy and the spreading out of urban development?  We have 
managed in the process to create a city that has a lower density than rural Java.  Bad planning has caused us to 
get to the position we are in today of not having decent public transport systems, because public transport 
systems do not work well with extremely low densities.  There must be a proper planning process and proper 
planning for those systems to work.  That is not what the eastern bypass is about.   

There has been a lot of hoo-ha about the eastern bypass which, as we know, was part of a much larger highway; 
that is, the western suburbs highway.  There was a section called the Fremantle-Rockingham controlled access 
highway.  It was joined onto the end.  It was the same road under a different name because the previous 
Administration wanted to disguise the fact that it was the western suburbs highway.  The former minister, Eric 
Charlton, used to almost blow his stack when anyone called this highway a highway, because he had been trying 
hard to pretend that it was not a highway.  Instead, they were just a lot of wide roads joined together end to end, 
going from the north of the city, along the coast and down to Kwinana!  The minister who followed Eric 
Charlton moved for the deletion of the bottom end of that road through Mt Brown and that area.  Where did the 
traffic end up?  Did it disappear?  Did everybody drive off the end of the world?  That is what this sort of 
wonderful reactionary planning brings us; people drive off the edge of the world!  In fact, that is not where they 
went.   
Hon Simon O’Brien spoke about the planner from the City of Cockburn who was a member of the Save Our 
Suburbs committee and, I understand, lives quite close to Leach Highway.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We know; we have the list.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Hang on; that is not true.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  He has been outspoken on this issue and tried to push the Cockburn City Council in that 
direction.  What he has not told his councillors is that if this were built, all the induced extra traffic - a large 
amount of induced traffic occurs when these roads are built; the figures are available for the possibility of 
building the bypass - would run onto Cockburn Road, which is not designed for that level of traffic.  Mr Hiller 
would have had Cockburn Road inundated with traffic because he wanted to get rid of a bit of traffic along 
Leach Highway, even though there will be little change to Leach Highway.  Nonsense and a whole lot of 
extremely bad planning concepts have been bandied around by a lot of people who are looking for a rationale to 
represent the area, largely for the Liberal Party.   
There is also a pretence that somehow the eastern bypass will solve all the traffic problems and will mean that 
there will be fewer roads elsewhere.  That is not true.  The south west area transit study, which was never 
officially tabled by the Liberal Party because it did not like what it said, disappeared.  It should have been tabled 
in 1993 when the coalition came to government.  That study found that we could continue down the path of 
building more and more roads until we reached gridlock, or we could choose another path; we could decide to 
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change the way in which planning is done.  This is the paradigm shift, Hon Simon O’Brien.  The paradigm shift 
was certainly mentioned in that document.  It said there were three futures: a probable future, a possible future 
and a preferred future.  I prefer the preferred future because that involves thinking about what we want and 
designing a way to get it.  It should not be argued that trucks need better access into Fremantle and, therefore, we 
should forget all other values and destroy a community by building a road that was never designed to go through 
the area.  If it had been designed to go through that area, why did the houses along the route need to be bought?  
The road had not been designed to go through there.  That is the myth that the Liberal Party has put about.  The 
preferred future is one in which the growth and gridlock are stopped.  That must be done for a number of 
reasons.  It must be done for the amenity of the surrounding communities, and because the planet is having 
trouble surviving due to the levels of greenhouse gases that are produced.  Western Australia produces more 
greenhouse gases per capita than any other place in the world, including the United States.  Western Australia is 
the world’s greatest polluter in relation to greenhouse gases.  Western Australia plays a significant part in 
causing climate change, which is already a disaster and costs hundreds of millions of dollars each year.  We 
cannot go down the path of building more roads, cars and cities that spread out.  That must stop at some time.  I 
congratulate the Government for trying to transport more freight by rail.  That is the appropriate thing to do.   
I will refer to the access of trucks to the port of Fremantle.  I have spoken to people in the trucking industry, and 
they have told me that their biggest problem is not travelling up and down Leach Highway, although they 
complain about the traffic lights that have been developed along the way.  Very poor planning occurred after the 
road was built, as I have already said.  The truck drivers’ main problem is the archaic infrastructure at the port of 
Fremantle, and the difficulty they face of having to sit around for hours in the port while waiting for freight to be 
unloaded.  That is the real problem for the trucking companies and the truck drivers.  They are charged for and 
lose huge amounts of time.  They become unproductive because they are held up by port infrastructure that is 50 
years out of date.  It is time that some pressure was placed on the stevedoring companies in the port of Fremantle 
to upgrade its facilities to bring it into the modern world.  I last discussed the loading of freight from the port of 
Fremantle when the issue was being debated federally.  I wonder how this will fit in with the new terrorism Acts.  
The federal Government organised for an army - they could be called terrorists - that had been trained in Dubai 
to take over the ports.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What are you rabbiting on about?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am talking about the attempt by a group of military people, who were trained in Dubai with 
the blessing of Peter Reith, to take over the port’s infrastructure.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  What the hell does that have to do with what we are talking about?   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is a bit of background and as an aside.  At that time a huge conflict was going on at the 
ports.  I asked people at the ports why Western Australia was not achieving the same level of freight movement 
through the port as was being achieved in Singapore, for example.  A crane driver said that the crane he operated 
was bought second-hand from Singapore.  It was bought a long time ago, and it was 35 years old when it was 
bought.  That is the reason for the significant hold-up of freight at the Fremantle port.  That is a major concern 
for those trucking companies.  That is what they have told me.  They have told me that if they could fix that 
situation, they would not be worried about bypasses or anything else.   
Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  There are other reasons why it does not operate perfectly.  Anyone who looks at this issue 
rationally will understand that the port of Fremantle must be modernised.  A lot of work must be done to 
contribute to more efficient movement of freight in and out of the port.  Eventually, there is a point at which 
more and more freight cannot be loaded through that facility; we must look elsewhere.   
Another problem with the coalition’s position is that trucks make up only a tiny proportion of the total traffic 
movement.  When a new highway is built that goes to the northern suburbs -  
Hon Murray Criddle:  Why are you opposed to trucks then?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am not blaming trucks.  I am saying that more and more highways are not needed.  Money 
does not need to be wasted on Perth having the greatest amount of road space per capita of any city in the world.  
That statistic shows that Western Australia probably has too many roads already, and that they should be used 
more efficiently.  I would like us to think about the way the current road space is used.  The Leach Highway 
upgrade is part of that.  It is important that we have overpasses and underpasses along Leach Highway for not 
only traffic movement, but also people movement.  I was rather concerned about a proposal to sell off lots of 
land around Melville.  One of the pieces of land was on the corner of North Lake Road and Leach Highway, 
where there is a very steep hill.  If that land had been sold, it would have been very difficult to build an 
underpass.  I believe it would be far better for the people of Winthrop if they were able to get to the other side of 
Leach Highway by going underneath Leach Highway, and if an overpass was built over North Lake Road.  I 
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believe there is sufficient space to organise that if the current land that is available is maintained.  I have no idea 
why that development was allowed to proceed with the entrances being placed where they are, and why there are 
traffic lights.  That was a planning disaster that should never have happened.  The coalition should ask itself why 
it did that.   

I will refer to induced car traffic.  If a highway joining the east-west roads is built into the northern suburbs from 
Fremantle, a significant amount of extra traffic will travel along South Street and Leach and Canning Highways.  
People will use the road as a route from the north to get access to areas east of Fremantle.  The Liberal-Melville 
coalition will create greater volumes of traffic on the roads.  There will be much greater traffic densities.  Cars 
will jam those roads.  That is what will happen by building the road.  It is an absolute nonsense to say that it will 
reduce the volume of traffic through Melville and those areas.  The reverse is true.  Members should look at the 
figures.  Anybody who truly believes that building the road will reduce the amount of traffic through Melville 
along those highways is kidding himself.  I note the position held by a member who has not yet spoken, Hon 
Barbara Scott.  I recall her comments at a meeting in East Fremantle when it was proposed that, as part of the 
building of the eastern bypass, Canning Highway would be shifted slightly from its route and widened.  As a 
result, the council buildings and a row of shops in the area would be put under threat.  If the widening occurred, 
Hon Barbara Scott talked about crossing the floor as part of the government side of the debate.  Rather than the 
idea being canned, it was put on ice in order to save face for the local member. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Local members should stand up for their electorates.  That is what I was doing. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Why then does the member now want to see the eastern bypass?  The eastern bypass was 
another creative name brought about by Hon Eric Charlton.  If one looks at the boundaries of the city of 
Fremantle, it is not a bypass.  It goes dead centre through the middle of the city.  I pointed that out at a meeting 
in Melville one time when Mr McNally tried to tell us that the bypass skirted around Fremantle.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien thinks Fremantle is just the lovely bit in town, where the majority of commerce takes place.  He 
obviously does not think that the suburbs of Fremantle are Fremantle.  If he gets out his map and draws a little 
red line along where the bypass will be, he will see that it goes right through the middle of Fremantle.  It is not a 
bypass; it is a central route through the city.  So much for bypasses!  The promotion of traffic will generate even 
more greenhouse gases and a wasteful use of energy in the State.  It will enhance the already scandalous 
reputation we have as being one of the major greenhouse gas producers on the planet.  I know that the Liberal 
Party does not like to believe in the effect of enhanced climate change - 

Hon Norman Moore:  We are supposed to be talking about that tomorrow.  Let us deal with it then. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Hon Norman Moore, in particular, does not like it.  He does not want it to be true.  He hopes 
people will stick their heads in the sand.  Hon Simon O’Brien talked about people living happily ever after in a 
commune and putting their heads in the sand.  The people who are putting their heads in the sand are those who 
think they can continue building more highways until they get gridlocked.  Those people are irresponsible; they 
will not do the proper planning.  Those are the people who will destroy the amenity of the city in which we live.  
Hon Simon O’Brien is an interesting person to have in the debate.  He puts a lot of gusto into debate.  He is a 
very conservative person; he has an old-fashioned beard style.  It was probably modelled on Sir John Forrest or 
someone like that. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Queen Victoria liked this style of beard. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes.  She must have shaved when I last saw a picture of her!  I have never seen a picture of 
her with a beard like that. 

Although we can have archaic styles and archaic ways of using language, we cannot have archaic planning.  We 
must plan for the future.  That is why I will not support this motion under any circumstances. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [12.16 pm]:  I rise to speak to the motion of Hon Simon 
O’Brien.  As we know, this issue has a long history.  I would have needed a small truck today to bring all the 
letters, submissions, reports and whatever that I have for this debate.  That is not possible, nor is it necessary.  If 
we go through this in a logical and ordered fashion, we will see that what is proposed by the Government is 
nothing more than what Hon Jim Scott says it is: a political decision.  I will examine the history of this political 
decision.  One would have to question Hon Jim Scott’s future.  He is leaving this Chamber and standing for the 
seat of Fremantle at the next election.  I will talk later about the number of people in Fremantle who want to see 
the eastern Fremantle bypass reserved.  I am not quite sure where his allegiance lies: whether it is for or against 
Mr McGinty.  That may be an interesting scenario that pans out in the future.   
The history of the Fremantle eastern bypass is one that has its roots in very good planning.  Members referred 
earlier today to the Stephenson plan.  Railways and roads cannot be planned for a future city without putting in 
place the reservations a long time before they need to be built.  That was done and the reservation was deleted by 
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the Labor Party in 1990 when one Jim McGinty stood in the Fremantle by-election.  Mr Parker had resigned 
from the seat of Fremantle.  Arthur Marshall stood for the Liberal Party.  I remind the Chamber that it was a by-
election.  Things are often far more competitive in a by-election.  The Labor Party was in strife and Mr McGinty 
needed to capture the votes around the eastern bypass zoning area of White Gum Valley, Hamilton Hill and other 
areas.  Out of desperation he said that the Fremantle eastern bypass reservation would be lifted.  We have heard 
Hon Ken Travers talk about the Liberal Opposition having its head in the sand and being focused on a small 
issue.  I suggest that planning for the long term needs to be wider than looking just at one small road.  That is 
what we did.  The Fremantle eastern bypass will have an impact on the whole of Western Australia.  It will 
service the major port in Western Australia and it will connect with Roe Highway.  It has been on the planning 
books for many years.  However, the Government wants to delete the reservation and cut out the Fremantle 
eastern bypass.  That surely has a political origin.  However, it may also have a political future for Hon Jim 
Scott, who is standing for the seat of Fremantle, because a lot of people in Fremantle will not be very happy 
about putting him in that seat if he supports the deletion.  The Government’s opposition to this motion is typical 
of its arrogance.  It has forfeited the opportunity to put in place good transport planning for the sake of short-
term political gain.   
A document was produced some years ago now, in September 1997, entitled “Fremantle Eastern Bypass - A vital 
Link in an Integrated Transport Solution for the Perth Metropolitan Region”.  In my view, that statement has not 
altered since that time.  The Fremantle eastern bypass is a vital link in an integrated transport solution for the 
Perth metropolitan region.  It is also a vital link for the whole of Western Australia, because this thriving State 
relies almost entirely on its primary production of wheat and wool, and on the mining industry.  Therefore, this 
State needs a vibrant port that is serviced well and that has a good future. 
Some members of this House have suggested that the local government authorities that represent the suburbs of 
Melville and the other suburbs in which the roads are proposed to be altered do not have a legitimate interest in 
this matter.  I would defend their interest.  That is what local governments are all about.  Local governments are 
elected to bat for their residents and speak for them.  That is their job.  It is a proper and appropriate 
responsibility for local governments to raise objections when they believe that a particular proposal will have a 
negative impact on the people of their area.   
Hon Ken Travers suggested that although freight is important, it is only one part of this issue.  I suggest that it is 
the crux of this issue.  This issue is about moving freight to and from the major port in this State, the port of 
Fremantle, in the best possible manner, and ensuring that all of the other traffic in and around Fremantle can 
move properly in conjunction with that freight traffic.  Members opposite talked about putting more freight onto 
trains.  That will be very much a long-term issue.  The port of Fremantle currently handles 300 000 containers a 
year.  It is predicted that in about 2020, 800 000 or 900 000 containers a year will travel through the port of 
Fremantle.  Therefore, by 2020 an extra 30 000 vehicles a day will be travelling through Fremantle.  Those 
vehicles would have used the Fremantle eastern bypass, which is proposed to go across the Stirling Bridge and 
into the port of Fremantle and connect with the circular route of Roe Highway to the east.  As this document 
says, the Fremantle eastern bypass is an integral transport link for the whole of the Perth metropolitan region.  It 
will also service the northern suburbs, where a lot of manufacturing takes place, and the southern suburbs, which 
is the largest growth area in the South Metropolitan Region.  Both large and small trucks are used to take 
windows, doors and other goods to those suburbs.  The increase in containers travelling through the port and the 
natural increase in industry and production in this vibrant State need to be served by good long-term planning 
and better roads.   
The minister has suggested that there will be an upgrade of High Street and Stock Road.  At best this is wishful 
thinking, because this option will take only 15 000 of the estimated 30 000 vehicles a day.  Where will the other 
15 000 vehicles go?  There already is congestion.  All speakers have agreed on that.  We need to have a plan that 
will allow the traffic to bypass Fremantle and get it away from the port to the northern and southern suburbs, and 
to the east.  Carrington Street, Hampton Road and Ord Street, which are already congested and being shaken to 
bits by the trucks, will be forced to take another 15 000 vehicles a day.  Those members who are familiar with 
Fremantle will know that the Ord Street area is a heritage precinct, as is the area near the west end.  As Hon Jim 
Scott has said, Fremantle is a large port city.  Wonderful things happened to Fremantle during the America’s 
Cup, when a lot of the buildings were preserved.  We do not want those buildings to be damaged in any way.  
Between 2010 and 2020, a second port may be built at Naval Base.  This will produce a large volume of port-to-
port traffic that may travel along Hampton Road if the Fremantle eastern bypass is not built.  The port of 
Fremantle is a very successful and efficient port.  The port has increased the amount of containerisation.  It is 
intended that the port will stay at Fremantle at least until it has reached full capacity.   
There is a political link in this debate.  This debate reeks of political arrogance in order to save the seat of 
Fremantle for the Labor Party.  The Labor Party is so bound to Mr McGinty - we can see that from its power 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 7 April 2004] 

 p1815b-1836a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Barbara Scott; 

Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Murray Criddle 

 [19] 

plays - that it will insist that the promise he made be kept, to the detriment of the whole of the State and to all of 
the suburbs in the South Metropolitan Region. 

Hon Simon O’Brien talked about the technical six-point plan put forward by the Government.  I have referred to 
the issue of port handling and the predicted increase in the containerisation of the port.  That will mean that more 
than just 30 per cent of the freight will need to be put onto rail.  The port is currently achieving three per cent. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It was three.  It is now five per cent. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Even if it has achieved five per cent, and even if it achieves the 30 per cent that it is 
hoping to achieve, a large number of the containers from the port will still need to go onto trucks.  The people in 
the west end of Fremantle, many of whom have bought very expensive homes, would be most disturbed to hear 
the answer to a question without notice that I put to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure in December of last year about the frequency of the freight trains that leave the port 
and go past the west end of Fremantle and the Round House.  I asked the minister -  

(1) At what hours may these trains use that section of the railway? 

The minister replied -  

(1) There is currently no time limitation on the use of this section of railway. 

That means that they can use the railway at any hour of the day or night.  I asked also -  

(4) What was the average number of trains a week using this section of track between 1 October 
2003 to 1 November 2003? 

The minister replied - 

(4) Week days, six trains a day - weekends, eight trains a day. 

There will be a huge increase in the number of freight trains going through the inner harbour and the west end of 
Fremantle.  That will be an increasing nuisance to the people who live in that area.  Hon Simon O’Brien pointed 
out also that the Western Australian Planning Commission established the hearings committee and examined 
some 9 736 submissions.  I think that is a record.  As a result, far more people in the South Metropolitan Region 
are now aware of the concerns that, in the first instance, were held only by the people of Fremantle about the 
Labor Government’s solution to the Fremantle eastern bypass.  The committee also held 238 hearings at which 
639 individuals or organisations were represented.  That was a massive response to the Government’s proposal.  
It is surprising in a political sense that the Government is behaving arrogantly and taking no notice of what 
people are saying about the bypass.  The Chamber of Commerce and Industry held a forum and conducted a 
survey in July last year.  Members opposite would like to think that only a few members in this place and 
perhaps the local government are seeking this disallowance.  A broad range of people in the community are very 
concerned about the impact of this metropolitan region scheme amendment on the Western Australian economy.  
As I said earlier, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry represents a range of industries.  The Fremantle 
eastern bypass would be part and parcel of a thriving economy in this State.  I want a future for this State that is 
assured of a thriving economy that provides jobs for my children and their children and generates sufficient 
income to protect our environment.  That is extremely important.  In its survey, the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry asked questions to established how many people were aware of the Fremantle eastern bypass issue.  The 
survey results confirmed strong support for the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve in the MRS and concern about 
the Government’s alternative six-point solution to reduce traffic congestion in and around Fremantle’s inner 
harbour.  In response to whether the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve should be deleted from the MRS, seventy 
per cent of respondents stated categorically that the Fremantle eastern bypass should not be deleted from the 
MRS, compared with only six per cent who stated that the reserve should be deleted.  The remainder of the 
respondents expressed no clear preference.  I would like to reiterate that figure for Hon Jim Scott and Hon Ken 
Travers: 70 per cent of respondents categorically stated that the Fremantle eastern bypass should not be deleted 
from the MRS.  When Hon Jim Scott and Hon Ken Travers stand in this Chamber and suggest that they are 
talking about - 

Hon Jim Scott:  It was a dishonest campaign.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  A public awareness campaign is not a misdirected campaign.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I remind Hon Jim Scott that no interjections are allowed today.  If he 
claims to be misrepresented, standing orders can be utilised.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Hon Jim Scott says that his preferred future is one in which there is far less traffic.  
The preferred future of the Liberal Opposition is a thriving City of Fremantle that serves the whole of the State.  
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That can be achieved with infrastructure that services an efficient Fremantle eastern bypass and Roe Highway, 
developed out to Kewdale and the surrounding areas.  

Seventy per cent of respondents to the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s survey do not 
believe that the State Government’s alternative six-step solution will work.  It is a joke in the community.  
People talk about the six-point plan and about putting more freight onto rail.  As I said earlier, the increased 
amount of freight might reach 10 per cent; it has increased to five per cent.  However, approximately 90 per cent 
of containers must still be transported by road; therefore, good, efficient roads are needed to enable that.  The 
Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s survey confirms and adds to the weight of other 
evidence that has been collected.  

Hon Jim Scott, a member of the Greens (WA) party, suggested that the Fremantle eastern bypass might increase 
pollution.  If the bypass is not built, congestion, pollution and road accidents in Fremantle will increase.  Not 
building it will cause many heritage buildings to be destroyed as a result of ground movement and have a 
horrendous social impact on people living in the affected areas and on streets that were not designed for that 
increased level of traffic.  All in all, the deletion of the bypass from the MRS will have a disastrous 
environmental impact on Fremantle.  The document produced by Main Roads Western Australia indicates that it 
was proposed that the Fremantle eastern bypass be a 3.9-kilometre long, four-lane, 12-access highway.  It is not 
a freeway.  The bypass would begin at High Street intersection where the 1985 extension of Stirling Highway 
ends.  The road would then travel along the MRS reserve through Beaconsfield, White Gum Valley and 
Hamilton Hill where it would connect with Cockburn Road and, in due course, with Roe Highway, which is an 
integrated transport link.  

The bypass would be largely built below ground and sound walls would be erected.  Especially sensitive areas 
would be covered and very few traffic lights would be needed.  Traffic would then run smoothly and quietly with 
minimum impact on surrounding areas.  It would remove tens of thousands of cars, trucks and semi-trailers from 
local Fremantle roads that were not designed to carry them.  Traffic accidents would decline by up to 50 per cent 
on some streets, and vibrations, noise, congestion and delays on Fremantle streets would be eliminated.   

I am sorry that Hon Jim Scott seems to be so interested in this subject that he has left the Chamber.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  It does not matter whether members are in or out of 
the Chamber; they are not to be referred to in that manner.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I was indicating that I would like him to hear this statement about vehicle emissions.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  He might be listening.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Those problems will halve compared with the effect of the alternative, which is a 
congested, stop-start traffic environment.  If the bypass were built there would be an estimated saving of 
$106 million in lost business and commercial and travel time.  Most importantly, it would provide a vital north-
south link in Perth’s regional road network.  It is essential to complete the east-west Roe Highway link.  Suburbs 
have been planned and built on the basis of these roads being constructed.  Fremantle streets would be returned 
to the residents and, once again, become safe for cyclists, pedestrians and children.  For the reasons I have 
mentioned, most people in Fremantle favour the bypass.  Almost 60 per cent of submissions favoured its 
retention when the Australian Labor Party first deleted it in the early 1990s.  There is a history of support for the 
Fremantle eastern bypass.  It is arrogant for this Government to focus on the seat of Fremantle to protect Jim 
McGinty, who promised to delete the bypass from the MRS to ensure that he, rather than Arthur Marshall, won 
the seat.  The Government should look outwards at the economy of the whole State as well as consider 
disruptions on minor roads that feed into Fremantle and the port.  There has been an uproar from ordinary people 
who live in suburbs such as Booragoon, Applecross, Alfred Cove and others along the route into Fremantle 
because trucks are beginning to dribble down South Street and Canning Highway, which are not meant to carry 
heavy traffic.  That traffic should be on Roe Highway where it was planned to be.   

A few myths have been spread about the Fremantle eastern bypass.  I now refer to those myths.  I have 
mentioned pollution levels and the claims promoted particularly by the Greens (WA) and the Labor Party that 
the bypass will increase pollution levels.  Members know that smooth-moving traffic causes less pollution than 
stop-start traffic.  Therefore, pollution levels in Fremantle will decrease if the bypass is built.  Commonsense 
indicates that to be the case. 

Hon Jim Scott suggested that the bypass will split the community.  However, the bypass will enable the creation 
of urban villages, as was the case in East Fremantle with the George Street precinct and Richmond Park.  
Servetus Street had this effect in Swanbourne, as a huge increase in property values occurred on either side of 
the road with the provision of that amenity.  Another claim is that the bypass will badly affect the White Gum 
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Valley Primary School.  I have walked around the school and met its parents.  The claim is a myth.  This section 
of the bypass will be covered.  It was also claimed that the bypass will dislocate people and destroy hundreds of 
homes.  This is another myth.  Only five houses on the bypass route are not currently owned by government.   

Another myth claimed with arrogance by previous speakers was that most people in Fremantle opposed the 
bypass.  That is wrong.  When the bypass reserve was previously deleted by the Labor Party, almost 60 per cent 
of the 1 000 submissions received by the WA Planning Commission supported the bypass.  Another issue raised 
by Hon Jim Scott, and it is raised often, was that the bypass will destroy Clontarf Hill.  That is wrong.  The 
proposed route has a tunnel at that point to bypass Clontarf Hill.  It will be managed by creating a regional park.  
It was claimed that the Bibra Lake wetlands will be destroyed by the Roe Highway.  This is wrong, also.  The 
Roe Highway extension can travel above or around the wetlands.  That is what bridges are for.  It has been done 
in other countries; for example, the Everglades in the United States of America.  It is an engineering challenge, 
but it can easily be done.  Supporters of deleting the bypass are scaremongering.  It is political, single-minded 
and focused on keeping the seat of Fremantle in the hands of Jim McGinty.  It is a narrow look at Western 
Australia and its infrastructure.   

The Liberal Opposition certainly has a plan, which it has made very public.  It is on the web site.  It is a public 
position that is in response to an overwhelming level of community support for this action.  The plan is 
committed to retaining, or, if necessary, restoring, the MRS reservation for the Fremantle eastern bypass and Roe 
Highway stage 8 between the Kwinana Freeway and the proposed bypass road.  The construction of stage 8 and 
the bypass will proceed in the first term of the new Liberal Government.  That has been stated on the record.  
That is the public commitment from the Liberal Opposition.  In addition, an environmentally acceptable solution 
to the construction of Roe Highway stage 8 near Bibra Lake will be found to preserve the natural habitat and to 
ensure the safe passage of local wildlife.  Concerns raised in relation to this area are not unique and will be able 
to be addressed.  The Liberal Opposition’s position is clearly on the record.   

In conclusion, this is a political issue.  I have been very encouraged by the number of ordinary citizens who have 
come to us to express concerns about this change by the Government.  These people are concerned for not only 
Fremantle, but also the rest of Western Australia.  Farmers have come to my office to plead that the Liberal Party 
make a commitment to ensure efficient transport infrastructure to the Fremantle port.  The deletion of the 
Fremantle eastern bypass from the MRS is a totally arrogant move by this Government.  It is not long-term 
planning, it is not looking to the future and it is not good for Western Australia.   

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.45 pm]:  I know that other members 
want to speak so I will keep my comments brief.  This is a very important issue in the southern suburbs, and that 
is why I take the opportunity to make some remarks.  I have spoken on this matter in this place before.   

Managing the future general traffic and freight traffic needs of the southern suburbs is important for a number of 
reasons.  It is important to the businesses and industry that operate, and need to transport goods, in the southern 
suburbs.  Those businesses and industries are generating jobs and wealth.  The issue is important for the 
communities that live in the southern suburbs and are alongside and across the routes.  However, the 
disallowance motion does not offer us a balanced plan as to how to manage those issues into the future.  I know 
this issue is important in the southern suburbs because I have communicated with plenty of constituents on it.  
Some members may be aware that my electorate office is in a shopping centre.  Therefore, I have the opportunity 
to put a range of information, and to invite people to seek further information, on display in the window of my 
electorate office.  I have done so on this issue.  I am happy that I have communicated with people.   

The Labor Party’s commitment to delete the bypass is longstanding.  The process to manage that is a more 
transparent and open process than that adopted by the coalition Government back in 1993.  It is important to 
recognise that the deletion is not a stand-alone policy.  It is in contrast with the approach of the Opposition, 
which seems to want to keep the FEB, build more roads and then hope that future generations will not judge 
members too harshly and somehow will find a way to fix the mess that would follow that decision.   

The six-point plan has been referred to in some detail by Hon Ken Travers.  Importantly, it is not enough to say 
one bit of road will somehow manage the issues for us into the future.  We need to extend Roe Highway to the 
Kwinana Freeway.  We need to put more freight on different modes, such as rail.  We need inland container 
terminals and better logistics regarding how they are used.  What time of day is best to use the port and the 
inland container terminals?  How do we use them better than is the case currently?  We need to plan for the outer 
harbour further south and to improve existing roads.  That is one part of the solution.  By itself, it will not 
provide an answer to the big and complex questions about how to move freight in the future.   

It is worth noting that people have raised this issue with me personally.  The subject is reflected in letters to the 
local community newspapers.  In part, the campaign opposing the deletion of the bypass has been very divisive.  
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It peaked at its ugliest point at the local election last year, particularly in the mayoral race.  Large chunks of the 
community were put offside, as they did not like what they saw as the public campaign was waged.  The results 
of that campaign, however, saw Katherine Jackson re-elected as mayor, and the candidate who was notionally 
the most vocal in support of the position that has been put today by the Opposition was not successful.  Lots of 
money, including lots of ratepayers’ money, was spent on that campaign and, in part, it can be described as a 
scaremongering campaign.  We need to note in this debate that the members of the community rejected that.  
They rejected it not only through the outcome of the mayoral race, but also in the kinds of letters that were 
printed in the community newspapers, in which proponents of this divisive campaign were called on to stop it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  This is a very long bow you are drawing.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  These are the issues that relate to the heart of the question.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You are drawing a very long bow to reach the conclusions that you are reaching.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Not at all.  As a member for the South Metropolitan Region, these are the issues that 
people have raised with me on the very question we are discussing today.  If the Leader of the Opposition had 
perused the local newspapers, he would have seen that that was the case.  In any event, the point I was trying to 
make is that the community found this divisiveness distasteful and it let that be known.   
I have made the point in this place before and I want to make it again because Hon Simon O’Brien referred to a 
range of community groups that supported his position.  I also need to record that the North Lake Residents 
Association, the Coolbellup Community Association, the Bibra Lake Residents Association, the Beeliar 
Conservation and Heritage Council and the Friends of Clontarf Hill have all ensured that I understand their 
views on these issues, and their view is in support of the Government’s position.   
I said at the outset that we need a balanced plan.  The six-point plan delivers that.  We need to balance the 
environment and the neighbourhoods that we want for our families and communities against what we need to 
support industry, which enables us as communities to prosper.  We need to protect what is left of the fragile 
urban natural environment.  We also need a distribution system that is made up of complementary modes of 
transport.  We need to ensure that everything is interconnected and that we are not focusing just on one solution.  
In my mind, that means that we should not treat the road plans of 30 years ago as being so - I was going to use 
the phrase “set in concrete”, but perhaps that is not appropriate in the current debate - locked in that we cannot 
revisit them with a view to what the community expects from us now.   
I also reject the proposition that somehow the Western Australian Planning Commission assessment has been 
flawed and that the process it adopted is somehow tainted.  It seems to me that the reason people are using to 
reach that conclusion is that the Planning Commission did not make its final decision based solely on the 
numbers of submissions.  It is important that we note that the WA Planning Commission is charged with the 
responsibility of making its decisions based on a range of issues and of weighing up all the factors.  A simplistic 
number-crunching exercise, by itself, that takes into account a large number of pro forma submissions would 
have been an abdication of that responsibility.  The WA Planning Commission had to weigh up the merits of the 
arguments, and it did so.  Part of its conclusion is that simply building more roads, by itself, is not a balanced 
solution.  I conclude my remarks by saying that the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass is part of a broader 
sustainable plan, and I oppose the disallowance.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [12.54 pm]:  I will put on the record the process that the previous 
Government went through in making the decision to proceed with what is a road of national importance in the 
early stages of the construction of the Roe Highway.  The federal Government allocated $76 million for the 
construction of the stages that the Government is now building.  I heard Hon Ken Travers remark about the 
Government putting in infrastructure.  That is very interesting, but a lot of that infrastructure is being financed by 
the federal Government, and this is one section of it.   
The issue of access to ports is very important to this State.  Those people who generate opportunities for Western 
Australia and produce the goods that make this State tick need good access to ports.  The previous Government 
worked on this access to provide a thoroughfare to the port of Fremantle, which would have set it up forever.  I 
cannot understand anybody wanting to get rid of the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve under any circumstances, 
because we may well need it in the future.  If members want examples of accesses to ports that have gone wrong, 
they need only look at the ports at Esperance and Albany and the port at Geraldton, where the southern transport 
corridor has gone ahead and there is a host of other issues.  I hope to goodness that the corridor to the port at 
Bunbury remains. 
Hon Jim Scott interjected.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I will get to Leach Highway in a while.   
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Access to the port of Fremantle is absolutely essential for the benefit of the State.  This highway links all the 
other major highways out of Perth.  It links the South Western Highway, Albany Highway, Brookton Highway, 
Great Eastern Highway, Great Northern Highway and the North West Coastal Highway.  It is a necessary link to 
the port.   
People also seem to lose sight of the fact that every time freight is double handled, the problem of greenhouse 
gases is exacerbated and the cost of freight itself increases, and that cost is imposed on the producers, who are 
competing on the world market with their products.  That is a very important issue.  This access is absolutely 
essential.  Incidentally, while I was the transport minister, the amount of container freight handled at the port of 
Fremantle increased at a rate of about 11 per cent a year, and was predicted to increase to 418 000 containers by 
2003-04.  About 18 000 containers went on rail, and that number will increase to about 165 000 20-foot or 
equivalent units by 2013.  There is growth, but, by that time, in the vicinity of one million containers will be 
going through the Fremantle terminal.  There is a huge necessity for a highway into the port of Fremantle.   
Another issue is that the previous Government dealt with a high wide load network around Perth.  This could 
well form part of that high wide load network.  I know it has been dropped.  There was $14 million in the budget 
for it and it has gone out the window - like all the other roads around the State that were to be built.  When we 
were in government we had a 10-year road program that was to be put in place.  That has all gone out the 
window.  There is no money in the budget for roads.  By 2006 there will be virtually nothing in the budget for 
any further road construction, so that is an absolute waste of time.   
Hon Jim Scott mentioned Leach Highway.  Leach Highway will require grade separations all the way along it to 
get anywhere near accommodating the rate of growth.  The amount of all traffic in the southern corridor has 
increased by about seven per cent, so some very meaningful infrastructure will need to be put in place.  Grade 
separations can cost $10 million.  How many of those will be required?  Another three or four grade separations 
will be required along Stock Road.  Greenhouse gas emissions from transport will increase.  What is needed is a 
free-flowing highway out of the port so that freight can get to its destination.  As I say, a number of issues with 
the double handling of freight and the like will arise.  Those issues definitely need to be taken into account if the 
Government wants to talk about the handling of freight out of the port of Fremantle.   

I was very interested to hear the opening remarks of Hon Ken Travers that the passenger traffic on public 
transport is predicted to increase from 14 per cent to 20 per cent in the future.  I think that there is about eight per 
cent - if we are lucky - of passenger traffic on public transport in Perth.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Nine per cent.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Okay, it has gone up to nine per cent.  That is costing the State of Western Australia 
somewhere in the vicinity of $200 million in community service obligations.  Cost recovery is about $65 million.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Jim Scott is now saying that we do not need roads.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  They cost a substantial amount of money; nobody is arguing with that.  The point is 
that, in Western Australia, people like the member and I want to drive a car.  Unfortunately, the people in Perth 
will be stymied to some extent because the Government is building a railway down the middle of the freeway.  
Bus traffic will not go into Perth; a railway line will go into Perth, with very few people on it.  The real route the 
railway could have taken would have accommodated that at about a third of the cost of the expenditure required 
to build the railway.  In fact, it probably would not have cost anything because the previous Government had 
called for expressions of interest for the railway, which would have seen private enterprise involved.  We had set 
aside $300 million out of $941 million in 1998 terms.  Of course, if private enterprise were involved in building 
some of the infrastructure along the railway, the Government would pay very little for the railway, apart from the 
CSO that we would have had to pay; I admit that.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 1861.] 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Before I leave the Chair, for those members in the public 
gallery who are interested in this debate, at 2.00 pm when the House resumes, it will consider a motion on the 
health system of Western Australia.  The first opportunity for continuation of this debate will occur at 5.00 pm 
this evening and, one would assume, not before.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  On that point, I think it is worth noting that, under our standing orders, the vote will need 
to be taken at 5.30 pm.  
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  The vote on this debate, notwithstanding that it may not be complete, will be taken 
not later than 5.30 pm tonight.   

Sitting suspended from 1.01 pm to 2.00 pm 
 


