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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 22 October. 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [11.24 pm]:  I want to make a brief contribution to the Address-in-Reply 
debate.  Naturally enough, I go on record as supporting the Address-in-Reply.  I will use the time available to me 
to place on record a final level of concern that I have about the way in which a major decision of this 
Government will seriously and adversely affect my constituency, probably for the next 50 or 100 years.  I will 
raise some new issues about that decision, which of course relates to the extension of the southern suburbs 
railway via the new route from Thomsons Lake through to the Narrows Bridge and into the central business 
district.   
Members will have heard me express the view on many occasions that the previous Government had the right to 
make the decision about public transport in the way that it did, and that the current Government has a similar 
right to express its own commitment to encouraging a greater number of commuters out of their vehicles and 
onto public transport.  However, in my view, the Government does not have the right to bring about that change 
when it is to the detriment of an important part of the inner-city metropolitan area.   
I have put some evidence to this Parliament in the past that the practice of putting railways above ground level in 
built-up inner-city areas is about as old fashioned as males wearing hats.  It is simply 1950s thinking - something 
that I brought to the attention of the House by way of the fiasco in the State of Massachusetts, and in particular in 
the city of Boston, where 25 years and the equivalent of $A27 million has been spent undoing the urban design 
blight that was visited upon that city at the same time, I might add, as we were delivering the urban design blight 
of the Kwinana Freeway above ground level in 1959.   
It had come to my attention in recent times that the New South Wales Government was undertaking a similar 
project in the inner city for the extension of the rail network on the northern shores.  When I visited Sydney 
about six weeks ago, I took the opportunity to get a briefing by several advisers to the New South Wales 
Minister for Transport, Mr Scully.  The reason that I sought that briefing was that I learnt, somewhat to my 
surprise, but also to my encouragement, that not one single centimetre of the 20-kilometre route of the new 
railway that is being constructed - it is called the new Parramatta line - which runs from Chatswood in a westerly 
direction to Epping and through to a place called Carlingford, will be built above the ground.  In the briefing that 
I sought because of that fact, a number of things emerged.  The advisers to the New South Wales minister 
confirmed everything that I had been led to believe about the outdated nature of the notion of simply putting 
major public infrastructure at ground level in built-up inner-city suburban areas.   
One thing that surprised the advisers to the New South Wales Labor minister was that the Government in 
Western Australia had fallen for the notion that the shortest distance between two points is a straight line.  That 
simply does not follow in transport planning.  If one looks at the maps of the route that the New South Wales 
Government has now committed itself to, one finds that it is not a straight line running from Chatswood to 
Epping and then to Carlingford.  The route not only goes underground but also wiggles about to follow the 
population centres.  One of those population centres to the north west of Chatswood is Macquarie University.  In 
other words, the New South Wales Government is doing two things.  Firstly, it is refusing point-blank to build a 
major inner city railway above the ground, with all the attendant dislocation that would cause.  In our case, that 
will happen to South Perth and Como.  Secondly, the New South Wales Government is totally rejecting the 
notion that a railway should simply follow the shortest distance between two points.  In the case of Macquarie 
University, the underground line will follow those population movements.  It was rather instructive to me that 
the Government is sending the line north of Thomsons Lake in absolute defiance of the enormous number of 
traffic and transport movements that could be attached to an underground railway line that serviced a place such 
as Curtin University of Technology.  Curtin University is the biggest university campus in Western Australia and 
one of the biggest campuses in Australia.  The advisers to the New South Wales minister found it difficult to 
believe that a minister in the Western Australian Government would pursue a route that went where the 
passengers would not be.   

The third thing that the New South Wales advisers were surprised to learn when they looked at the maps was that 
the western portion of the catchment for the railway from Mount Henry Bridge to the Narrows Bridge is water.  
Only to the right hand side, or the east, is there any prospect of picking up extra passenger services.  Although 
the New South Wales advisers were not in a position to say that the Western Australian Government got it 
wrong, they were seriously puzzled by the notion that a railway line would be built in an area in which an entire 
hemisphere of the catchment is filled with water.  It is an absurdity.  Looking into the future, the Government 
proposes to run a railway in a part of the wider metropolitan area in which there can never be a build-up of or 
draw on commuters.   
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Finally, the advisers to the New South Wales Labor minister took the view that it was strange that a railway 
would be built through, in this case, the most built-up area in the entire route, because that is what South Perth 
and Como is.  There is no greater level of population concentration between Rockingham and Perth than in those 
suburbs, yet the train will not service them.  Why?  It is because the Government has decided that there will not 
be a railway station there.  I am delighted about that, because putting the railway above the ground is the first 
mistake.  Putting in an aboveground railway station at that point would only compound that mistake.  When the 
Bill went through the upper House, the Greens party in Western Australia sold out all its principles in the space 
of a couple of minutes for a mess of pottage - the promise of a South Perth railway station in 2008 or 2010.  
What the Greens have won, environmentally, for South Perth is an insult to every person in that constituency 
who supported the Greens.  I hope that at the next election the people of South Perth will withhold their support 
from the Greens on that basis alone.   
I return to the Parramatta extension of the railway, because it is relevant to my last point.  I refer to the New 
South Wales Government publication titled “Parramatta Rail Link: Summary of the Final Proposal” dated 
August 2001, because it brings home the outdated principles of urban design that the Western Australian 
Government is applying to the southern suburbs railway.  Page 3 of the publication outlines the major features of 
the Parramatta-Chatswood rail extension.  There are many features, and I will highlight several.  The first is -  

•  28km of new twin track rail line linking the Main West Line to the North Shore Line with a 
connection to the Main North Line 

•  Approximately 20km of bored tunnel between Carlingford and Chatswood -  
The rest is railway, which already exists.  In other words, all of it is underground.  It continues -  

•  New Stations with easy access facilities -  
A number of centres are mentioned, including Macquarie University and the University of Technology Sydney.  
Finally, in the matter that the Greens have so magnanimously engineered on behalf of my constituents, the New 
South Wales solution is a -  

•  New underground station at Carlingford with car parking and transport interchange facilities  
I emphasise that it is an underground station at Carlingford.  If the Greens had wanted to contribute anything to 
urban design and environmental protection in Western Australia, they would have told the Government that they 
would not pass this Bill until the Government gave them some indication that the facilities would be 
underground, similar to those in New South Wales; and, secondly, that they would not agree to be paid off with a 
railway station in South Perth unless, as in the case of the Parramatta extension and the Carlingford station, it 
was underground at South Perth.  In other words, the New South Wales Labor Government is at the cutting edge 
of these things and the Western Australian Labor Government is at least 30 to 40 years behind anywhere in the 
world.  At the moment, there will be no adverse impacts on the Government.  However, I and other members 
have been in this place long enough to know that these things come back to visit Governments.  This is a 
decision that will haunt the Gallop Government and Minister MacTiernan for years to come.  Once the flush of 
victory of February 2001 has passed into history, this is one of those things that will come back to haunt the 
Government.   

I recall vividly that the adviser to the New South Wales minister told me that if his minister had put a proposition 
such as the one I have described for South Perth to his colleagues, the Parliament and the public of New South 
Wales, the minister would have been left swinging in the breeze.  Metaphorically speaking, I hope that will 
ultimately happen to our minister, because of the urban destruction that will result from her decision.  She altered 
the railway route within 16 or 17 weeks of coming to office, and her decision will have a massive adverse impact 
on the electorate that I represent.  It is not too late for the Government to change its mind and begin to do these 
things properly.  One of the first things the Government could do is what I had to do last month on 14 October; 
that is, take some advice from the Government’s counterparts in New South Wales.  The Government will learn 
that its proposals for South Perth, Como, Manning and Mount Henry Bridge will be at a cost that this State can 
ill afford, because it will be a job poorly done and one that will cause a level of urban destruction the likes of 
which no Government would ever be proud.  I hope that the Government, even at this late stage, considers that it 
is worth looking at those matters.  I fear that is not the case.  Nonetheless, I want that to be part of the public 
record. 
MR M.F. BOARD (Murdoch) [11.40 pm]:  I will briefly, along with the member for South Perth, give my 
conclusion to the Address-in-Reply.  I apologise to my colleagues and other members of the House for the hour 
at which we are dealing with this matter.  That is not my choice, but it is important that certain issues be put on 
the record.  Like the member for South Perth, I will address some transport and planning issues, though not the 
rail alignment, which affects my electorate as well.  I will address issues about the deletion of the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, and the non-completion of the Roe Highway as originally planned.  Rather than reiterate some of 
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the issues that have already been addressed, I want to deal with some of the issues raised in the community 
debate, and by the minister in this House, through answers to questions and by other means.   

This is an extremely important issue for not only my electorate, but also the majority of people who live in the 
southern corridor.  There is no issue in a planning, transport or any other sense that is more likely to affect the 
amenity, safety, long-term future and economic viability of housing, businesses and a range of other 
establishments such as schools and hospitals.  It affects anyone who enjoys the city of Melville and surrounding 
cities such as Canning, Cockburn, Fremantle and East Fremantle.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Do you support the City of Melville’s plans to ask the federal Government to withdraw 
funding for Roe Highway stage 7?  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  That is a good point, which I will address logically.  The minister seems to have castigated 
the role of the City of Melville, as though it has no right to try to protect its residents.  To my knowledge, the 
efforts of the City of Melville over many years have been to build a city with an incredible lifestyle for its 
residents.  It is a balanced lifestyle, utilising the foreshore.  It is balanced between recreation and sustainable 
urban development.  Efforts have gone into developing parks, creating a policy for controlled use of mobile 
towers, and a whole range of other areas.  There have been national award-winning planning exercises, safety 
mechanisms for students to access schools, and policies on the black spots program.  I could go on and on about 
the position of the City of Melville on creating an enviable place to live.  Many people have chosen to live there, 
which has been reflected by not only the increase in urban development and density, but also the rise in the value 
of residential property, because of that lifestyle.  The City of Melville and its elected members therefore have 
every right to be passionate about this issue, and to protect that amenity at all cost.  When that is threatened by 
an ad hoc decision made by the minister against all the previous advice and planning by many people within the 
public sector, there will be a fight that will show that the City of Melville is very intense about its representation.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  Of course it is.  It is their job as elected members in the city to protect the ratepayers, and 
provide that quality of life.  When that is threatened, they will go into bat for us.  That is exactly what this is all 
about.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Can I just ask a question of the member?  I quite agree with you; they are perfectly 
entitled to do that.  However, are you saying that they support the strategy of calling on the federal Government - 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  As I indicated to the member for Riverton, I will get to exactly that point and clarify it for the 
record. 

The community committee that is coordinating the response to the minister has called itself the SOS, or save our 
suburbs, committee.  Most of the committee is made up of presidents of ratepayer associations who are 
independent, in every way, of political allegiance.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is it led by your research officer as well?  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  When I employed my research officer she was not the deputy mayor.  I can assure the 
member of that.  That happened as a consequence; it had nothing to do with me.  She was not deputy mayor 
when I employed her.  That would not have prevented me; she is good at her job.   

That committee represents the community interest.  Those ratepayers associations, whether they be from 
Bateman, Murdoch, Winthrop, Bullcreek, Leeming or so forth, are represented by people who do not have a 
political allegiance to my side of politics.  In fact, I know of people on that committee who have allegiance to the 
other side.  They want to protect their suburbs, and they do not believe that this is a rational response and an 
adequate solution to the transport issues south of the river, particularly freight issues.  They will go in to bat for 
their ratepayer associations, and hence they are very active on the committee.   

The member for Riverton and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure raised the issue of representations, 
which are public knowledge, by the City of Melville to the federal minister about its concerns on federal funding 
for the continuation of the Roe Highway.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Did you make representations as well?  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  I did not make any personal representations to the federal minister about that funding.  They 
were made by the City of Melville, and, as I understand it, by federal members as well.  I support the City of 
Melville’s approach to the federal Government in support of an agreement made by the previous State 
Government - and the present State Government, since the agreement still exists - for federal funding for 
sections of the Roe Highway, on the basis that the Roe Highway would be a road of national importance and 
hence connect to the port.  If the connection to the port is to be removed from the planning for the Roe Highway, 
it would be naive in the extreme for the Government to think that the federal Government would not be 
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concerned about where the funding has gone and how it is to be utilised.  There is no intention to try to prevent 
the construction of Roe Highway stage 7.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  That is the strategy.  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  No, it is not.  The member should not be ridiculous.  The Opposition wants the construction 
of Roe Highway.  In fact it insists that stages 6 and 7 be built simultaneously to keep the traffic off South Street.  
Rather than trying to stop any construction of Roe Highway stage 7, this is about maintaining the construction of 
Roe Highway stage 8, and about connecting it to the Fremantle eastern bypass.  The Opposition is trying to put 
pressure on this Government, which is changing the plan.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You are prepared to support the funds being cut off.  What a grubby little deal! 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  How can it be a grubby little deal?  The Government is changing the plans; it is changing 
what has been in place for a very long period.  The minister should think about what he is saying.  People are 
upset and concerned about that and about their suburbs.  They have every right to be concerned, to talk to their 
elected members and to make representations to the federal Government about how that funding is being utilised.  
If the minister does not understand that, she is in the wrong job. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We do not deny that.  What do you think will happen if the federal Government withdraws 
the funding for Roe Highway stage 7? 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  I hope that the minister will see the light of day as a result of that agreement and will see that 
the funding for that stage is based on the fact that it will be connected to the port via the plan.  This is what it is 
about.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Anything you can do to undermine this State!  It is about time you woke up to yourself. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The minister should not be ridiculous.  We are trying to help the State.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Can I tell you what is in today’s local paper?  It says that the SOS committee, of which your 
research officer is the lead spokesman, along with Councillor Russell Aubrey, are now advocating, with your 
blessing as I understand it, that the funding for Roe Highway stages 6 and 7 be frozen until such time as the 
Western Australian Government agrees to build Roe Highway stage 8.   

Mr M.F. BOARD:  I do not know where the member got that information from. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  That is what is written in today’s local paper.  Are you saying that you disagree with that?   

Mr M.F. BOARD:  Yes, I do. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  That means that we now have two different positions - 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  No.  I question that newspaper report, and I also question the reason the member has raised it 
in the Parliament.  The issue is that we support the construction of stages 6, 7 and 8 of Roe Highway and we 
want the plan completed as in place.  Why would any Government go through a process of deleting the road 
reserves without having a fulfilled, adequate plan in place?  Why would the minister cut off her nose to spite her 
face?   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We have a plan.   

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The minister does not have a plan.  She has a wing and a prayer based on assumptions and 
based on the fact that she is hoping to get an additional 30 per cent of freight movements onto rail, which will 
result in a large amount of additional cars in the southern suburbs.  Whichever way the minister wants to 
package it, the area will be affected greatly.  Again I put on the record that we totally support additional freight 
movement on rail.  We have no objection to that and we will support the minister’s efforts to make that happen.  
However, the reality is that even if the minister achieved her 30 per cent figure, based on the current projections 
for the usage of that port and on freight movements, the balance - that is, the remaining 70 per cent - will result 
in huge traffic movements through the southern corridor.  That is the issue.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No, because you are not accepting that the movement onto rail is only one strategy.  We 
have the relocation of the container terminals. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The other strategies are not accepted practice and are not in place.  They are solely 
endeavours that the minister hopes will happen.  It is about controlling the industry.  It is about individuals not 
being able to make decisions.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It is about more intelligence about what you do with infrastructure. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The minister does not care.  She has this fixation on the deletion of the Fremantle eastern 
bypass and bugger everybody else.  That is the situation.  If the minister does not want to build stage 8 of Roe 
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Highway, that is another matter.  However, why would she not at least leave the reserves in place until she fulfils 
her plan and it works?  Why would she cut off all the options not knowing whether her plan will be successful? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We do know that our plan will be successful.   

Mr M.F. BOARD:  No, the minister does not. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We do know that you were never going to build Roe Highway stage 8.  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The real decision is being exposed.  This is all about packaging a political decision that was 
to be made in support of the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  Why?  It was done to support a small 
amount of political support, particularly around White Gum Valley.  

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  Does the minister honestly believe that there are no environmental solutions to the 
construction of stage 8 of Roe Highway?  I can think of many engineering projects around the world and the 
difficult solutions that Governments around the world, let alone in this country, have had to come up with in far 
more sensitive areas than Bibra Lake.  If this minister finds that too hard and thinks that it is not possible to find 
a solution, what hope do we have when we must make some really hard-ball decisions on the environment and 
infrastructure?  If the minister throws up her hands and says that she cannot complete the highway because there 
are some wetlands in the area, we are in bad shape for the future.  It means that we will not have any 
infrastructure.  Every piece of infrastructure has an environmental consequence.  The minister knows that.  This 
is not a hard solution and it can be found.  This is all about the Fremantle eastern bypass, not about stage 8 of 
Roe Highway.   

Another issue that needs to be made clear is the period for submissions.  One would need to have one’s head in 
the sand not to realise that we are going through a Christmas period.  Coincidentally, the submissions close on 21 
February.  It is not an easy time for people to concentrate on writing public submissions on road reserves.  
However, we will make it happen.  There will be thousands of individual submissions requesting an audience 
with the planning authority on this issue.  Why?  Because people are concerned about it.  Those submissions will 
show, as has been shown by the 5 000 people who signed the petition, that this is a genuine issue, not a political 
issue, for their amenity.   

It is important in the scheme of things to clear up a couple of facts.  First, an orderly planning process had been 
in place for a long period.  This Government and this minister have changed all that and have turned it on its 
head.  When people react and try to protect their community and say that they do not want trucks in their area or 
the 50 000 additional car movements a day and that they want the original plan whereby the traffic would go 
along Roe Highway, all of a sudden it becomes a political issue.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The member for Riverton had better look after his patch, because I can tell him that he will 
lose his seat over this very issue.  His council does not support him, and nor will his community.  He should not 
sell himself out for an ad hoc political decision.  I suggest that the member look after his community.  The City 
of Canning does not support this process, and its ratepayers will demonstrate that with their public meeting in a 
week or two.   

It is important to get some of these issues on the record.  It is unfortunate that it must be at this time and during 
the Address-in-Reply debate.  However, it is an important issue for our electorate; it is probably the biggest we 
have seen.  It is totally motivating our community.  I say to the minister now that, as a result of the submissions 
that will come forward and the huge community protest to stop the process of the bypass, she has another option.  
We are not telling her to build stage 8 of Roe Highway and to build the Fremantle eastern bypass; we are saying 
that she should not delete the road reserves until she is satisfied and can show the community that she has an 
alternative plan and an adequate solution that will prevent what they know will happen.  It is very simple.  She 
should look after the community.  It will not hurt anybody to keep those road reserves in place.  However, it will 
hurt if the minister deletes them, sells them off and creates havoc, and for what reason when she does not have a 
solution in place at this time?  It is a very simple equation.  The minister should look after the community and 
make some long-term planning decisions.   

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House).   

House adjourned at 11.59 pm 
__________ 

 


