
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 2 June 2021] 

 p1168b-1176a 
Dr David Honey 

 [1] 

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [1.08 pm]: I rise to speak on this bill as the lead 
speaker for the opposition. I indicate at the outset that we are strongly opposed to the bill. I want to go through in 
some detail the many reasons why this is a completely flawed piece of legislation. In the first place, this bill 
represents planning vandalism. It ignores road safety concerns in the south metropolitan region of Perth, and I will 
talk a bit about a terrible accident on South Street that we heard about earlier today. Most importantly, this bill 
represents environmental hypocrisy. We were told in the second reading speech that the primary reason the bill is 
being introduced is to protect the environment. I will demonstrate clearly the hypocrisy behind that statement of 
the minister. If this bill is implemented, we will see a retardation of both imports and the export trade from 
Western Australia. This bill is the precursor to an utterly irresponsible financial act on the part of the government. 
It is a bit sad when the first paragraph of a second reading speech says something that is just not true. In her second 
reading speech, the minister gave the reason this bill was not passed in the last Parliament, and I quote — 

…could not be considered in the upper house due to the actions of delay by the Liberal Party. 
What an absolutely untrue statement for the minister to make. The Liberal Party and the National Party did everything 
that this government asked to progress legislation. This Labor government identified 16 priority bills in the last 
Parliament. I might say that the minister introducing the previous bill—the puppy farming bill, as it is colloquially 
termed—also made the same comment. That bill and this bill were not prioritised by the government in the upper 
house. The Liberal Party and the National Party acceded to every demand this government made about bills that 
needed to be passed in this Parliament. We did not delay any bills in the upper house at all—none. 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke: Really? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Who is making that comment, sorry? 
If the member looks at what happened in the last Parliament, she will see that the only bill that was delayed through 
a long speech was the Human Reproductive Technology and Surrogacy Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 when 
Hon Nick Goiran spoke — 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski: Do you really want to open that gate? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, I do. 
Hon Nick Goiran spoke for an extended period on that bill. Why did he do that? He did that because this Labor 
government said that it had commissioned a $225 000 report into surrogacy and that the report would be released 
before that surrogacy bill was discussed in Parliament. What happened as a consequence of that? Grudgingly, the 
health minister released that report. What did the report reveal? It revealed that the surrogacy bill would discriminate 
against women. Do members opposite know what their party did in response to that? It left that bill sitting on the 
table and did not introduce it for further discussion in the upper house. 
The Liberal Party and the National Party did everything to facilitate the business of this government, and for the 
minister to say that this bill was delayed because of delays by the Liberal Party is utterly and totally disingenuous 
and is not verified by any facts whatsoever. 
The minister talked about the significance of the Beeliar wetlands and said that the government will rezone 34 hectares. 
In the fifth paragraph, the minister outlines what is driving this bill and what is the importance of this bill. She 
states, in part — 

… Roe 8 and the Perth Freight Link, it is our considered view that these reservations are no longer warranted 
given the environmental values of the wetlands and the government’s freight strategy for the future. 

Therefore, environmental values are at the centre of why this bill has been introduced into this Parliament. 
Further on, the speech refers to the Westport Taskforce report. I will go through that in a little bit of detail and discuss 
how imperfect that process was as any sort of justification. It was a task force, in fact, acting under direction from 
the minister. It also belittles the Stephenson plan, an outstanding plan that looked at the long-term needs of freight 
in Western Australia. 
I will talk about what is most concerning about this bill. We heard this in the briefing and I thank the minister for 
the briefing from her department and her office. The comment was made that parts of this bill will be subsequently 
incorporated into the metropolitan region scheme amendment. The question was asked: why does the government 
simply not wait? We are told that the government has an urgent legislative program, yet it is taking up legislative time 
in this Parliament and in the upper house—we know that at the end of this Parliament, it is likely that some bills 
will not have gone through—with this bill when, as I understand it, everything the government wants to achieve 
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could be achieved by an amendment to the metropolitan region scheme. I am told that it takes about two years to 
amend the metropolitan region scheme. Some further questions were asked and it suddenly became clear, to us at 
least, why that process was not being followed. One of the things that has to be done for a metropolitan region 
scheme amendment is a traffic impact assessment that asks, “If you make this change, if you cancel this road reserve 
and convert it into an A-class reserve, what will be the impact on traffic in other affected areas?” That is a question 
this government does not want answered. By doing it this way, when it comes to the MRS amendment, this road 
reserve will already have been cancelled and will therefore not need to be considered for that amendment. The 
opposition knows the truth of any review of the impact of removing this road easement on traffic in the southern 
corridor. That impact will be a nightmare situation for the many people who have to use that corridor. 
The second reading speech read in last time when the bill was first introduced referred to threatening the wetlands, 
which I will go through and discuss in some detail, and that the bill was about getting on with the job and so on. 
The minister mentioned that in the short term, the government would deal with some of the traffic chaos by increasing 
the amount of freight on rail, and I congratulate the minister for that achievement. In Western Australia there is 
more freight on rail, but I point out just how insignificant that is in terms of the total traffic that rail will take off 
the roads compared with the total increase we will see. 
I refer to the very start of the analysis carried out by Westport. I have with me issue 8 of the Westport Beacon 
dated August 2019, which is an analysis of the various options for the port, titled “Why Fremantle can’t handle the 
long-term freight task alone”. The back page of the report asks, “Would Roe 8 have enabled Fremantle to make the 
shortlist?” Members, there is a pretty straightforward answer to that question — 

Westport did not consider the Roe 8/9 road corridor in our technical studies as the State Government 
made a firm commitment not to build it at the last State election. 

There you go. The task force did not even look at that option, and by doing that, in effect, excluded the option of 
keeping Fremantle port open in the longer term. That was at the start of the Westport review process. 
I will go through this in a little bit of detail for the benefit of new members in this house. When we look at the 
road easement — 
Ms S.E. Winton: Do you want this bill passed? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I suspect the member for Wanneroo considers herself a bit of an environmental warrior, someone 
who cares about the environment, so she may want to listen to this very carefully, because I think she will be aghast 
at the impact this bill will have on the environment in Western Australia. 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Let me put it his way: if the member is true to her environmental credentials, she will be aghast. 
If we go to Westport Beacon issue 7 — 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: This is only the start of the impact, members. I will go through the corridor and where the easement 
was established in Beeliar, because the government would like people to think that we would have plunged a road 
straight through the middle of the wetlands, over all the reeds and nesting habitat, including the turtle nesting areas. 
Of course, nothing could be further from the truth. One of the joys in this place is that I get an hour to take members 
through the some of the details, and by the end of that time members will be clamouring to go and start protesting 
outside the minister’s office! 
Let us look at the options. The justification for this bill is that government will establish the outer harbour at Kwinana. 
Mr R.R. Whitby: Aren’t you a big supporter of the outer harbour? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I believe that the government’s proposal is environmental vandalism in the outer harbour. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I will go through that in detail, because we know, member for Baldivis — 
Mr R.R. Whitby interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: We know that time moves on. I can tell the minister — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much for your protection, Mr Deputy Speaker, I am very appreciative of it. 
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If I can tell the member for Baldivis and minister one thing, it is that when I come into this place, I represent the 
people of Western Australia, not my former employer—as I am sure the minister does! 
Let us look at Westport option 1. Many government members will know about this, if any of them have read the 
environmental studies. I will refer to an excellent 2006 study carried out on the impact of an outer harbour on 
Cockburn Sound. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Perhaps if members listened to me, they would be concerned as well. I did some rough calculations 
on option 1. If we look only at the area that is the land-backed option — 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am concerned that members’ constant interjections mean that they do not care about the 
environment, and we will see the truth of that when we see the outcome of this decision. 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Deputy Speaker. 
Option 1 is a two kilometre by 750 metre land-backed port out into the harbour. Let us not talk about any other associated 
channels and infrastructure! Members should commit these numbers to memory. It will decimate 150 hectares of 
Cockburn Sound sea floor and seagrass. Option 4 is not land-backed; it is stuck out into the harbour and is 2.5 kilometres 
by 250 metres. That will be 62.5 hectares, but that is right in the middle of the seagrass area. Option 5 is 2.1 kilometres 
by 550 metres; again, it is a little out from the shore, but it is right in the middle of the seagrass area and comprises 
115.5 hectares. We can see that anywhere between 60 and 150 hectares of Cockburn Sound will be affected by 
this decision, at a minimum. This is just for the physical area of the port. At least some members here would know 
that Cockburn Sound is an extremely delicate marine environment that was under considerable stress back in the 
1950s and 1960s; in fact, companies were disposing effluent directly into the harbour, which caused damage. There 
was considerable effort throughout the 80s and 90s to recover the quality of the harbour and, as I say, I will have 
a chance to talk about that a little more. 
Let us talk about where the Roe 8 and Roe 9 easement was going. The minister and certain people who campaigned 
against this road would have it that this road would plunge through a pristine part of the Beeliar wetlands, reeds, 
water, turtle nesting habitat and the like, when nothing could be further from the truth. I encourage members to look 
at where the easement goes. I bothered to go down and look at the area. What did I see? Roe 8 and Roe 9 was not 
going through any wet part of that area at all; in fact, it was to go through a highly degraded part that is a raised area 
between the north and south Beeliar lakes. When we go to where the road was going, do members know what is 
there? It is a powerline easement with a cleared track underneath it. Let us go 100 metres to the south of that. Do 
members know what else is going straight through there? It is Hope Road. Hope Road completely intersects the area. 
Hope Road is a raised platform road that acts as a dangerous barrier to wildlife, particularly the turtles that breed 
throughout that area. I asked during the briefing what would happen to that powerline easement and Hope Road. 
They are both staying there. In fact, the alignment of the Roe 8–Roe 9 extension would have largely been covered 
by the existing cleared powerline easement. I know there was a frantic effort to plant some plants for the government 
to try to demonstrate it was something else, but that is the truth of it. Both the powerline easement and Hope Road 
will continue to exist, regardless of whether this bill is passed. 
Let us look at the area that is affected. Members should remember what I said before. Just for the port—although 
the area is much more extensive—the government is talking about affecting an area of between 60 and 150 hectares 
in Cockburn Sound, which is an extremely delicate marine environment that is under considerable stress, all for 
the purpose of saving something less than two hectares in Beeliar. The government is prepared to sacrifice vast 
areas of Cockburn Sound for the port, which is substantially greater than the area that will be affected in the Beeliar 
wetlands. I will go through that now. 
Bulletin 1230, published in September 2006, is an excellent study on the outer harbour by the Environmental Protection 
Authority and is titled Fremantle Ports outer harbour project. Members should take note of the reference and go 
and read it. This report refers to a number of things, such as consultation and it makes some references to consultation. 
It states — 

• The Cockburn Sound Management Council (CSMC), in its submission to Fremantle Ports, highlighted 
the concern that the nature and scale of the development pose a potential for significant and possibly 
irreversible effects impacts upon the marine environment of Cockburn Sound. 

The report goes on to talk about the benthic primary producer habitat, and I think some members here would know 
the importance of that. We know that Cockburn Sound is a critical breeding ground for pink snapper, amongst other 
species. That is an important fish generally, but a very important fish for recreational fishers. We know that disruption 
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to that habitat is a significant environmental matter. Members should remember that a primary justification for this 
easement being obliterated forever is so that Roe 8 and Roe 9 cannot go through and to prevent development 
forever to protect a couple of hectares of area between the two lakes, an area that is already highly degraded. 
I have already indicated that between 60 and 150 hectares of Cockburn Sound will be directly affected by the port 
construction itself. I will read selectively from page 12 of the bulletin, which states — 

From the available information, each of the port options will cause the cumulative loss thresholds set out 
in the EPA’s in Guidance Statement No. 29 to be exceeded for both seagrass and sandy habitat that once 
supported seagrass. 

I will read out what those impacts are. These are not the same options exactly that were considered by the task 
force but rather the scale of impacts one could expect. Table 1 on page 13 of the bulletin refers to the calculated areas 
of direct loss of each benthic primary producer habitat. Cockburn Sound is a critical, environmentally important 
and environmentally sensitive habitat. Any member who is a student of the history of Cockburn Sound will know 
that that area is in stasis at the moment. A lot of work was done to stop sediments and nutrients going into the 
sound, and there was some improvement, but there has been no net improvement for some time. Effectively, the 
area has baselined. The degradation that is there remains and there has been no improvement. I think all members 
accept that it is an important area. I will go through the four options. The total area in hectares of benthic primary 
producer habitat that will be affected for the four options is 337.42 hectares, 397.85 hectares—almost 400 hectares—
386.78 hectares and 364.2 hectares. That is why I said at the outset that any member who is concerned about the 
environment, cares about Cockburn Sound and votes for this bill—because you all just follow on like sheep and 
do what you are told—will be voting for environmental impacts on the sound and pink snapper breeding habitats. 
Rather than continuing the expansion of the inner harbour, government members will be voting for that destruction 
to save around two hectares of degraded land that is not actually within the wetland. Government members are 
seeking to trade off a couple of hectares of highly degraded land that is not wetland for the destruction of around 
400 hectares of critical seagrass habitat in Cockburn Sound. 
The Roe 8 and 9 project was developed by, and was a priority for, the previous government primarily to take a substantial 
amount of traffic off the main southern corridors of South Street and Leach Highway; it was not about Fremantle 
harbour. Those two roads are at capacity. Any members from the southern suburbs — 
Mrs L.M. O’Malley: It’s called the Perth Freight Link. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Member, it can be called anything—like some of the government’s bills. The government seems 
to have a habit of giving interesting titles to its bills these days. 
The primary purpose of that proposed road was to take traffic off South Street and Leach Highway. I will go 
through that, members. The April 2006 Main Roads Western Australia report titled Developing transport networks; 
Delivering safer roads states, under the heading “Improve road safety”, that Roe 8 will reduce — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Did you just say Perth Freight Link? Freight link! Did you read that out? I didn’t hear you; 
could you read that out again? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: As I said, minister, I am fascinated by some of the titles of the government’s bills. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: This is not a bill; this is a road project. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister is a learned man and he likes to read — 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister should listen. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Read it again to me. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I will read it to the minister several times. The report states that Roe 8 will take 6 900 trucks off 
the road. Does the minister know what else it will take off the roads? It will take 74 100 light vehicles off the road. Why? 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is because that — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Read the whole thing—100 000 trucks on Stirling Highway. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I hope that Hansard catches that comment. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The Fremantle tunnel that was part of that project would have removed around 4 700 trucks 
and 40 300 light vehicles per day off those roads. That was the point of the project. 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo! 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo, I call you for the first time. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The point of the project was to remove light vehicles from those roads. Members can focus on 
the title of that particular report, but the impact would have been improved safety. This government does not care 
about improving safety on those two roads. As we saw today, they are dangerous roads that people are scared to use. 
The ministers on the other side of the chamber can smirk and laugh all they like but the truth is they do not care about 
safety. What happened on South Street this morning? There was a collision between a truck and a bus that swerved 
to avoid another vehicle. Dreadfully, and terribly, it has been reported that a student was seriously injured in that 
accident, with a punctured lung and severe back injuries. That is the problem with that road—people are terrified to 
use it. People are scared to use South Street and Leach Highway because they have to interact with trucks constantly. 
They have to interact with thousands of trucks every day, and this minister does not want to take those trucks off 
those roads. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am fascinated by the minister’s ignorance of Roe 8 and Roe 9. The minister has decided to 
completely spike critical infrastructure for Western Australia by stopping that project but she does not even know 
the purpose of that road. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You’re politicising an accident. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I will politicise the planning and environmental vandalism that the minister is enacting in this 
Parliament today. The minister does not care about the safety of road users — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! The Leader of the Liberal Party will get back to the topic, please. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am responding to interjections from the minister, thank you, Deputy Speaker.  
Ms R. Saffioti: You’re politicising an accident. It’s disgusting. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am politicising the minister’s wilful disregard for the safety of people who use Leach Highway 
and South Street. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! Leader of the Liberal Party, through the chair, please. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Deputy Speaker; I certainly will. 
This minister does not care about the safety of road users on Leach Highway and South Street. If she did care, she 
would not be enacting this bill to stop the construction of Roe 8 and 9, because that project would remove the great 
majority of trucks and around 10 times more light vehicles from those roads and substantially reduce congestion 
on those roads. That would add to the amenity for everyone who lives in the southern suburbs and needs to travel 
east to west or west to east on those roads. 
I have been through some numbers. If we look at some facts, between 2009 and 2013, 72 per cent of crashes on 
Leach Highway were rear-end collisions because of congestion on that road. That is almost double the metropolitan 
average of 43.5 per cent. The metropolitan average of crashes involving heavy vehicles is 5.4 per cent, but on 
Leach Highway, between Stirling Highway and Kwinana Freeway, the number of crashes in that period that involved 
heavy vehicles was 11.1 per cent—that is more than twice the metropolitan average. That is because of the high 
density of heavy vehicles on that road. On Roe Highway between Kwinana Freeway and Willeri Drive, 31 per cent 
of crashes involved heavy vehicles, and on it goes. 
Again, for those members who consider themselves to care about the environment, it was estimated that if the 
construction of Roe 8 and 9 went through, it would have led to a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of somewhere 
around 450 000 tonnes out to 2031. We also know—this perhaps goes back to the confusion that some members 
had—that when the outer harbour was originally considered, it was done on the basis that by about 2017, I think 
it was, or some time around that period, Fremantle harbour would be at capacity. That was why people looked at 
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the outer harbour and said that if we were going to continue to grow container freight, we would need another port. 
That was the basis of the early comments on that, but what has Fremantle port done? We have seen a considerable 
extension to the North Mole and the storage area there. 
Mrs L.M. O’Malley: Destroying Port Beach! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Member, whatever it did, it is there. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Ms S.E. Winton: You’re an embarrassment! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am intrigued by members’ objections, but don’t be rude, at least! 
Ms R. Saffioti: What have you said about me? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: You have featured heavily, minister. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: In fact, the port handles about 800 000 what are called 20-foot equivalent units every year, but 
that port has the capacity to handle at least treble that number of containers. 
Ms R. Saffioti: All those extra trucks! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Minister, I have looked at those numbers as well. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: As the minister would know — 
Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: What a ruse! I am fascinated by the minister’s comment, because the traffic that travels south 
from the port takes containers to specific clients. The number of containers going down Stirling Highway will not 
change. Curtin Avenue is definitely not a major freight route, as the minister would know. As the minister would 
know, Stirling Highway is, and, in fact — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: In fact — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: There is some — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Deputy Speaker. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: There is some leakage of traffic. The truck drivers are so frustrated, because it is not only the car 
drivers who are terrified about traffic on Leach Highway and South Street — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister for Transport! Member for Bicton! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Not only are commuters terrified by the traffic density on Stirling Highway and Leach Highway, 
but also the truck drivers. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister for Transport! 
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Dr D.J. HONEY: As we saw with the accident that happened today, the truck driver had to respond quickly to 
a vehicle turning out, and that is what truck drivers are terrified about—cars pulling out in front of them, pulling 
out on them or braking suddenly in front of them. Because it is so hard for some of those truck drivers to get down 
Leach Highway and South Street alongside the commuters, they will drift north. If it were easier to go east from 
there, we would see more trucks going east and less demand. It will do nothing to stop container freight travelling 
on Curtin Avenue and Stirling Highway and servicing the businesses on the north coast. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister can live in whatever fantasy land she likes, but that is a fact. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: What we see is a current port — 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Deputy Speaker. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! Member for Mount Lawley! Carry on, Leader of the Liberal Party. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, Deputy Speaker. What we see is a port that could at least treble in capacity — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister for Transport, I call you for the first time. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, Deputy Speaker. What we see is a port that could be doubled in capacity for almost 
no expenditure and could be trebled in capacity. In fact, we are told that the existing port could go to maybe over 
3.2 million TEUs, but instead this government is going to waste billions of dollars on a port that is not required. 
As we have heard in this chamber day after day, there are real priorities in this state, but clearly this government 
is not prepared to deal with those priorities. 
Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I tell you what, the member for Mount Lawley should come and wake me up when we are getting 
over three million containers out of Fremantle port, because when that happens, in all probability, he will not be 
on this earth, neither will I, and his children may not be either. I hope they live to a ripe old age. The simple truth 
is that that port has enormous capacity to handle all the required freight trade for many decades. The only constraint 
on that port is the ability to get freight in and out. The previous Liberal–National government had an excellent plan 
for that. Let us talk about the interim. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Members, there is a lot of material to cover. 
Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley! 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Kingsley! Members, thank you. Leader of the Liberal Party. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Through the chair. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I will need your protection more often. This is clearly a passionate topic for the members opposite. 
As I said at the outset of my contribution, the government has done a good job in increasing rail freight; 
Western Australia leads Australia in the amount of rail container traffic, at a cost, I might say, and that cost is 
a subsidy of $50 a container to get it on rail. Nevertheless, I think the minister can rightly be proud that she has 
put actions in place to take some vehicles off the road and onto rail. The minister’s stated aim is to ultimately increase 
that figure to around 30 per cent. Despite some early success in that area, it appears that increase has flatlined 
substantially, so there is a question of whether we will get to 30 per cent, but let us have a look at that. Potentially, 
if the minister meets her own benchmark, around another 10 per cent of freight can go onto rail. Freight at that 
port is growing at about five per cent per annum. I am not sure whether COVID made a bit of a blip on that number, 
but that is what it is doing. If we use a conservative figure of three per cent per annum, that means that in the next 
10 years, freight through Fremantle port will increase by 36 per cent. What we know from the government’s rail 
strategy is that only 10 per cent of that 36 per cent of freight can use rail, so 26 per cent of that freight will continue 
to go where it is going now because there is no way that this new harbour can be built in that time.  
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In fact, I had a meeting with Main Roads Western Australia and there is another issue. The member for Fremantle 
would know about the concerns about replacing the old Queen Victoria Street traffic bridge and where that traffic 
will go. To the good credit of the minister, she has taken on the concerns of the electorate and is going to look at what 
options do not impact on the residents as much as the plan announced by the state government. I had a briefing in 
the minister’s office about that project. Her officers from Main Roads told me that that harbour will be operational 
until at least 2037, which clearly implies that it will be longer. But what will happen in the meantime? Roe 8 and 
Roe 9 could be started right now—talk about a shovel-ready project! We have $1.2 billion of federal money sitting 
in the coffers. That road could be started right now. Over the next 10 years, we are going to see a 26 per cent increase 
in freight on the roads. The problems we have now on South Street and Leach Highway will substantially worsen 
because of this terrible decision by the state government. A number of people have commented on this matter. 
A couple of years ago, in 2018, there was a great article in PerthNow titled “Gareth Parker: How will future 
WA judge Labor’s Roe 8 call?” He outlined in some detail the shortcomings of cancelling that project. The 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia also commented at that time on the intention of the 
government to cancel Roe 8 and 9. Its article titled “Scrapping Roe 8 would set ‘bad precedent’” referred to a number 
of matters, in particular the importance of that project to Western Australia. It states — 

Roe 8, Roe 9 and the greater Perth Freight Link project will provide critical relief from crippling road 
congestion and boost productivity for businesses across the metropolitan area—time lost in traffic jams is 
time and money taken away from running a successful business, creating jobs and stimulating the economy. 

Members would have seen recently in the press the estimates of just how much congestion is already costing people 
in Western Australia and how much money it is taking out of, and how much substantial harm it is causing to, our 
economy. Let us talk about the financial impact of this project. We have heard the government say that this project 
will cost around $5 billion. That should have all members quaking in their boots. I will go to another signature project 
of the government—the Metronet project. This government boasts that it has had its projects costed by Treasury and 
that the numbers are accurate. What was the estimate for Metronet? I believe that it may have included “Metronet 2.0”, 
but let us ignore that because “Metronet 2.0” has not seen the light of day. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I tell members what; they set a low benchmark. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Southern River! 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Southern River! I call you for the first and second time. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Let us get to the estimates of this government that has gold-standard transparency. Does the 
minister remember the estimate for Metronet? She should probably know. It was going to cost $1.9 billion. What was 
the figure in the last budget papers? She should not lecture me about estimates of cost. This government has Treasury — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you, members. It is almost question time. Let us see whether we can get there 
in silence; that would be great. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: This government has the Treasury bench and we have been told that it has gone through this 
detailed costing process. What is the latest estimate for Metronet? Come on, have a wild guess, members. 
Mr V.A. Catania: It is $10 billion. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Members may recall that when I came to Parliament and the minister and the Premier were 
carrying on about the Metronet project and responding, the member for North West Central said, “I believe that 
the Metronet project is going to cost around $10 billion.” I think that the government should probably get him into 
Treasury because — 
Ms J.J. Shaw interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: If we compare $10 billion with the current estimate, boy is that member close. The current 
estimate for Metronet is $7 billion, and that is before the incompetent management of that project delivers even 
more cost blow-outs. That project has had the largest cost blow-out of any capital project in the history of the state; 
that is the minister’s record. 
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Mr M.J. Folkard interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Burns Beach! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister must be a pretty fearsome character in cabinet because she has managed to get 
that through and now we are hearing that the outer harbour has received $5 billion. Goodness knows whether that 
project will cost $15 billion or $20 billion, because, quite clearly, this government cannot be trusted on any of the 
numbers it estimates for projects. This is a multibillion-dollar project that is not required by the community of 
Western Australia or the state in the foreseeable future. It appears purely to score some minor point for the 
government to say that it is doing this, which is going to save two hectares of land that actually sits between degraded 
land, which is a power line easement, and an existing road. This government is going to save that land but waste 
billions of dollars. This state needs those billions of dollars. The Leader of the Opposition and the shadow Minister 
for Health come into this chamber on a daily basis and outline the utter failings of this government in health. We 
hear lots of stories in this Parliament. We hear that the Minister for Health has tried to get support for more funding. 
The Minister for Health can tell us whether that is the case. I hope he does get more funding, but clearly he has 
not been successful in doing that and is having to make the best of the job with what he has got. The Minister for 
Planning has the ear of the Premier; Treasurer in getting billions of dollars for a project that represents, as I said, 
the worst of planning vandalism and ignores the road safety concerns of the people who live in the southern part 
of our metropolitan area. Day in and day out, those people have to travel along Leach Highway and South Street 
and interact and put up with those large trucks travelling next to them, terrified as they take their kids to school or 
try to get to work. The truck drivers are sitting on the edge of their seats, literally worried that someone will pull out 
in front of them, worried that they do not have safe access and worried about having to constantly stop and start 
along those roads. Something like 18 stops or traffic lights on that road would have been removed. It is environmental 
hypocrisy. As I said, as much as two hectares of degraded area will be saved, but this will impact over 400 hectares 
of that critically endangered benthic habitat in Cockburn Sound. That is the plan of members in this place. That is 
how much they care about the environment. That is the consequence of this decision. 
As I have also pointed out, given that we will see an increase in road freight of at least 30 per cent before this project 
could ever possibly be built, whatever road chaos we have now will be made substantially worse by the government’s 
decision not to build the road that would deal with that traffic density issue. Instead of doing that, the government 
is holding its breath and trying to score some little point here, and is going to destroy 400 hectares of benthic 
habitat in Cockburn Sound. What is the consequence of that? It is going to make it increasingly harder over the 
next 10 years to get freight in and out of the port of Fremantle. That will put a constraint on trade. As I have said, 
I recognise the effort of putting freight on rail. But the effort on rail cannot possibly cope. It looks like that has 
flatlined, so we will see around a 30 per cent increase in traffic in just 10 years. It is very unlikely that the new port 
can be constructed in that time. 
As I point out finally, it is also utterly financially irresponsible. I know we have a big surplus. But I reckon that 
today, the Minister for Health could put that $5 billion into helping develop some long-term solutions that we need 
for the health crisis in this state. 
For those reasons, we are strongly opposed to this bill. It is not too late, minister. There is time for the minister to 
stop this bill and proceed with Roe 8 and 9. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1186.] 
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