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FUNDING FOR PEEL DEVIATION 
Motion 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [4.30 pm]:  I move - 

That this House calls on the Premier to ensure that funding for the Peel deviation is made available 
immediately.  

It is always a pleasure, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr D.A. Templeman), to see you in the Chair when I talk about the 
Peel deviation and even the southern rail link, because I know how important they both are to your electorate.  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  It’s not the fault of the railway. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Member for Ballajura, perhaps I will have an opportunity to explain that it is 
because of the southern railway that the member for Mandurah will not see the Peel deviation built.  

Before I begin I will talk about what the Peel deviation is, why it is needed and how it can be built if the Premier 
supports the Opposition’s call to make the funds available immediately.  The Mandurah bypass and Kwinana 
Freeway extension have become known as the Peel deviation.  It was first proposed in the 1980s to alleviate 
problems that now face us, such as road congestion and the conflict of local traffic with freight traffic and tourist 
traffic.  Part of the Peel region scheme is a 52-kilometre deviation that will provide a dual carriageway 
connecting the future Kwinana Freeway link north of Mandurah to Old Coast Road near Lake Clifton.  The 
eventual interchanges that are planned are at the southern end of the Kwinana Freeway at Lakes Road, Pinjarra 
Road, Greenlands Road, Heron Point Road, Williamson Road and Old Coast Road.  Bridges are planned to carry 
the Peel deviation over the Serpentine River, Pinjarra Road, the Murray River, South Yunderup Road, the 
Murray River flood plain, Harvey River and Mayfield drains.  Bridges will carry Red Road, Hall Road and Mills 
Road over the Peel deviation.  Service roads are also planned to provide access to properties to which the 
existing service access will be cut by the Peel deviation.  It will provide a safe, free-flowing, alternative route for 
regional traffic and relieve growing traffic congestion on the existing coastal route and South Western Highway.  

Road safety is very important along this stretch of road.  As I said, there is a conflict between freight carriers, 
tourist traffic and local motorists, who all use Mandurah Road.  During long weekends and holiday periods 
Mandurah becomes a bottleneck, and it is impossible for people within that community to access their local 
communities freely, as they should be able to do.  That is obviously a road safety concern.  Road trauma and 
road accidents cost this State in the order of $1 billion per annum, and investment of $340 million to build the 
Peel deviation makes good economic sense.  When the federal Government is offering $150 million towards this 
project, it makes no sense for the State Government to be dragging its heels.   

As I said, it will provide a safe, free-flowing, alternative route; it will provide a more efficient route for road 
transport and commercial travel; and it will foster good economic development for the growing south west 
region in which there is a great deal of industry.  The Main Roads Western Australia strategy recommends 
completion of the Peel deviation by 2006.  The former coalition Government made a commitment to establish a 
special task force to develop the design of the road and to consider funding options to complete the project by 
2005.  During her speech, the minister will no doubt tell everyone in this place that it was not on the 10-year 
Main Roads program. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I will not say that.  However, I will ask the member to clarify her remarks, because it is 
important.  When the coalition Government went to the last election, did it have any figures in the forward 
estimates, given that it was going to complete the Peel deviation by 2005? 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister knows the answer to that.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I am asking you.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The answer is no.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  So you were going to build a - 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister will get the opportunity to speak.  She knows the answer is no.  As I 
said, it was not in the 10-year plan but the coalition made a determination.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I am talking about the four-year estimates that the coalition went to the election on.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  It made a determination that it would establish a special task force to examine the 
Peel deviation. 
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Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The Minister for Tourism can make his own speech.  I do not mind taking an 
interjection from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure because it lends to the debate, but I am not giving 
the Minister for Tourism an opportunity to interject on me at this time.  I said that funding was not included in 
that 10-year plan; nevertheless, the coalition Government recognised that the road was essential for the growth of 
the south west region.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  How would you have paid for it?   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The Minister for Tourism can make his own speech.  I will tell him shortly how 
we would have paid for it. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Carine has the call and I ask that she be given the courtesy of 
continuing her remarks.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I know that you are interested in hearing about 
the Peel deviation and I am aware that you have presented petitions in this place many times about the 
importance of not only the Peel deviation, but also the Mandurah railway to your local community.  That is 
commendable, as the local member. 
I refer to the Australian Labor Party’s policy statement, particularly “Bunbury 2020” released prior to the last 
state election.  It states - 

The Mandurah Bypass (Peel Deviation)  
The Peel Deviation which will take motorists away from the built-up areas of Mandurah - 

I have already said that -  

is as important to Bunbury motorists as the dualling of highway between Bunbury and Perth.  

Labor recognises the bypass at Mandurah is no longer a bypass but a log jam with six sets of traffic 
lights in the vicinity of Mandurah.  

It says further - 

Labor will:  

•  bring forward the Peel Deviation project into Main Roads’ current ten-year construction 
plan and allocate $5 million to begin land acquisition; and  

•  work to have Federal funds dedicated to this road of national importance.  
The Government has allocated $5 million to begin that land acquisition; it is in the budget papers.  The 
coalition’s policy at the last state election stated that the coalition intended to accelerate construction of the Peel 
deviation with a target completion date of 2005, following the establishment of a special task force to develop, 
design and fund the options.  I acknowledge that funding for that was not in the forward estimates.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Sorry; I missed that.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister did not miss it; she heard it.  Work on the deviation is unlikely to 
begin until 2008-09 at the very earliest.  The minister has failed for three years to properly apply for federal 
funding for this very important road infrastructure project.  She has refused to provide detailed plans and 
designs.  Although $5 million has been spent on land acquisitions, there is no funding in the 2004-05 budget for 
the Kwinana Freeway leg of the project and only $100 000 - or 0.13 per cent of the total cost of the deviation - 
has been allocated.   

Last night, the member for Dawesville referred to the Peel deviation.  He stated that he has challenged the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on 29 occasions to apply to the federal Government for funding for this 
project.  As I said, the member for Mandurah has presented a number of petitions because he appreciates the 
value of this project to his electorate.  The Peel deviation will be important to not only his electorate, but also 
that of the member for Dawesville.  The electorates of the members for Murray-Wellington, Vasse, Mitchell and 
Bunbury and, in fact, the whole south west region will benefit greatly from its construction. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  And the environment.  
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Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Absolutely.  There are many benefits and road safety will be another one.  Its 
construction is about saving people’s lives on our roads.  We do not want any tragedies to occur because it has 
not been built.  The Opposition would support facilitating its construction in a speedy manner.  

This important deviation road is needed because the traffic volumes on the existing highway increase by 
approximately seven per cent each year.  The existing road currently services the residential area, acts as a 
freight route and services the growing tourist traffic in combination with increasing traffic volumes.  This has 
resulted in greater levels of congestion.  As I stated earlier, it is impossible to drive through Mandurah on 
weekends and long weekends.  Congestion is a serious problem for the local community.   

I now explain why this project could have been delivered, and why I call on the Premier to make the funds 
available given the generous offer by the federal Government.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  Order!  This is an important debate, and it is important to 
follow the correct procedures of the House.  Interjections across the Chamber are not appropriate.  The member 
for Carine has the call and will be heard.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I now touch on some other areas, and will return to the funding of the Peel 
deviation shortly.   

The State Government, and particularly the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, has constantly claimed that 
it was waiting for matching funding.  The federal Government has made an announcement as a result of the 
AusLink proposal, which was outlined in a green paper released on 7 November 2002.  This considered the 
transport future of Australia.  I note that on 22 January 2004, Senator Ian Campbell stated in a press release - 

Mr Anderson said the package was a clear signal of the Government’s determination to continue direct 
payments to local governments and to support the innovative AusLink land transport plan with the 
necessary resources to make it a reality.   

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure intimated during question time that the federal Government had 
been uncooperative in her attempts to get funding for the Peel deviation.  The reality is that the federal 
Government was looking at AusLink as a big picture plan for the entire - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  A big pork barrel!   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister can make his own speech.  His comment relates to everything 
members opposite do.  I will make my speech; the Minister for Tourism can make his speech later.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, minister!   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The AusLink fact sheet reads - 

The Australian Government has committed $11.8 billion to Australia’s land transport system over the 
next five years.   

The plan is to provide the Peel deviation and includes the following -  

•  develop a road alignment between Perth and Bunbury to support increased freight and passenger 
traffic; and  

•  develop urban freight and passenger routes to reduce traffic congestion through Perth and to the 
Port of Fremantle and major intermodal centres.   

I would have thought the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure would support that plan.  It provides - 

•  $150 million for the Mandurah bypass, a new highway alignment east of Mandurah.  With the 
extension of the Kwinana Freeway, this will reduce congestion on the current route through 
Mandurah.   

Money was allocated by the federal Government for Roe Highway.  The minister, in her foresight, decided to 
remove the Fremantle eastern bypass from the metropolitan region scheme, but she will still accept this money 
from the federal Government.  This State Government claimed it had been waiting for matching federal funding.  
That federal funding has come to the table.  On 4 May this year, the minister told Parliament that the project 
could start in 2007 if the federal Government brought forward the funding.  When the minister was questioned in 
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the estimates committee hearings this year about whether the Government would bring forward funds to match 
the federal contribution, she responded - 

 No, we have made it very clear that we are not in a financial position to do that. 

 . . .   

 We have made it clear that we do not have those funds to commit until 2008.   

On 22 June 2004, the federal Government announced that Western Australia would receive $463 million of 
commonwealth funding over the next five years for road projects, including $150 million for the Peel deviation.  
The minister has effectively rejected the funding while saying that no money is available to start the project in 
2006.  The minister claims that this is because of the need for proper planning.  In fact, that planning should have 
been carried out over the past three years.  If the minister demanded in one breath that she wanted the federal 
Government to match funding, one would have thought that she would have done her planning and gone to the 
federal Government with a design and plan to show why it is necessary to build the deviation, and to indicate its 
importance to the regions.  That has not happened.   

The State Government risks losing that $150 million of federal funding under the AusLink program because it 
will not, or cannot, provide the matching funds.  Why is that so?  There are a number of reasons.  The Functional 
Review Taskforce decided to cut Main Roads budget by $50 million per annum over four years.  Therefore, 
$200 million is not provided -  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Most of it has been restored.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  It has not been restored.  The minister can make her own speech.  The money is 
not going to Main Roads for new capital works.  Clearly, $200 million over four years is a lot of money.  Its 
allocation would ensure that the Peel deviation could be built in ensuing years - certainly by 2006.  I am sure you 
would like to see that, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr D.A. Templeman). 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  When does the federal funding arrive?   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I know why the minister asks that question.  The feds are offering the funding 
over time, but it must commence at some point, must it not?   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Absolutely.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  They are offering the money from 2004-05 through to 2008-09.  The minister can 
make her own speech.  The money will not be given to the minister over the ensuing 12 months, will it?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  No, it would end up on the railway line! 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Exactly.  It would certainly not go to the Peel deviation.  I have talked about the 
cuts to the Main Roads budget of $200 million over four years.  Over the past three years, $150 million has been 
cut from Main Roads for new projects.  Another $50 million will be cut next year.  The minister claims the 
money has been reinstated, but that is not the case - certainly not in my mind.  I am sure the Leader of the 
National Party will make his comments known in that regard as well.   

I now make a few comments about the southern railway.  A number of members have asked how the Opposition 
would have constructed the railway.  It would certainly not have built it down the direct route which has seen a 
blow-out of $400 million since the Gallop Government came to office in 2001.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You’re so intellectually dishonest!   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I could say the same about the minister.  She is intellectually dishonest: her 
project will cost $400 million more than the coalition’s project, yet she states it will costs only $100 million 
more.  It is a nonsense.  A tunnel under the city and a new bridge at the Narrows cannot be built, along with the 
widening of Mt Henry Bridge, for only an extra $100 million.  It is nonsense.  The minister knows it, members 
know it, and the general public know it, too.  Do not talk to me about being intellectually dishonest! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  The member for Carine has the call. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Why does the member for Carine not go to Rottnest and do it there? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why don’t you do your job, my friend. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  I made a call earlier.  An across-the-Chamber slanging match is not appropriate.  The 
member for Carine has the call and she will be heard. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  The future coalition Government understands 
how important the Peel deviation is.  As I was trying to explain, the direct route to Mandurah is not the route we 
would have adopted for the Mandurah railway extension.  Our route would have serviced more communities 
than will be serviced by this Government’s route.  As I have said, the $400 million blow-out would go a long 
way to ensuring that the Peel deviation could be built.  The federal $150 million could be matched by the State 
Government.  More hospitals and schools could be built and other priorities met that the community at large 
would like to see dealt with. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [4.52 pm]:  I am happy to support the motion 
and I am delighted to get into the debate for a few minutes.  When another $200 million is needed for the 
Mandurah railway line, it will be found in a flash, just like the last $200 million that was needed was found in a 
flash.  The minister should not come to this place and say that the Peel deviation cannot be built because of a 
lack of money, when she can consistently find hundreds of millions of dollars for the Mandurah railway line 
whenever she needs it.  I know that it is of great comfort to you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr D.A. Templeman).  You 
should enjoy the debate, because I believe that you live in one of the nicer places in Western Australia.  
Unfortunately for me, half of the people in my electorate are moving there.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It might be a reflection on you, member for Avon. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It might be a reflection on you, minister, because you have raped country areas in the 
three and a half years that the Government has been in power.  My electorate has not received 3s 6d from this 
Government during the past three and a half years.   

What about the planning hurdles?  We will hear all about the planning hurdles for the Peel deviation, but what 
about the planning hurdles for the Mandurah railway line?  What happened?  Within 18 weeks of coming into 
government, the Mandurah railway project was agreed.  What about the planning in that process?  It took five 
seconds.  What happened to the consultation?  It took less than five seconds.  All the hurdles are so dramatically 
important with the Peel deviation, but why were they not important for the Mandurah railway line?  What is the 
difference and where is the even-handed approach of the minister? 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  It would be much easier to build the Peel deviation than tunnel under Perth and put bridges 
over the Narrows and the Mt Henry Bridge area.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It would be much simpler.  On maybe half a dozen occasions I wandered down 
William Street and saw people getting pitched out of that area by this minister.  What thought did she ever give 
to those businesses?  What thought did she have about those property owners?  She simply went down there and 
said, “Out! Out!  The Government needs this.”  Why could she not do that with the Peel deviation?  The minister 
has shown an aggressive style.  What compassion did she show to those people?  What is the difference?  Why 
can the minister not be consistent?  The reason is that the minister does not care about the Peel deviation; it is not 
on her radar and is not the most important project for her. 

When I go to your electorate, Mr Acting Speaker, and that of the members for Mitchell, Bunbury and Vasse, and 
that south west region, one of the subjects that people want to talk to me about is the Peel deviation.  Not only 
does the public want the Peel deviation, but so does commerce and the South West Development Commission.  
During my two visits to the South West Development Commission in the past six months, the question of the 
Peel deviation was raised with me.  During my two visits to the Bunbury City Council, what matter was raised 
with me?  It was the Peel deviation.  Why is it not on the minister’s radar?  The minister has been caught out.   

I have constant contact with the Deputy Prime Minister of this nation.  Every time he comes to Western 
Australia I take people to see him.  I cannot think of a single occasion on which I have taken constituents and 
industry groups to meet the Deputy Prime Minister when one or more of those delegations has not spoken about 
the Peel deviation.  Do members know what the Deputy Prime Minister says to me?  He asks why our minister is 
not interested in this project.  He asks why there is a lack of interest in the Peel deviation on the part of the 
Government of Western Australia.  It is really remarkable that the minister is now jumping back at us because 
members of the Liberal and National Parties have gone to their federal counterparts and got the money for the 
Peel deviation.  We are looked upon as criminals for doing that.  Why is it the case?  If the minister were really 
serious about the Peel deviation, she should be thanking us for our assistance and thanking us for coming up with 
the money.  Every time the Deputy Prime Minister is in Western Australia I ask about the Peel deviation.  That is 
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on your behalf, Mr Acting Speaker, and on the behalf of the hundreds of thousands of people who live to the 
south of your electorate, because I know how important it is to them.   

Why is planning such a minor issue and money not an issue when the Government is planning for a $1.5 billion 
or $2.8 billion Mandurah railway line, whichever figure people want to use, when they are issues for the Peel 
deviation?  Why is there such inconsistency?  There can be only one answer to that.  It is because the minister is 
just not interested. 

If we were to take the $400 million blow-out of the Mandurah railway line and add it to the $150 million that has 
been put forward by the federal Government under the AusLink grant that we have just heard about, we could 
build the Peel deviation, bury the Fremantle railway line in the city, which I support, dual the section of the 
Bunbury Highway at Lake Clifton, remove many of the dangers of the South Western Highway and build the 
Lancelin-Cervantes road.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Your position is that you will not build the railway if you get back into government; you will 
stop that and put the money into the Peel deviation. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am always grateful for a policy speech from a member who will be in opposition. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Albany!   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Albany to order for the first time. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have heard an echo in the Chamber of the member for Albany.  I might just remind 
the member for Albany that the Department of Agriculture budget has been cut by somewhere between 60 and 
70 per cent under his government.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Here he is calling out about some rescue mission for the Department of Agriculture.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The current Government has decimated the Department of Agriculture.  There is 
virtually nothing left.  An extension program will be left for the Department of Agriculture.  When members on 
this side of the House get back into government and people in the regions are finally found again, because we 
will find them, and they start to seek services again, they will be amazed to find that the Department of 
Agriculture does not exist any more.  The member for Albany has the gall to raise that question.  He is a member 
of the very party that has slaughtered the Department of Agriculture, chewed it up and spat it out.  It did not even 
bother to bury it.  It just decimated it and spread it like fertiliser on the ground.   

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I take a point of order on relevance.  I have no idea what the Department of Agriculture has 
to do with the Peel deviation.  Although, we are used to the member for Avon talking about deviations, I think he 
should come back to the debate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A. Templeman):  The point of order is on relevance.  I am certain that the 
Leader of the National Party is flavouring his discussion with a range of examples and I am prepared to allow 
him to continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is correct that my last few words were irrelevant, just as the comments from 
government members were not relevant.  However, if they ask me a question, I genuinely want to answer it.  I 
will get back to the debate, but I am happy to talk to the member for Albany about agriculture any time he wants 
to.  It would be a particularly nice thing to call a public meeting in Albany and debate agriculture there.   

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure gloats about being anti-roads, anti-vehicles and anti-trucks.  She 
confessed to The West Australian on 12 June 2001 in an article titled “Road projects halt as cash runs out” - 

The levels under the previous government are simply unsustainable and we are paying off the debt that 
they accrued during their funding bonanza . . .  
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What a cheek for the minister to say that!  Do you, Mr Acting Speaker, know what that figure was over the two 
funding years 1999-2000 and 2000-01?  You, Mr Acting Speaker, would know but other members would not 
know, so I will tell them.  Over those two years it was $261.6 million.  Vehicle charges, user-pay contributions 
and excises supported that funding.  What is the debt trap that the minister has set up for us?  What will the 
Mandurah railway line cost us?  It will cost us $1 billion-plus.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Rubbish! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister should look at his own budget papers; the Government will borrow 
$1 billion for that railway line.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has the gall to say to us that 
$261 million over two years was an exorbitant debt.  That is how much out of whack this minister is; she has no 
idea.  However, add to that borrowing the interest bill when the Mandurah railway line is running.  Do members 
know what the interest bill will be?  It will be $40 million a year, yet we are arguing in this place that 
$150 million cannot be found to match federal funds.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure said on radio 
that $20 million was available, so $130 million is to be found.  The Government says that amount cannot be 
found, but this State can find forever $40 million.  Will the minister tell us about the debt program under which 
she will pay off that interest?  I was amused to hear her a few months ago on ABC radio describe the debt 
program to pay off this railway line.  I would love to see the minister table the program that she has outlined.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It has been, many times. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister should table the program for repaying this debt.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It has been tabled many times. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister should show it to me.  Everyone in Western Australia, including the 
minister, knows that it is absolute nonsense.  That debt program will be applied to every Western Australian 
taxpayer.   

Under that argument, what will be the recurrent cost of that railway line?  When it is in place, it will be 
$160 million a year in recurrent costs.  That amount can be found every year forever, but $150 million cannot be 
found at all in the next four years.  An amount of $160 million can be found ad infinitum without a problem.  If 
it is for a project that the minister wants, it can be found at the drop of a hat.  However, it cannot be found under 
any circumstances whatsoever for a program that the minister does not want.  The Peel deviation is a major 
project that will underpin economic growth in this State.  It is also exceedingly important for the general safety, 
wellbeing and lifestyle of the people south of and in Mandurah.  I do not have a lot of sympathy for people who 
complain about noise from railways, roads and air terminals.  There will always be railways, roads and airports.  
However, a range of people who live in Mandurah are unhappy about the heavy congestion on some roads there, 
particularly on long sections of the highway where trucks stop and start and apply their airbrakes.  Good 
management, however, can resolve those issues.  Part of good management is not to permit trucks on normal-use 
roads but, rather, put them on defined roads, which is what the freeway was built for.  The continuation of the 
freeway with the Peel deviation would extend the freeway to the other side of Mandurah and should go on to 
Bunbury.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The previous Government had no intention whatsoever of building that railway line. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does the Labor Party keep its promises? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I see.  There we are; you have just admitted it, member for Avon: it was just a promise.  You 
have just admitted it. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The seat of Avon, before I won it, was Labor for 53 years and was held by some very 
prominent Western Australians, although perhaps one of them, Bert Hawke, was not prominent at the time he 
won the seat.  Bert Hawke came from South Australia and was a union organiser in Northam.  Interestingly, he 
won the seat in 1933, when he beat the sitting Premier at the time, Sir James Mitchell, and then went on to 
become the Premier of Western Australia and a very respected man.  However, he promised to build dual lanes 
to Northam.  How many years ago was that?  What did the Labor Party do when we proposed dual lanes from 
Mundaring or Sawyers Valley to The Lakes?  It did not even bother to put the Bill through the other place.  That 
road could have been built last summer, but we now have to wait another summer.  I have a personal investment 
in that project, which I will not talk about.  Nevertheless, those are the sorts of things that really get up one’s 
nose.  People in Mandurah are as passionate about the Peel deviation as they are about the railway line.  I would 
love to conduct a survey to find out which project is the more popular. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  We have. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Table it then.  I would be pleased to see the outcome. 

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is a hostage of the Mandurah railway line.  The State is a hostage of 
the Mandurah railway line.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is absolutely focused on the Mandurah 
railway line and cannot see beyond it.  As I said earlier, $200 million can be found at the drop of a hat for the 
Mandurah railway line, but it cannot be found for the Peel deviation under any circumstance.  The recurrent cost 
of $160 million a year will be found ad infinitum after the Mandurah railway line is built, but $150 million 
cannot be found for the Peel deviation.  This minister and this State Government have no interest whatsoever in 
building that deviation.  It is amusing to hear the minister talk about her communications with the east.  She has 
cried wolf and the wolf has turned up. 

Mr J.P.D. Edwards:  That is a terrible thing to say about the minister. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is precisely what has happened.  The problem is that she does not have a 
shotgun.  It will be difficult to convince the people in and south of Mandurah that the State should not contribute 
to the Peel deviation now that federal funds have turned up. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What you are saying is 2009. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, I agree with the Minister for Tourism: the budget papers say there will be a 2009 
start. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is what you are saying, and you believe the words of a senator who is quite happy to see 
young people blown up.  Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The federal Government budget papers say start now.  As I 
said earlier - the minister has very poor hearing - the minister did not need to do any planning for the Mandurah 
railway line, she did not need to do any costings for the Mandurah railway line and she did not need to do any 
public consultation on the Mandurah railway line.  She just bunged them in because she wanted to do it.  The 
minister does not want to do the Peel deviation.   If she did, she would follow precisely the same procedures.   

Just to change the subject totally, it also amuses me that on 28 June, the Prospector will have its first run.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You don’t like railways! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I started the AvonLink.  I am probably the greatest train fan in the House.  There is no 
invitation for the Leader of the National Party to be on the Prospector.  There is no invitation for the member for 
Merredin to be on the Prospector.  There will be huge celebrations in Kalgoorlie, and all the Labor Party 
supporters will be jumping on the Prospector and heading for Kalgoorlie, but there is no mention whatsoever of 
Northam, which before the Second World War was the biggest railway depot in the State.  There is also no 
mention of Merredin, which is a significant stop for the whole of the railway line.  The only place that gets a 
mention for the launch of the Prospector is Kalgoorlie.  The Prospector is a National Party train.  It was put in 
place by two ministers in the National Party.  The AvonLink is also said to be starting up.  There is no sign of a 
celebration for the start of the AvonLink service.  The AvonLink does not even get on the radar.  It is impossible 
to find any real estate for sale in Toodyay or Northam at the moment.  Those towns are on fire.  Everyone knows 
the train is coming, and people are pouring out of Perth to buy real estate in those towns on the expectation of a 
fantastic service delivered by the National Party.   

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [5.11 pm]:  Politics is a funny beast, as we all know.  It is interesting to consider 
what has happened to me in recent months and how the issue of the Peel deviation has had some bearing on my 
loss of endorsement by the Liberal Party for the seat of Vasse.  In the Liberal Party room - I guess the same thing 
applies in the Labor Party Caucus room - there have been some very healthy debates over time.  I can recall 
debates on the Peel deviation and one or two members of the Liberal Party standing up and engaging in a broad-
ranging debate about the merits or otherwise of the Peel deviation but basically trying very hard to force down 
the throats of Liberal Party members the fact that there had to be, at all costs, a commitment to the Peel deviation 
because that one member or two was convinced that the Peel deviation was absolutely essential.  Unfortunately - 
or fortunately, depending on one’s point of view - I stood in the party room a couple of times and presented a 
somewhat contrary point of view, which I will talk about in a minute.  My personal belief is that because I dared 
to present a contrary point of view - even though that point of view was not accepted by the party room and 
therefore the Liberal Party accepted that fast progress needed to be made on the Peel deviation - and because I 
dared to stand up to a couple of people in the party, a couple of members at least have held that against me and 
have not done anything to assist me at my time of need, which was obviously in the lead-up to my preselection 
in December last year.   
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It is unfortunate, and I guess it is a consequence of my being an Independent, that because I was not aware that 
this motion would be debated today, I have left all my paperwork down south.  I am actually awaiting a reply 
from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, to whom I wrote only a couple of weeks ago, so I am not 
expecting an immediate answer -  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You might need to wait for months.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  No.  I actually have a good response rate from the minister, and I am grateful for that, so I 
thank the minister.  In my letter to the minister I asked for some explanation of why the report that she submitted 
to the federal Government in the latter half of 2001, if my memory serves me correctly, said that an internal 
review of the Peel deviation project - which is the project from the southern end of the Kwinana Freeway, which 
is where it stops at the moment, through to where the southern end of the Peel deviation would connect up with 
Old Coast Road - showed that the Peel deviation part of that road route had a higher priority than the southern 
extension of the Kwinana freeway.  I made two points in my letter to the minister.  The first was that according 
to Main Roads’ own methodology, the cost benefit of those two different sections of road - the southern 
extension of the Kwinana Freeway, and the Peel deviation part of the project - would be $1.6 billion if the 
southern extension of the freeway were built first but was only about $460 million if the Peel deviation were 
built first.  I might not have the numbers absolutely correct, because, as I have said, all my paperwork is down 
south, but nonetheless the cost benefit from the southern extension of the Kwinana freeway is estimated to be 
some four times greater than the cost benefit from the Peel deviation.  Therefore, in my letter I asked the minister 
to explain why the Peel deviation was proposed to be built before the southern extension of the Kwinana 
freeway.   

The second point I raised with the minister was that the report that the minister sent to the federal Government in 
2001 showed that there were 13 or 14 intersections or roundabouts, traffic lights or other significant corners 
between the southern end of the Kwinana freeway and the point at which the Peel deviation would connect to 
Old Coast Road once the Peel deviation was constructed.  That is 13 or 14 controlled or uncontrolled 
intersections or roundabouts.  If the southern extension of the Kwinana freeway were put in first, it would reduce 
the number of intersections by about half; I think the figure is seven.  The vast majority of the traffic problems 
occur not on straight sections of road but at intersections - at corners, stop signs, roundabouts, traffic lights and 
so on.  That is why such a great cost benefit could be achieved if the southern extension of the freeway were 
constructed first; namely, that it would eliminate more than half of the intersections.  I repeat that it is at 
intersections that most traffic accidents occur.  In contrast, if the Peel deviation were built first, that would mean 
that for a number of years the traffic would have to continue to use Baldivis Road and Old Coast Road leading to 
the northern parts of Mandurah, and there would still be 11 or 12 intersections; therefore, the accident rate would 
be significantly higher than if the southern extension of the Kwinana Freeway were built first.  That is the gist of 
the letter that I sent to the minister.  I am sure that in due course I will get a very coherent and relevant response, 
as I always do from the minister.  Nonetheless, in the absence of that advice from the minister, I am absolutely 
convinced, based on the department’s own advice, that the southern extension of the Kwinana freeway should be 
built before the Peel deviation.   

The third part of the Peel deviation project is called the north Mandurah bypass.  I do not actually understand the 
reason for that part of the project.  I note that it will be built anyway, at a cost of about $10 million, and it will 
achieve a worthwhile improvement to traffic flow. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What is that? 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The north Mandurah bypass.  I understand that it has to do with the southern rail line 
going in and the separation of rail and vehicle traffic.  I do not have a problem with that.  It seems to make good 
road planning sense.  However, I want to focus today on the bigger issue of which is better - the southern 
extension of the Kwinana freeway or the Peel deviation?  I raise that issue because, based upon all the evidence 
that I have been able to gather over the past few months, the money is just not available to build both sections of 
the Peel deviation project in one hit.  I believe there will be three or four years between the construction of one 
stage and the completion of the second stage, whichever stages they might be.   

Therefore, let us confine the argument to the southern extension of the Kwinana Freeway or the Peel deviation.  
Let us make the assumption that there is an urgent need for something to be done to improve traffic flows 
between Perth and the south west.  I make that comment on the basis that my electorate of Vasse benefits 
significantly from the tourism that comes from Perth every long weekend, every school holidays and every 
summer holidays.  Clearly, many people in my electorate also travel to Perth at fairly regular intervals, be it to 
visit relatives, to have holidays themselves or to go to hospitals - but I will not open that can of worms about the 
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inadequate hospital facilities in the south west.  One would think that there is a strong argument for something to 
be done to improve travel times between my electorate in the south west and Perth, and vice versa.  One would 
also think that there are fairly strong arguments to suggest that there is a need to improve traffic safety, so that 
the significant number of accidents that occur on the road between the southern end of the freeway and the 
relevant section of Old Coast Road is improved somewhat. 

Interestingly, when I ran an article in one of the local newspapers in my electorate asking whether people 
thought that $340 million was a good way to spend money and whether there were other priorities, I received 
only three replies.  It is probably not unreasonable for me, as a member of a certain electorate, to conclude that 
the message I am getting from my electorate is that the Peel deviation project in its entirety is not a particularly 
high priority.  I think everyone realises that if it goes ahead, there will be an improvement in the travel times and 
a reduction in the traffic accident rate.  However, although most people in my electorate would welcome the Peel 
deviation if it were built, they would probably accept it if it were not built, and say that the Government has 
other priorities.   

However, I will put that to one side and return to the issue of the Peel deviation project itself.  I have repeated 
several times that there are two parts to the project.  Because I am convinced that the southern extension of the 
Kwinana Freeway is a far more important part of the project than the Peel deviation, I wish to amend the motion 
as it sits before us at the moment. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I move -  

That the words “Peel deviation” be deleted and be replaced by the words “southern extension of the 
Kwinana Freeway to Mandurah”. 

If my amendment is accepted, the amended motion will read -  

That this House calls on the Premier to ensure that funding for the southern extension of the Kwinana 
Freeway to Mandurah is made available immediately. 

I will not take up a huge amount of the time of the House by repeating my arguments.  I believe I have stated the 
majority of my arguments in the preamble leading up to the moving of that amendment.  However, I will briefly 
point out that there is a four times greater benefit to be derived in cost terms from the construction of the 
southern extension of the Kwinana Freeway - some $1.6 billion over a 30-year period - whereas if the Peel 
deviation section of the project is built first, the cost benefit will be only about $460 million.  In addition, I 
believe that the travel time saving will be, dollar for dollar, far greater with the southern extension of the 
Kwinana Freeway, because almost half of the intersections, traffic lights, roundabouts, stop signs and similar 
traffic controls will be removed, as opposed to the three or four that would be removed if the Peel deviation was 
constructed first.  Those two arguments alone indicate that the amendment has significant merit.  I therefore 
commend the amendment to the House. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman interjected. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I have been asked by the member for Ningaloo what is the time frame for the southern 
extension of the Kwinana Freeway. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman interjected. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I say to the member for Ningaloo that I regularly travel the section of road about which I 
am talking, unlike many people in this place, who have probably heard about it but only travel it once or twice a 
year on their way to my electorate for a holiday.  My understanding is that on the new traffic bridge over the 
Mandurah estuary, Main Roads has created three lanes of traffic - two going one way and one going the other 
way - and it changes the direction of the traffic depending upon what stage it is of the long weekend or the 
school holidays.  I understand that is working extremely well.  Therefore, my belief is that the Peel deviation 
section of the project could be left for quite a number of years.  I need the member for Warren-Blackwood to 
listen to this, because he has said to me on a number of occasions that he is extremely keen to see South Western 
Highway upgraded.  My understanding is that the traffic accident rate for serious and fatal accidents on South 
Western Highway - that is, from Pinjarra south to Manjimup, which is in the heart of the member for Warren-
Blackwood’s electorate -  

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  The roads have actually been done up down to Waroona.  It is from Waroona south. 
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Mr B.K. MASTERS:  All right; from Waroona south.  I thank the member for Murray-Wellington.  I do not have 
any data, but from talking to other members of Parliament, my feeling is that the money allocated for the Peel 
deviation part of the project would be far better allocated to other roads in the south west, in particular South 
Western Highway, and maybe even Muirs Highway, if the member for Warren-Blackwood believes that is a 
high priority. 

I commend the amendment to the House, and I hope that the amended motion will receive the support of all 
parties. 

MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [5.27 pm]:  It is obviously much 
easier for a member of the coalition to make road promises because, as the member for Carine has pointed out, at 
the last election the coalition made a commitment to spend $340 million, but made absolutely no provision for it 
within its forward estimates.  We could all go around doing that, as the member for Carine and the Leader of the 
Opposition are doing at this moment.  They have said that in their first term of government - God spare us, 
should they get in - they will construct Roe Highway stage 8, at a cost of about $200 million, and the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, at a cost of about $50 million.  Another $40 million will be spent on constructing the Lancelin-
Cervantes Road.  On the Peel deviation, another - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How much extra revenue did the Government receive from the goods and services tax in the 
last year? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I am pointing out the number - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, the minister has been on her feet for barely a minute, 
and already she cannot continue her comments.  I ask that members keep their conservations across the Chamber 
to themselves. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I listened to most of that drivel in complete and utter silence.  As I said, it is very easy 
for people to promise a road, but they do not have to make any provision for it in their budget.  In that case, of 
course they can do what the Leader of the Opposition or the Leader of the National Party is doing; that is, say 
that they will do this and that.  We know that the consequence of that is the economic irresponsibility that we 
saw during the time of the previous Government, when five out of eight of its budgets were in deficit.  This 
Government does not do business like that.  We make sure that the funds are allocated for every single promise 
we make.  We had made election commitments, one of which was that, within our first term of government, we 
would commence planning the Peel deviation and spend $5 million on the acquisition of land.  As the member 
for Carine said, we have honoured that promise.  The member also said that when the coalition was in 
government, it committed to build the Peel deviation by 2005, yet it had not allocated one cent for it in the 
forward estimates.  It was somehow going to find $340 million without a single allocation.  In addition, it had 
not undertaken any planning.  When we came into government, the member for Mandurah and Hon John 
Cowdell pointed out the importance of the Peel deviation.  Consequently, we sat down with Main Roads Western 
Australia and agreed that, without doubt, it was an extremely important project and we must begin planning for 
it.  I asked whether the State Government had previously made any overtures to the federal Government for 
funding.  It was not even included on a shopping list that the National Party used to draw up.  Under the previous 
Government, the Peel deviation did not even appear on a shopping list.  We said that we would be serious about 
it and start planning properly.  We started the land acquisition program.  As I said, we have already spent in the 
order of $5 million.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  That land acquisition was started under the coalition Government.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  It was not.  We then made application to the federal Government for funding.  I have 
the document here that we presented; it is an extensive 36-page document, which is the standard format used for 
roads of national importance funding.  It was the same format that had been used to acquire the money for the 
Roe Highway extension.  We then receive a letter back from the Commonwealth saying that it was sorry; it did 
not have any money.  I will read it out - 

Unfortunately, funding under the RONI Program is fully committed at this time, with future allocations 
directed toward meeting the Federal Government’s election commitments. 

We received a refusal from the federal Government.  Then it came up with a line to cover itself politically; 
namely, that we would have to do the detailed planning.  
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I want Hansard to record that the member for Carine, who has raised this debate and claims to have a concern, 
and to whose entire presentation I sat and listened, quite typically, has not spent one second listening to this 
because she does not want to know the truth.  She wants to live in her little pixie land where she can run around 
and not understand anything and just make promises.  

Several members interjected.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The minister is presenting her arguments.  The level of 
interjections from my left are preventing the minister from continuing.  I ask that members refrain from 
interjecting and allow the minister to complete her remarks.  
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I am answering in detail the allegations made by the members for Carine and Avon.  I 
am going through the history of this issue and showing them what the Government has done.  It is delivering.  
We made an application for federal government funding in, I think, October 2001.  It was the first time any 
application had been made for federal funding.  We were knocked back on the basis that there was no money in 
the RONI program and if money was available it would not be spent in Western Australia; it would be spent on 
federal government election commitments.  Nonetheless, we continued with detailed planning and with the land 
acquisition.  We also kept sending letters to the Commonwealth asking it to sit down with us, even though we 
knew it would not have the funds to allocate before 2006.  We told the federal Government that we needed to 
allocate some funding in the budget process so we needed to talk to someone there so that we could do some 
long-range planning.  We could not get the federal Government to sit across the table and talk to us.  We wrote 
letter after letter asking it to do that.  As late as December 2003, Senator Ian Campbell said he would not talk to 
us until we had finished the detailed planning for the road.  However, suddenly in May, that essential 
requirement to have completed the detailed planning disappeared and the federal Government was able to come 
up with the funding and tell us that we had to meet it.  We want to build the Peel deviation and we will find the 
money to do that.  We now need a process.  Unlike the member for Carine or the Leader of the Opposition, we 
are not just saying we will do it; we will make budgeted commitments.  After we had completed our budget 
process and announced the budget, we received advice from the Commonwealth that it was prepared, finally, to 
come to the party with funding.  That is great and we welcome that.  We think it is very good, although we will 
refer back to the federal Government and ask for another $20 million because it has to go halves in this; anything 
less than half will not be acceptable, and we will find the money to get the project started.  We appreciate the 
Commonwealth finally coming to the party and making a contribution.  Of course, we must now consider that 
and construct our budgets around it.   
The member for Carine spoke of the federal Government’s generosity.  As I said, the package allocated to 
Western Australia from AusLink was 6.9 per cent of the total national pie.  Western Australia is one-third of the 
continent, and has 25 per cent of the national highways; we produce, by way of volume, 50 per cent of the 
nation’s exports and, by way of value, 25 per cent of the nation’s exports and have 10 per cent of the population 
base.  On what basis does the Opposition believe that an allocation to Western Australia of 6.9 per cent of the 
national pie is generous?  It shows the extent of the federal Government’s commitment towards Western 
Australia.  It also shows that AusLink is a National Party pork barrel.  Under no stretch of the imagination can 
anyone claim that the federal Government’s offer of 6.9 per cent is generous.  However, the Government is 
pleased that it has made a commitment for the Peel deviation and it will now work constructively with the 
federal Government to deliver that project.  The member for Carine believes we can announce the building of a 
road and next day go out and shovel the dirt.  However, it takes a long time; for example, funding for Roe 
Highway stage 7 was approved in 2000 and we are still waiting for the federal environmental approvals.  The 
Peel deviation is an enormously sophisticated project.  Quite frankly, it is highly unlikely that we will be able to 
start it before the beginning of 2007.  The federal funding acknowledges that the construction money would be 
allocated in 2007.  The allocation is $15 million in the 2006-07 financial year, $40 million in the following year 
and $90 million in the year after that.  The funding pattern indicates that the Commonwealth does not expect 
construction to start before 2007.  The State Government wants to work with that time frame and to see whether 
it can restructure its budgets to deliver in that period.   

I will not spend too much time talking about the rail project.  However, it amazes me that the member for Carine, 
despite enormous amounts of time having been spent setting it out for her, does not understand the project.  She 
said that the project could not be built for the price indicated because it is a much bigger project than the 
alternative route.  The Government has repeatedly tabled in this House documents outlining infrastructure that 
will not be needed because of the way the railway line will be built.  For example, 93 rather than 116 new 
railcars will be required; $90 million worth of work on the Armadale line will not be needed; and the route 
through Rockingham will be reconfigured to make substantial savings.  All such savings enable the Government 
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to build the project as planned.  There is a cost differential of around $120 million in real money terms.  It is 
great intellectual dishonesty for the member for Carine to continue to promote her rail project, the Kenwick 
deviation, on the basis of 1998 figures when the project would not have been built until 2006.  It is also the 
height of intellectual dishonesty for her to forget the $70 million in 1998 figures that would have had to be spent 
to construct a bus lane along the Kwinana Freeway.   

The member for Avon makes some extraordinary claims.  In particular, he stated that the cost of the rail project 
would never be paid off.  The Government has repeatedly tabled in this place the debt repayment schedule, 
which shows that the project will be paid for in around 32 years.  The Government has also tabled the differential 
between the operational cost of our rail project and the operational cost of the Kenwick deviation.  The 
difference is in the order of $20 million a year.  Therefore, over that 32-year period, the Government will save 
money in adopting this model.  Taking on a whole-of-life cycle, not only does the fast, direct link to Mandurah 
produce a better public transport outcome, but, taking into account the operational costs, it is actually cheaper 
than the Kenwick alternative.  Unfortunately, we have a mob of primitives on the other side of the House who 
lack the ability or integrity to properly analyse these matters.   

I now address some queries raised by the member for Vasse.  The differential the member for Vasse referred to 
in cost benefits is based on the Peel deviation being built in 2006 and the Kwinana Freeway extension being built 
in 2011.  It is not clear whether that differential would hold up if the Kwinana Freeway were built in the same 
time frame as the Peel deviation.  I will get Main Roads to look at that aspect.  However, it is a little academic at 
this time because both the Commonwealth and the State have agreed that the projects need to be constructed as 
one continuous project.  Therefore, the proposition by both the Commonwealth and the State is that the two 
facilities should be rolled into a single project.  That is the basis on which the Government proposes to proceed.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  When will the start-up and completion of the new big project be?   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  As I said before, as this is a very recent commitment from the federal Government, the 
State Government must work through its budgets and work out the time frame in which it will be able to operate.  
Ideally, I would like to start the project at the beginning of 2007.  It depends on the Government being able to 
provide funding in that regard.  As we speak, officers from the commonwealth Department of Transport and 
Regional Development are in Western Australia meeting Main Roads staff to work through possible funding 
schedules to bring on the project.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  Are you suggesting a construction time frame for the entire project of two years only?   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  That is highly unlikely.  I am glad the member for Vasse is interested in this debate.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  I am having trouble hearing. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The level of conversation in the Chamber is making it difficult 
for me to hear the debate. Therefore, I assume Hansard is having similar difficulties in reporting proceedings 
accurately.  If members need to hold a conversation, they should take it outside.   
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I will bear in mind the behaviour of the protagonists in this Chamber today.  I listened 
to each and every one of their comments so that I could respond, but they clearly have not the slightest interest in 
the subject of this debate.  The member for Carine is not interested.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  I’m interested. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Vasse is interested; he asked about the construction timetable.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  Will it be two or three years upwards?   
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The construction time frame of two years is highly unlikely with a project of this scale.  
I look at Tonkin Highway, which is nowhere near as big as the Peel deviation and the Kwinana Freeway 
extension project.  With all the will in the world, this combined road project will take us three and a half years.  
The Government must work through the construction time lines for this project.  I would find it hard to complete 
such a project in fewer than three years.  However, the Government wants to get it under way.  It must do the 
responsible thing; that is, acknowledge the funding provided by the Commonwealth Government, and sit down 
and work through the budget to see what can be done to accommodate the project.   
I wish to move an amendment.  Mr Acting Speaker, I seek your guidance on how we can deal with it.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Two members have indicated a wish to move amendments to the motion.  The 
member for Vasse has already moved his amendment.  The minister wishes to move an amendment to an earlier 
part of the motion.  If the member for Vasse’s amendment were put and defeated, the minister would be 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 23 June 2004] 

 p4216b-4237a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Acting Speaker; The Acting Speaker (mr D.A. Templeman); Mr Max Trenorden; Mr 
Bob Kucera; Mr Bernie Masters; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr John Bradshaw; Mr John Kobelke; The Acting 
Speaker (mr A.P. O’gorman); Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Speaker; Mr David 

Templeman 

 [14] 

precluded from moving her motion because it relates to an earlier part of the original motion.  To preserve the 
rights of both members, and by way of a test vote, I propose to put the amendment that relates to the earlier part 
of the motion.  If the motion to delete the words that the minister proposes be deleted is unsuccessful, the 
member for Vasse’s amendment will be put.  On the other hand, if the minister’s amendment is successful, the 
House will have decided that the member for Vasse’s amendment will not be supported.   

Points of Order 
Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I was under the impression that the minister ran out of time.  I cannot see how she can 
move her motion if she ran out of time. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is not open for the minister to move her amendment, because it would be in conflict with 
the amendment already before the Chair, so she has signalled her intention in order to get guidance.  She also 
signalled her intention before she ran out of time.  We had already given notice of it to the Clerks.  If this 
question is put, her amendment would be precluded.  She cannot move her amendment with an amendment 
before the Chair.  That is why the guidance is for a test vote.   
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I do want to hear what the member for Avon has to say.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I agree with the Leader of the House.  We have only one motion.  Before we can vote, 
all logic says that we must know what the other motion is, so a government member will need to move the 
motion in a supplicant speech before a vote can take place.  It is totally illogical to have a vote on two motions 
when we know only one of them.  We cannot put you into a compromising position, Mr Acting Speaker.  I am 
not trying to be difficult to you, Mr Acting Speaker, or to the Government but someone from the government 
benches needs to move the motion so that we can hear it and there can be a pretence of choice, and then we can 
do as you describe. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I think the member for Avon has understood what I have been trying to put across. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have sought the call to enter into the debate on the amendment moved by the member for 
Vasse.  In doing so, I wish to have the opportunity to foreshadow the amendment that the minister would seek to 
move if given the opportunity.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  She has had the opportunity. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  May I explain it technically?  The amendment moved by the member for Vasse 
changes some words much further on in the motion.  The minister’s amendment, which I will read so that 
members understand it, starts earlier in the motion.  It therefore cannot be moved once the House has decided on 
the member for Vasse’s amendment.  That is the technical problem we face.  The Acting Speaker has already 
indicated that a test vote would need to be taken because the minister will seek to delete all words after “House”, 
which is right at the start of the motion, with a view to inserting the following words - 

welcomes the federal Government’s commitment to contribute funding for the Peel deviation and looks 
forward to a cooperative working relationship between the State and federal Governments to advance 
this project in a timely way. 

The minister will speak to that at the appropriate time, but I think it becomes clear that the amendment would be 
ruled out of order once we have considered the member for Vasse’s amendment.  We would certainly support 
you, Mr Acting Speaker, at the appropriate time on the member for Vasse’s amendment having a test vote, so 
that the minister will then be able to move her amendment in due course.   
Mr B.K. MASTERS:  As I understand the procedures in this place, I have moved an amendment prior to any 
other amendments.  I understand the argument that the Leader of the House is putting forward, but I do not 
agree.  Even if my amendment goes through, the words “that this House calls” etc will still be in the amended 
motion.  I believe that there could then be another amendment to delete all the words after the words “House” 
and insert other words. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is not permissible.  Because of the rules that apply to amendments, we cannot go back 
and amend something that appears before an amendment already made.  Once we make the amendment to 
remove “Peel deviation”, any words prior to that cannot be amended. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  If that be the case, a better way of approaching it may be to get an indication from the 
Government of whether it will support my amendment.  If government members will not support my 
amendment, it will fail and we can then proceed with the Government’s amendment. 
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Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We cannot. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The test vote is the way to indicate that.   

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I see what the Leader of the House means.  It is news to me, Mr Acting Speaker.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is also the option of the member withdrawing his amendment by leave of the 
House.  We could then have the minister’s amendment, but it is entirely up to the member. 

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The difficulty with my withdrawing my motion is that I would like to test the intent of this 
House on the amended motion that I am seeking to put forward; namely, that priority be given to one part of the 
Peel deviation project rather than another.  If I withdraw my motion, my understanding is that if the motion is 
then subsequently amended by a government amendment, I cannot move a later amendment to reflect the intent 
of what I am trying to put across.  I understand that you have put forward a way out of this difficulty, Mr Acting 
Speaker, and I am prepared for that to go ahead, but I do wish my amendment to be voted upon. 

Amendment to Motion 

MR R.C. KUCERA (Yokine - Minister for Tourism) [5.56 pm]:  I move - 

To delete all words after “House” with the view to inserting the following words - 

welcomes the Federal Government’s commitment to contribute funding for the Peel deviation 
and looks forward to a cooperative working relationship between the State and federal 
Governments to advance this project in a timely way. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  We are voting on the amendment that has just been moved by the Minister for 
Tourism.  Copies of the amendment will be circulated. 

Points of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Acting Speaker, are you directing that we will vote on the amendment moved by the 
Minister for Tourism so that it is now the question before the House, because if it is the question before the 
House, the House can debate the amendment put forward by the Minister for Tourism.  I would suggest that this 
clearly shows a lax attitude on the part of the Government and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure not 
moving the amendment at the appropriate time. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, it is not. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, it is.  As I understand it, an amendment was put by the member for Vasse earlier in 
this debate.  That is obviously what we should be debating now.  Because the Government is a bit lax and did not 
move its amendment earlier than the member for Vasse, the House is in a predicament at the moment.  Mr 
Acting Speaker, if you are to accept the amendment moved by the Minister for Tourism, I question how we will 
deal with it.  At the moment he is not amending the amendment that we are discussing before the House.  I 
cannot see how we could possibly have a test vote, as was suggested earlier, on an amendment that has not been 
moved.  I seek your direction, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Acting Speaker’s Ruling 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The minister had indicated she was going to move an amendment to the original 
motion.  The intention of running this test vote is by way of preserving the rights of both members so that 
nobody is disadvantaged by the House taking a vote on one amendment over another.  This way both members 
have the opportunity of putting up their amendments and having them voted on by the House.  I think that is the 
way we need to move forward.  The question before the House now is that the words to be deleted be deleted, as 
per the minister’s amendment. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  On a further point of order, it is all very well - 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is just too hard for you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not too hard.  It just shows the ineptitude of the Government and the inability to 
handle business on its side of the House.  It may be that the minister was foreshadowing an amendment to the 
motion that she intended to move, but she did not tell us what the amendment was.  How can we vote on a 
foreshadowed amendment that the minister intended to move if there is no explanation of the amendment?  The 
Government is going around the houses getting the Leader of the House to talk on an amendment and what he 
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thinks should happen, which is fine for the Government, as it runs the House and thinks it can run Parliament.  
The Minister for Tourism has moved an amendment that I suggest is the amendment the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure foreshadowed she would move, but did not move it or explain it.  I cannot see how we can 
move forward on that basis, Mr Acting Speaker, because she did not move the amendment.  It is not as though 
the Minister for Tourism is amending the amendment, because that is not the case.  The Minister for Tourism has 
moved a completely different amendment from the amendment moved by the member for Vasse. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  This is not an unusual procedure. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think members normally know what an amendment will be, Mr Acting Speaker.  It is 
normally foreshadowed and given in detail.  However, at the moment the House is truly working blind, because 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has not foreshadowed her amendment. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, we have the Minister for Tourism’s amendment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We know that, but the question before the House is the member for Vasse’s amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have already ruled on this matter.  The way I ruled is that we will move on the 
Minister for Tourism’s amendment. 

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question before the House is that the words to be deleted be deleted. 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, that was a test vote.  The House has indicated that it is prepared to delete 
the words.  As per the Minister for Tourism’s amendment, the question before the House now is that the words 
to be inserted be inserted. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.03 pm]:  I seem to recall that 
in May 2001 there was a motion in this House to support the construction of the Peel deviation.  I was 
dumbfounded to find the member for Mandurah did not support the motion at that time; but more of that later. 

At the outset I indicate that the Liberal-National coalition will - surprise, surprise - move an amendment to the 
wording that the Government has moved because, quite frankly, the Government is fudging the situation once 
again.  There was an incredible revelation a little while ago from the minister who at long last has indicated 
when she wants to see this road built.  I could almost cynically say never, but the minister’s direct implication 
was that it would take at least three years to build this road.  I have in front of me some transcript from the 
minister indicating that the construction should not begin until 2008-09, which means that if the project is left to 
the Gallop Labor Government the Peel deviation will not be built until at least 2012. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was not in the Chamber, but we did actually say that 
we were wanting to start - 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister is wanting; the minister is wanting in many ways.  However, in 
this case, the minister said today quite categorically in this Chamber that it would take at least three years to 
build this road.  I have, in writing, in front of me the minister’s statement that the Government will not begin 
construction until 2008-09.  That has been put on the record a number of times, I believe, and I am sure the 
shadow minister would have corrected me had I been wrong.  That means that the Labor Party does not intend to 
build this road until at least 2012.  Therefore, when the member for Mandurah gets up to speak, I want to know 
whether people in Mandurah will be happy about the fact that they will not have the Kwinana Freeway extension 
through to his electorate until 2012. 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  What about your superannuation? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I know which issue the member for Mandurah’s constituents will be more 
keen on.  They will not give a tinker’s about my situation, but they will care about how he votes today on our 
amendment.  I give notice that we will move an amendment to add at the end of the Government’s words the 
words “to ensure construction commences in 2006”.  It will be a great thing to see how the member for 
Mandurah votes on this amendment.  If the member for Mandurah really wants the Peel deviation to go ahead as 
a priority, he can vote with us on this matter. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What about Country Labor? 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us have a look at Country Labor.  The last time we voted on this matter in 
May 2001, when a motion was moved to support the construction of the Peel deviation, half of Country Labor 
scarpered.  One of them, the member for Bunbury, was sitting in the Chair.  I gave him the kind offer to vote 
with us in support of the construction of the Peel deviation, because it was important for our community in 
Bunbury.  The member for Greenough was incredibly kind.  He said he would stand in for the member for 
Bunbury in the Chair, so that the member for Bunbury could have his vote counted.  What did the member for 
Bunbury do?  He stayed in the Chair.  He did not want to vote because - guess what? - all his colleagues voted 
against building the Peel deviation. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Collie, if my memory serves me right - 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I think the member for Kalgoorlie might have hit the nail on the head.  The 
member for Collie is an interesting member.  I have the vote in front of me as it was recorded, and I cannot find 
his name on the vote.  Goodness me!  Hang on, let me check the pairs.  No, he was not paired.  Was he an 
Independent?  No, he was not an Independent.  He was hiding under his desk in his office because he did not 
want a vote recorded on this issue.  Therefore, the member for Bunbury took refuge in the Speaker’s Chair, 
despite the very kind offer from my colleague the member for Greenough, who supported his south west 
colleagues and the construction of the Peel deviation, as did the members for Kalgoorlie, Merredin, Ningaloo 
and Moore - all members who live in other regions.  However, the members who actually represent the region 
that will benefit the most from the construction of this road voted against it.  The member for Mandurah voted 
against it, the member for Collie was nowhere to be seen - he was probably off catching some big crayfish - and 
the member for Bunbury had other things on his mind in the Chair.  Enough of that, because those members will 
have an opportunity today to vote and show their support for their local communities by backing the Liberal 
Party’s amendment. 

I have a confession to make.  I am one of the people in the Liberal Party room, along with all the south west 
members of the Liberal Party now, who vehemently supported the construction of the Peel deviation.  We did so 
on an educated and very well informed basis.  The reason we would not support the member for Vasse’s 
amendment, had it got up, is very succinctly put in a Main Roads WA document of July 2001 titled “Peel 
Regional Road Network Development Strategy: Summary Report”.  Page 6 of that report states-  

The analysis of the existing road network indicates that the Mandurah section of the Perth-Bunbury 
Highway, including the Bypass, Estuary Bridge, Falcon and the 2-lane section south of Dawesville has 
the most significant capacity constraints on the highway traffic and the greatest impact on travel times.  
Construction of the Kwinana Freeway extension (Option A) will not provide an effective bypass of 
these problem areas without construction of a western bypass around Pinjarra and significant upgrades 
to South Western Highway and the Old Bunbury Road to encourage traffic to detour via Pinjarra Road, 
South Western Highway and then back to the Perth-Bunbury Highway via the Old Bunbury Road.   

In a nutshell, what that means is that the minister cannot go ahead and build just the Kwinana Freeway 
extension.  As the member for Vasse suggested, Main Roads has done all the homework and research.  
Consequently, we certainly could not have supported that.  We fully support the Commonwealth Government’s 
efforts.  I pay tribute to a number of people: the Liberal candidate for Canning, Ron Randall; the Liberal 
candidate for Murray, Murray Cowper; and a number of other Liberals, particularly - and I will use his name in 
an endearing way - Arthur Marshall, the member for Dawesville, who has long championed the cause of this 
road, and who supported the motion way back in May 2001 in this Chamber to have the road built.  I think the 
Government has a hidden agenda on this matter - surprise, surprise!  It has a hidden agenda in a number of areas.   

I want to highlight some words the minister used today.  I cannot quote them exactly, but I did scribble them 
down.  I think the minister said something along the lines of, “We will find the money to do this.”  That begs the 
question: where from?  I am reminded of an article in The West Australian of 30 July 2003 that reported that the 
Mandurah Shire Council had become so frustrated at the Government’s lack of action that it was looking at 
involving a private organisation to build, or build and operate, this road, and it had written to Macquarie 
Infrastructure Group, one of the world’s biggest toll road developers, asking for private partnership options for 
the Peel deviation.  It is interesting that the Mayor of the Shire of Mandurah, Keith Holmes - I might be wrong, 
but I think he was a Labor candidate at some stage - was supportive of and was pushing this particular line.  The 
report in The West Australian reports the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure as saying a number of things.  
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One of the things she is quoted as saying is that she is willing to look at private partnerships to help finance the 
project.  We all know that this minister has an aversion to anything that has to do with bitumen.  However, I will 
tell members that what the minister is keen on is anything with the word “Macquarie” in it.  The minister has 
shown that in relation to taxis.  I wonder whether perhaps the minister is thinking that she has an option here, a 
private partnership, whereby she can find the money but not necessarily from the Government’s coffers.  I have a 
sneaking suspicion that the reason the Government has not put money in the forward estimates for the Peel 
deviation, after no less than four state budgets, is that after three and a half years in government it is still fudging, 
and even though it is saying that sometime over the horizon it may put some money into the budget to build this 
road, the minister is thinking of a private construction proposal.  That obviously begs the question of whether, in 
the back of the minister’s mind, she is thinking also of some sort of toll-road arrangement. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister will have plenty of time to respond outside the Chamber.  I 
suspect that the minister has, at best, an open mind on the matter.  The minister has said that she is prepared to 
look at private partnerships.  If I lived in Mandurah, I would be pretty concerned that one day I might be on a 
Labor Party Kwinana Freeway extension that was operated by tolls.  It would not surprise me.  Nothing surprises 
me about this Government.  We found out today that the Government will not meet its election commitment; it 
will not build this road until at least 2012.  Let us compare that with the previous Government’s performance on 
a major road project - the Graham Farmer Freeway.  That road was on time and on budget, and it was not a toll 
road.  The minister was not too keen on that project, was she?  The minister slammed that project.  She knocked 
it all the time.  That road is now widely regarded as one of the best road projects this State has ever seen.   

We certainly would not have supported the member for Vasse’s proposal.  We have researched this matter 
thoroughly.  We have determined that the Peel deviation must be built in its entirety; that is, the Kwinana 
Freeway extension right through to Lake Clifton.  We are of the view that that must be done as soon as possible.  
Because this Government has dillydallied on this matter, the earliest that we can get construction up and running 
is 2006.  

Amendment on the Amendment 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move to amend the words to be inserted as follows -   

That the amendment be amended by adding after the word “way” the words “to ensure construction 
commences in 2006”.   

As I said earlier, the challenge is now on for the Country Labor Labor members.  We hope that this time the 
member for Collie will remain in the Chamber and back us on this amendment.  We hope also that the member 
or Bunbury will listen to his local community.  The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, 
the local motorists and residents in Bunbury want the Peel deviation to go ahead.  It might surprise members to 
know that it is estimated that the Peel deviation will save Bunbury motorists no less than 20 minutes in their trip 
to and from Perth.  That is a considerable saving. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  And save lives.    

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Undoubtedly, Leader of the National Party; that is an even more important 
point.  I am confident that the member for Collie will vote for this amendment.  I am confident that the member 
for Bunbury will vote for this amendment. I hope and expect that the member for Mandurah, who is not in the 
Chamber for this debate at the moment - I take that back; he is not in his seat, but he is in the Chamber - will 
vote for this amendment.  I would also love to have support from the so-called Country Labor members - the 
members for Eyre and Albany.  I am sure they will back their south west colleagues, as I am sure I will be 
backed by my colleagues from both the metropolitan area and throughout regional Western Australia in the 
Liberal and National Parties.  Without further ado, I commend the amendment to the House.  We are happy to 
support the words that the Government intends to insert into the motion, provided that the Government is 
prepared to put its money where its mouth is and agree to ensure that construction commences in 2006.  I 
sincerely hope that the self-professed intellectual cactus, who made some fairly personal and derogatory 
comments earlier today, will also support the amendment.   

The SPEAKER: Order!  Before I give the call to the minister, I have been somewhat concerned for a period of 
time about members impugning motives with regard to what the Chair may or may not think.  It concerns me 
that members who are serving this Parliament by sitting in the Chair do not have an opportunity to defend 
themselves in the normal course of events.  I give a warning that if such comments occur again, I will be calling 
people to order.   
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MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [6.18 pm]:  I will speak on the 
amendment that the words to be inserted -  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The question before the House is that the words to be added be added in relation to the 
amendment moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Mr Speaker, could you explain where the words are to be added?   

The SPEAKER:  They are to be added after the word “way”.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  So we have not moved to insert the words in the amendment moved by the Minister for 
Tourism?   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  We have moved that, but an amendment has been moved by the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition to add after the word “way” the words “to ensure construction commences in 2006”.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I oppose the subsequent amendment.  Unfortunately, the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition was not present during the earlier debate.  He was unable to hear the full story about this road, which 
the Government set out.  The Commonwealth does not contemplate commencing construction of the road in 
2006.  The Commonwealth’s structure of funding is quite clear: it does not expect the road to be started until 
2007.  We do not believe that we will have completed the complex engineering plans, the land acquisition, the 
native title issues and the environmental approvals required for the road before that date.  It is for that reason that 
the Government will not support the amendment.  It is very easy to behave as the Opposition has.  It went to the 
last election promising to build the road in 2005, but it did not commit a single cent.  The people of Peel and 
Bunbury will want to know before the next election where the Opposition’s funding is for this project.  When we 
go to the next election we will go with a very clear scenario of funding that will be calculated into our forward 
estimates, which is something the Opposition is not prepared to do.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can 
pontificate and make promises, but we know he does not deliver.  We know that the Opposition will not be able 
to go to the next election and meet all the election promises it has made about building roads in its first term of 
government.  It is simply not doable.  However, we stand by the amendment we moved, which recognises that 
this is a huge project, that we must work cooperatively with the Commonwealth and that we can achieve a very 
positive outcome.   

I put on record that we are not, in any way, shape or form, considering the road as a toll road.  The Government 
is now considering the funding and the budget process to see how the project can be accommodated.  The 
Government is considering this seriously; it does not just make up the numbers.  The Government calculates its 
capacity to spend. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Is the Government considering a private-public partnership? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  We are not proposing that; not at all.  We are proposing this as a standard road 
construction project.  That is the funding model we are working on.  I make the point again: after three and a half 
years of requests, we have only in the past month been given an indication by the Commonwealth about if and 
when it will contribute.  We need now to work through our budgets to see how we can meet the earliest possible 
construction date.  As I have said time and again - I will make it very clear - for non-financial reasons we do not 
believe it is at all feasible to start the project before the beginning of 2007.  We will work with the 
Commonwealth to see whether we can establish a construction time frame that starts in 2007.  We think that is 
reasonable; that is what we think is technically achievable.  We will make sure that when we go to the next 
election we have a fully funded package that we can put to the people of Mandurah, Peel and Bunbury so that 
they will know that we can deliver on our promises.   

Question (amendment on the amendment) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (19) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr W.J. McNee Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Mr M.G. House Mr P.G. Pendal Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr R.N. Sweetman  

Noes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.D. Marshall Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr C.M. Brown 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Dr G.I. Gallop 

Question thus negatived. 

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

The SPEAKER:  The question is that the words to be inserted be inserted.  

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [6.28 pm]:  I am very pleased that for just on an hour and a half we have 
been debating a very important issue for the people of the municipality of Mandurah, the communities 
represented in the Peel region and, indeed, the communities further south of the Peel region in the south west of 
Western Australia.  That issue, of course, is the Peel deviation and the extension of the Kwinana Freeway to 
Mandurah.  There has been a lot of politicking in this debate over a long time.  One of the unfortunate issues is 
that the people of my electorate are, to be totally honest, sick of the politics that have been bandied about for a 
number of years on this issue, and also on the issue of the southern suburbs railway to the city of Mandurah.   

I, as the elected representative for the seat of Mandurah, totally support the Peel deviation project.  As the 
member for Carine outlined in her speech earlier this afternoon, the history of the Peel deviation project, in terms 
of its initial planning and formulation, goes back some time.  I am pleased that the Parliament is spending this 
important time on this debate.  The Gallop Government is committed to the Peel deviation, but it is also strongly 
committed to the southern suburbs railway to our city.  When I was speaking during the third reading debate on 
the appropriation Bills last week, I was interjected upon by the member for Carine, for whom I have a great deal 
of respect.  When I mentioned the Peel deviation and the rail project, she asked by way of interjection which of 
the two I thought was more important.  I repeat the words that I spoke last Tuesday evening: both projects - the 
southern suburbs railway to Mandurah and the Peel deviation - are critical to the social, economic and 
environmental development of not only Mandurah but also the southern suburbs that will be fed by the rail and 
indeed the whole of the Peel region.  I place that on the record.   

The member for Mitchell wandered in here earlier this afternoon, without having listened to the full debate, and 
sprayed a range of comments that demonstrated that he is totally inept in conceptualising the issues.  However, 
he is quite happy to spray a few totally misleading statements on this issue.  The Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure in her speech today clearly outlined the processes that we have been going through since the 
Gallop Government was elected in 2001.  The minister also clearly explained the correspondence that has been 
provided to the federal Government since 2001.  As the minister mentioned in her speech, the federal 
Government, through the federal Minister for Transport and Regional Services and Senator Ian Campbell, has 
not been up-front on the issue that we are discussing, which is the commitment of the federal Government to this 
project.  I have a copy of a letter from Hon John Anderson, MHR, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for 
Transport and Regional Services.  It is just one of the letters in which he responded to the Minister for Planning 
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and Infrastructure.  This was a letter from 2002, when he highlighted in response to the minister’s questions on 
the need for the federal Government to commit to the Peel deviation project that -  

Unfortunately, funding under the RONI Program is fully committed at this time, with future allocations 
directed toward meeting the Federal Government’s election commitments.  You should also be aware 
that, in general, the Commonwealth will only consider contributing funding for construction work on 
RONI projects once States have carried out detailed planning and design.   

We all know that in the lead-up to the 2001 federal election the federal Government was committed to shoring 
up seats on the eastern seaboard.  We know that a huge amount of federal money went into securing those seats 
through the promises that were made.  As the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure rightly pointed out, even 
though we welcome last month’s commitment by the federal Government and its contribution to the Peel 
deviation project, this State has still been dealt a very poor share of federal road funding.  The minister has made 
that point on numerous occasions.  As I have said on this issue for a long time, there is no-one on either side of 
this House who does not understand the importance of the Peel deviation project to my community and indeed to 
the whole southern corridor.  Members need only drive through the suburbs of Mandurah to see where the 
current bypass road runs.  It runs through a number of suburbs in my electorate and that of the member for 
Dawesville, such as Madora Bay, the new growing suburb of Lakelands, San Remo, Watersun, Meadow Springs, 
Greenfields, Coodanup, Mariner’s Cove, Dudley Park, Waterside, Halls Head, Bridgewater, Erskine, Sea Scapes, 
Wannanup, Falcon, Dawesville, Bouvard, Florida, Melros and further south towards Lake Clifton and Preston 
Beach.  All the people living in those suburbs continue to put up with major traffic impositions, particularly, as 
the member for Carine said, during long weekends, holiday periods, peak times, summer etc.  As you will know, 
Mr Speaker, having frequented the area yourself, the traffic issue goes back some time.  The current bypass road 
was established to ease traffic congestion in the early 1980s.   

The people of Mandurah who live in the suburbs I just highlighted are very concerned to ensure that the Peel 
deviation project is delivered in a timely way.  However, as has been highlighted, not through the stunt pulled 
this afternoon by the member for Mitchell but by the minister, a range of issues must be dealt with to ensure that 
this project can proceed.  The motion urges the Government to work with the federal Government so that the 
project can be delivered.  As has already been emphasised, given the planning and environmental approvals 
required, the project cannot start in 2006.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Why?   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I set them out - they include environmental approvals, engineering, native title.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  Exactly, minister.  It is very important that people in this place understand that, 
although the Peel deviation is a huge project that will provide a range of benefits to the people in the south west, 
it is important to get the planning right.  I will tell the Leader of the National Party why planning and 
environmental approvals are important.  As members will be aware, the Peel deviation will traverse on the 
eastern side of the Peel waterways, known, of course, as the Peel-Harvey Estuary.  We all know that that estuary 
system has been under pressure for some time from a range of environmental issues that are impinging on the 
health and wellbeing of that waterway.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  How will the road affect that?   

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  I will come to that if the Leader of the National Party will allow me to continue my 
remarks.  Throughout the Peel-Harvey Estuary are a range of tourism nodes and residential proposals.  We all 
know that, whenever a major road such as the Peel deviation is built - we saw it with the extension of the 
Kwinana Freeway south - pressure for development comes on stream.  We must make sure that all the 
environmental reviews and conditions for the Peel deviation are in place and done properly.  If they are not, huge 
problems will arise for not only the present population but also the increased population that will eventuate 
because of that road.  I very strongly support the Peel deviation, but I also support making sure that we get it 
right.  It is absolutely critical that the planning and the environmental scoping is done properly, because that 
corridor will have a much increased population.  The pressure will come on when that road is built.  Members 
need only look at examples of that in the past.   

I want to highlight a couple of things mentioned by the member for Carine and others.  There is general 
agreement that the Peel deviation is critical.  Members opposite asked for some evidence of support for either the 
railway or the road.  When I presented a petition to this House in April this year there was outrage from the 
member for Dawesville.  He said the petition was misleading.  The petition was about the southern suburbs 
railway.  It called on the Government to make sure that it was committed to the timetable of December 2006 for 
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completion of the southern suburbs railway.  It said that the Peel deviation was also of critical importance and 
should be the capital works project to follow the southern suburbs railway.  I presented the petition to this place, 
and so far it has attracted over 8 000 signatures, and the numbers are increasing.  However, I was really 
disappointed that people like Senator Ian Campbell consistently tried to play off the rail against the Peel 
deviation.  He has actually been bitten by that in many respects.  The mayor and a delegation of people from the 
Peel region went to Canberra earlier this year.  I understand that, at a meeting, Senator Campbell became very 
upset and angry and told the Mayor of Mandurah that he should get people out into the streets opposing the 
railway.  They should be protesting in the streets, telling the Government that it is a waste of money and should 
not be built.  As I have said in this place before, the mayor said quite clearly and with all due respect to Senator 
Campbell that if the railway were not built there would definitely be people in the streets, because they would be 
angry that the Government had not delivered on its commitment.  The Government is committed to the southern 
suburbs railway, and is committed to ensuring that it reaches Mandurah in December 2006.   

We are also committed to the Peel deviation.  A whole range of planning procedures have already been carried 
out, as has been demanded of the State Government by the federal Minister for Transport and Regional Services 
in previous correspondence.  The money that has gone into the planning has been important for land acquisition 
and ensuring that the alignment for the road is in place.  Throughout this process the problem has been that the 
road has been kicked around as a political football.  We have seen a great example of this from the Opposition 
this afternoon.  With the Peel deviation and the southern suburbs railway in place, there will be huge benefits to 
the people of Mandurah, people in the southern corridor, and ultimately those living in the south west.  Both 
projects are of critical importance to my community, and both have been endorsed wholeheartedly by the people 
I represent. 
I want to touch on a couple of issues that need to be kept in context.  My understanding is that by the time the 
Peel deviation is in place, the area we call the island - from Halls Head down to the Dawesville Channel - will 
have a population of over 20 000.  With the population footprint on that island, it is only logical that the Peel 
deviation should take all the heavy haulage vehicles off Old Coast Road, which passes through the middle of that 
island.  It is of critical importance to get them onto the Peel deviation.  It will also take all holiday-bound traffic 
out of that corridor.  Even when the Peel deviation is in place, current traffic volumes will remain simply 
because of the growth on that island.  The local community must deal with that now and into the future.  No 
traffic lights will be taken away along that road.  People are demanding, as they should, safe access to that road, 
and traffic lights and signalled intersections will remain; in fact, there will be more.  This will ensure safety for 
localised traffic for current residents and those in the future.  Importantly, even when the deviation is in place, 
those living in the catchment will still travel north to meet their requirements.  Therefore, traffic volumes will 
remain on that road even when the deviation is in place.  It is up to the local government and, indeed, the State 
Government to ensure that all requirements are met to ensure people have safe access onto and off the road into 
the neighbourhoods.   
That brings me to the critical reason for the southern suburbs railway.  It is absolutely critical to also put in place 
a public transport system to the city of Mandurah through the southern suburbs railway.  This will connect to the 
hub of the rail-bus station, and feed an integrated transport system into the suburbs of Mandurah, including those 
south of the estuary.  We want more people off roads and onto public transport.  It appears that members 
opposite who travel through my community to their electorates or for holiday purposes have not grasped that 
understanding.  As I said at the beginning of this speech, the Peel deviation is important.  We must work with the 
federal Government.  I want the State Government to commit money as soon as possible.  There is no doubt 
about it, and I say it blatantly in this place.  It is critical to my population and residents that the deviation be 
provided.   

Only one person I know does not want the railway line to run to Mandurah.  I refer to Mr Campbell, whose 
partner is Mrs Stuber from the RAAFA Retirement Estate in Meadow Springs.  Mr Campbell is an elderly 
gentleman who promised to marry Mrs Stuber a number of years ago.  He said, “I’ll do it when the rail gets 
here.”  He is concerned that the rail will get there in 2006 and he will have to keep his promise.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [6.48 pm]:  It is interesting to hear the member 
for Mandurah refer to politics being played in this debate.  He voted against the current requirements of the 
deviation, and then immediately stood and said the project had to be dealt with urgently.  What a lot of nonsense.  
In my community, the Northam bypass road took 35 years to achieve.  It was a similar argument.  It was an 11-
kilometre road that cost $41 million, and that is why it took so long to build.  All members know that the Peel 
deviation involves some very difficult building processes, and that is why it will cost well in excess of 
$300 million.  To argue that the land can be bought and the course laid out, while having no idea about the 
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ramifications of the road, is absolute nonsense.  The logic is as solid as a sieve trying to hold water.  The 
argument has no logic. 
Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  They’ve already put the road reserve in the Peel regional plan.  It is set in concrete through 
the Parliament.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That reserve has been in place for some time.  The Government has been buying 
properties on that reserve.  We know the alignment of the road.  Where is the problem?  When it came to office, 
the Government did not know where the southern railway line was to be built.  However, after 18 weeks the 
route was quickly changed through the wetlands, and the same types of arguments that the member for 
Mandurah put forward were used.  It was done at the drop of a hat.  It took 18 weeks to make those changes.  
This Government’s railway will cross the Canning and Swan Rivers.  No consideration whatsoever has been 
given to that.  With regard to community input, there are just a few more people living in South Perth and 
Attadale and those types of places than live anywhere else in the State.  The Government has not consulted with 
those people at all.  When the Government wants to get something done, it gets it done.  However, when it does 
not want to get something done, planning and environmental issues are the excuse used for not doing it.  We 
have heard that excuse rolled out today.  The members for Bunbury and Collie voted against the Peel deviation.   

Mr A.J. Dean:  When?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Just a few minutes ago.   

Mr A.J. Dean:  No, I didn’t.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member did.  If he reads the motion, he will know that he voted against it.  The 
motion the member voted against was the Government’s words plus “2006”.  The members for Bunbury and 
Mandurah voted against the Peel deviation.   

Mr A.J. Dean:  No, I didn’t; just read Hansard.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The members of Country Labor (WA) had the hypocrisy to refloat Country Labor 
because it floats across the country like a brick and tile glider; it takes a lot of hot air to get that balloon going.  
The space shuttle is the only thing I can think of that has been relaunched more often than Country Labor.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  What about your portfolios?  No-one from the National Party wanted the agriculture portfolio.  
There you go.  Don’t start that rubbish.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member for Collie watches all activity get pumped out of Collie and he does not 
defend it for a moment.  Where was the member on the question of the coal-fired power station?  He is reported 
in the newspaper in Collie, but he is not in this Chamber.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  You must be deaf.  It is obvious that you have not read Hansard either.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  According to the front pages of the local paper, the member for Collie is a fantastic 
champion for Collie coal, but he is not in this Chamber.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  You have not read my speeches in Hansard.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have been in the Chamber for several votes on the issue.  We will run a few more 
issues on which we can vote.  We will see where the member and Country Labor stand on these issues.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  Why did you not want the agriculture portfolio?  No-one from the National Party wanted it.  It 
is absolutely shameful.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would like to respond to that interjection.  The National Party will run a range of 
candidates and it will win a range of seats.  The National Party will have more ministerial positions in the 
forthcoming coalition than it had before.  We will have agriculture; we want agriculture.  There is no question 
about whether we want it.  Why has Labor decimated agriculture?  Why has the Government reduced its funding 
by 70 per cent?  

Mr M.P. Murray:  We have not.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It has; look at the budget.  The member cannot say that the Government has not done 
that. 
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The SPEAKER:  I think that enough leeway has been given for the interesting but irrelevant debate that has been 
had over the past five minutes.  I am sure that the Leader of the National Party knows the rules about speaking to 
the motion.  I suggest that one of the problems with taking interjections is what we have just experienced.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will never be a member of this Chamber who ignores interjections.  If members 
want to throw them at me, I am prepared to respond to them in most cases.   

However, we are debating the Peel deviation.  The point is that the member for Mandurah had the opportunity 
and he blew it.  There is no way that he can go to his community and say that the Government can buy the land, 
that it knows precisely where the deviation will go but that it has no idea of the consequences.  That is the same 
as every road that has ever been built.  What is the difference?  There is no difference whatsoever.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  The Peel region scheme was put together in 1996, after much consultation.  It then had a 
number of years of consultation and it was adopted in this Parliament only at the beginning of this year or the 
end of last year.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  Who wanted the disallowance motion?  I could not believe it. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The interjections are still coming.  There is no valid argument for the delay on 
planning or environmental issues.  The minister spoke before the previous division about timing.  Of course the 
federal Government will not put $150 million into the first year of the budget, nor will this Government when it 
finally gets to that point.  Roads are built over a period of time.  Cost shifting is a game played between the State 
and Commonwealth Governments in a massive way.  There is no way that a federal Government of either colour 
will give this State $150 million in the first year of the construction of that road.  As the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure said, it is meant to be a partnership and a cooperative action between the State and 
Commonwealth Governments.  Therefore, there is meant to be a mixture of funds for it.  It cannot be argued that 
the budget put forward by the federal Government should all be given in the first year, which was the minister’s 
argument.  It is not a logical, sensible argument.  The only conclusion we can draw from the debate is that the 
Government does not wish to build the Peel deviation.  Other projects have priority.  The Government has found 
$200 million extra this year for the southern railway.  The clear inference to draw from this debate, whatever the 
priorities of the Government, is that the Peel deviation is not an A-grade issue for this State Government.  It 
stands condemned for that.  Tens of thousands of people who live south of Mandurah have a great interest in the 
Peel deviation.  When I visit Collie, people talk about the Peel deviation.  In Bunbury all people talk about is the 
member and the Peel deviation.  They do not want to talk about any other issues.  This is not an issue to be taken 
lightly.  The Government will pay the price for having little interest in the Peel deviation. 

Question (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
 


