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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 22 June on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Housing and 
Works) -  

That pursuant to Standing Order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council take note of tabled paper No 2170A-
H (2004-05 Budget Statements), laid upon the Table of the House on 6 May 2004. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.03 am]:  I stand to note the budget papers brought down by 
the Government.  I will raise two or three main issues in the short time that I have available.  As the shadow 
member responsible for the portfolio areas of culture and the arts, I note that it is extremely disappointing that 
this year’s budget papers do not allocate money for what Perth desperately needs in this area; namely, a new 
performing arts centre.  The Government has made a number of announcements about its plans, but it has given 
no concrete details about funds or a site for a new performing arts centre.  In the consultation I have done in 
opposition, it has become clear that what the Western Australian arts community wants more than anything is a 
Government that will take a leadership role and designate funding and a site for a new performing arts centre.  
As far back as 20 August 2003, the Government put an advertisement in The West Australian inviting people to 
make written submissions about a new performing arts centre.  The headline of that advertisement reads -  

Department of Culture and the Arts 

 . . .  

A New Performing Arts Centre for Western Australia.   
This Government is full of good news, but it does not take any action.  The Government continually makes 
announcements but nothing has happened.  The advertisement refers to a new performing arts centre for Western 
Australia and a talkfest that was to be part of the Government’s commitment to planning a new performing arts 
centre.  The advertisement states that the Government was organising a briefing session on 10 September 2003.  
People who attended that session came away very disappointed that there was still no firm commitment from the 
Government.  On Saturday, 12 June 2004, one of the Government’s own, Hon Peter Dowding, wrote an article in 
The West Australian about the Government and the arts, the headline of which reads -  

Abysmal performance on planning for the arts  
Peter Dowding’s article echoes an article that I wrote some months back.  In his article he pays tribute to the 
current Minister for Culture and the Arts.  That is fair, because the current Minister for Culture and the Arts is a 
keen enthusiast for the arts.  However, it seems that the Treasurer has been very tightfisted because no money 
has been allocated in this budget for a new performing arts centre.  The Premier announced that the Government 
might put $50 million towards a sporting pavilion, which is fine for those who play sport.  Indeed, most Western 
Australians do.   

Hon Nick Griffiths: It will have many functions.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  As we know from history, other buildings in the State were to perform many 
functions.  We are still yet to see a performing arts centre.  Although many people attend sporting meets, as 
many people attend arts functions.  The comments made by Peter Dowding are very true.  Again, the headline of 
his article reads -  

Abysmal performance on planning for the arts  
This budget does not contain any real commitment to what Western Australians have prioritised as their number 
one need in the arts.  Some States in Australia have shown leadership in this area and changed the face of their 
capital cities.  Queensland has changed under the leadership of Peter Beattie, and Melbourne’s Southbank and 
Adelaide have also taken that lead through the leadership of the Premiers in Victoria and South Australia.  Peter 
Dowding goes on to say -  

The States are receiving plenty of money from stamp duties and they expect a huge increase in the GST 
revenues, yet in WA the arts gets less than 2 per cent of the State Budget.   

Two per cent is a low percentage.  It is an insult to those Western Australians who like to support our arts 
functions that we still have no performing arts centre.  We have a crisis as we are about to lose the Playhouse 
Theatre because the Anglican Church wishes to redevelop the site; it owns the land.  The Burswood Dome will 
close, the Perth Entertainment Centre is closed and the Rechabites Hall, the Blue Room Theatre and other 
function areas like that need to be upgraded.  Perth has one of the best performing arts academies in Australia; it 
is recognised as the best by many people.  It is regarded as being as good as the National Institute of Dramatic 
Art in New South Wales.  It creates and produces outstanding, talented students.  Any members who have the 
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opportunity to attend any of the three theatres that operate at the Western Australian Academy of Performing 
Arts will agree with me that the students perform some of the best theatre we see in Perth.  Perth does not have a 
permanent theatre company but WAAPA produces the cream of Western Australia’s students.  They perform at a 
very high level.  Sadly, they must travel to the eastern States or overseas to obtain permanent work in the theatre.  
That is not very easy wherever they go.  I place on record my utter disappointment that this Government has yet 
to wrestle with the challenge of providing some leadership for the arts in Western Australia.  I must acknowledge 
that the minister has done her very best.  She must be given the ability to change the face of Perth.  With major 
projects such as the rail line into the centre of Perth possibly being put underground and the construction of the 
Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre, we have a strategic opportunity for leadership to be shown in the arts 
area and for the Government to upgrade the Perth Concert Hall for the West Australia Symphony Orchestra and 
the Western Australian Youth Orchestra and to build a performing arts centre.  People are waiting for the 
Government to show some leadership and this budget holds nothing and no hope at all.  That is reinforced by the 
comments of a previous Labor Premier of this State that there is abysmal performance on planning for the arts.  
He says that the minister is hamstrung because there is no funding for performing arts space.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  What does the Liberal Party propose to do and what would it cost? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  We are not in government.  We have a plan. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  What would it cost? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  We will let members opposite know when we get closer to the election.  We have a 
plan. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You have a plan. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Yes. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Mr President, as you would well know - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  As members would well know, the house of theatre is not this Chamber! 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I will continue to quote the comments of Peter Dowding, a former Labor Premier of 
Western Australia.  He states - 

Since1992 there have been at least 10 reviews of the need for a performing arts space.  Yet there is still 
no decision about where or what it is to be.  Since attending the performing arts is as much an 
entertainment as going to the cinema, the footy or having a night out with friends, one would hope that 
the new centre will be as much a part of an energetic nightlife scene as is His Majesty’s Theatre, with 
its proximity to King Street, and that it is not placed as a part of a cold and soulless graveyard like the 
Concert Hall. 

What Mr Dowding is saying is echoed throughout the arts community in Western Australia.  It is agreed that the 
Perth Concert Hall is a fine building built under a Liberal Government but it is not the place for a performing arts 
centre.  Mr Dowding commends His Majesty’s Theatre for its upgrade.  It is celebrating its centenary this year.  
There is no money in the budget for refurbishment of that theatre.  I have visited the bowels of the theatre two or 
three times to examine the unacceptable state of the heating, airconditioning and behind-the-stage facilities for 
people working in the back-stage areas where equipment etc has to be brought on for stage productions.  His 
Majesty’s Theatre needs an injection of funds.  It would have been a fitting and appropriate way for the 
Government in the theatre’s centenary year to make a grant other than the pittance that was given during the 
Perth International Arts Festival earlier this year.  That involved sound and light highlights on the exterior of the 
building, which were impressive, but the money spent has done nothing to reflect the needs of the theatre.  If it 
were not for a former Liberal Premier, Sir Charles Court, we would probably not have His Majesty’s Theatre 
because it would have been pulled down.  The article by Peter Dowding confirms what I have been saying in this 
Chamber: the Government needs to reassess the place of the arts in the big picture and to boost the budget.  In 
his article, Peter Dowding further states - 

Despite the delay and obfuscation by successive governments on the issue, the Premier recently 
announced a fast track process to develop a replacement for the Entertainment Centre and the Burswood 
Dome.  So fast a track that it seems to have taken many people in Government by surprise. 

His announcement has grabbed the headlines and raced ahead of the plans for the performing arts space 
which Perth so desperately needs.  Why what the Premier proposes and what the arts require are so 
mutually inconsistent is beyond me.  Both buildings could be part of the same complex. 
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The arts budget is a great disappointment to the arts community in Western Australia.  I could talk for a long 
time on the shortcomings of the arts budget.   

The only other important thing I will mention is the ongoing weeping sore of the disgraceful situation that the 
Western Australian Museum is in at the moment.  I have a copy of a letter from Dr Jenny Gregory, who is the 
President of the History Council of Western Australia.  She wrote to the Department of Culture and the Arts 
following a speech I gave in the Chamber on 1 April, in which I raised a number of detailed issues about the 
Government’s plan to move precious items from the Francis Street site to the warehouse in Welshpool.  I spoke 
of the utter disgust and dismay of renowned archaeologists and curatorial staff who are distressed about the 
conditions in which the collections are moved.  Dr Gregory states - 

I write on behalf of the History Council of WA to express our grave concern about the safety and 
preservation of the movable cultural heritage held in the collections of the WA Museum.  This has been 
stimulated by Hon Barbara Scott’s lengthy speech in the Legislative Council (1 April 2004) in which 
she raised many issues of concern relating to the re-housing of the collections at a warehouse facility in 
Welshpool. 

We understand that it is the government’s responsibility to maintain these irreplaceable collections in 
perpetuity.  We are extremely worried about the security of the collections and public access following 
the transfer of the collections and curatorial staff to the Welshpool facility.  There is a great deal of 
uncertainty as well as a lack of information about the government’s plans for the WA Museum and its 
collections. 

Again, there is no clear plan from this Government and no budget item that states that the Francis Street site will 
be refurbished or that another building will be purchased in Perth.  There is only a budget line item for 
$10 million in last year’s budget to purchase an empty warehouse in Welshpool to place precious items 
belonging to the Museum.  There is enormous concern among the curatorial staff, not only about the expectation 
of their having to pack at Francis Street and move, but also, once they get their exhibits to Welshpool, about the 
danger to the exhibits because of the lack of airconditioning and the lack of safety for those exhibits. 

Dr Jenny Gregory went on to say - 

The History Council would be pleased to host a public briefing on your plans for the museum on your 
behalf for the benefit of our membership and the wider community. 

In the meantime in order for us to address the interests of our membership would you please advise: 

How will the collections be kept secure? 

There is no security at Welshpool - 

What environment will they be kept in (to prevent their deterioration from dust, variations in 
temperature and humidity and from damage by pests)? 

What steps are being taken to protect the collections from fire damage? 

How will the Museum continue to display these collections in a central location to ensure easy public 
access? 

What is being done to ensure that the WA Museum continues to fulfil its important educational role? 

I have asked a number of detailed questions about this in the House.  The Minister for Culture and the Arts 
authorised Toll Logistics to go in and check on how the curatorial staff were packaging the exhibits.  The 
Government must have withdrawn that authorisation after it was revealed in Parliament that it was spending 
some $15 000 on a firm to oversee whether the staff were working to a proper plan and a proper timetable.  The 
staff found that quite insulting. 

The other matter that I want to move on to in the budget relating to my area of responsibility is the recent 
announcement by the Government to establish a children’s commissioner for Western Australia.  I must say that 
that was welcome news.  After lobbying for 10 or 12 years for that to happen in Western Australia, I must greet 
the news with some pleasure.  However, I rather hoped that, after making that announcement after the budget 
had been delivered, this Government would have found some money to implement its promise.  However, that is 
not the case.  Once again, we have a good news item, and the minister has said that there is a green light for 
Western Australia’s first children’s commission.  The announcement made on 19 May 2004 stated - 

Child protection in Western Australia will be given a major boost with the State Government today 
announcing its intention to establish a new Children’s Commission. 
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I want to know what the Government plans to do about a children’s commission, what sort of commissioner it 
plans to have, and when we are likely to see in this Parliament some legislation and some funding to support this 
concept for which I have been lobbying for many years. 

Yesterday I received on my desk a letter from the Ministerial Advisory Council on Child Protection, which is 
headed by Hon Judge Hal Jackson as its independent chairman.  The second page of the letter states - 

The Council supports the well-being of all West Australian children as well as those children in need of 
the care and protection of the State and welcomes the recent announcement that further legislation will 
be introduced in 2005 to establish a Children’s Commission for WA.  If the increasingly complex social 
needs of children, their families and the broader community are to be successfully addressed, bipartisan 
support for initiatives such as the new legislation is crucial 

No doubt there will be bipartisan support, since the Liberal Party proposed and announced in the public arena in 
November 2002 that, in government, one of its first priorities for protecting children would be to establish a 
children’s commissioner.  However, there is no money in the budget for the children’s commission.  I want to 
know what sort of children’s commission this Government is proposing to establish to protect children.  We will 
have to wait until 2005 for some legislation, and probably until 2006 for the commencement of a children’s 
commission.  By that stage, children who are two now will be five before there is any opportunity for somebody 
such as a children’s commissioner to raise issues with the Government and put in place measures that will 
protect children.  I want to raise a number of issues, but time does not allow me to do so.  However, if a 
children’s commission is given its full and proper role, it will not be just a reactive office; it will be a proactive 
one. 

I must thank the federal Government today for recognising at long last the serious issue that we have with 
obesity in children in Western Australia.  Surely that is an issue that the Western Australian Government should 
have taken up under its portfolio responsibilities for children, or that a commissioner would take up.  The federal 
Government has announced that it will fund schools in Western Australia so that every school has the ability to 
provide at least two hours of exercise for children a week.  That is a small start, but it is a big, bold step by our 
federal Government to recognise that obesity and inactivity in children in Western Australia is a serious issue.   

The protection and nurturing of and caring for our children are of paramount importance to the coalition in 
opposition, and they will be of paramount importance to the coalition in government.  As a keen observer of 
what the Government is doing in this area, I am continually surprised, and yet cynical, about the Government’s 
so-called Children First strategy, which it continues to pull out from under the rug and about which it makes 
announcement after announcement.  However, there is nothing in this budget to fund a children’s commissioner 
or to fund schools, teachers or extra physical education staff to make sure that there is increased physical activity 
in our schools.  We have had to wait for the federal Government to fund that.  I congratulate the federal 
Government for doing that.   

On 18 January this year, Jim McGinty spoke about child protection priority and domestic violence reforms.  We 
have not seen those reforms.  The Premier keeps saying that the Gordon inquiry recommendations will be taken 
up.  The Gordon inquiry reported almost two years ago.  One of its major recommendations was that there 
should be a children’s commissioner, with a deputy commissioner for Aboriginal children.  We have yet to see 
that.   

Just a few weeks ago, Robin Sullivan, who is the Commissioner for Children and Young People in Queensland, 
visited Western Australia, at the invitation of the Parkerville Children’s Home.  That was the prod that the 
Government needed.  How could it bear the embarrassment of members on this side of the Parliament attending 
all those functions, along with people from organisations in Western Australia such as NIFTEY - National 
Investment for the Early Years - which is an extensive network of people concerned about children’s issues?  
They attended all the functions when Robin Sullivan came to Western Australia.  She knocked on the door and 
said that it was about time Western Australia got a children’s commissioner.  What did the minister do?  She did 
a backflip and said that we would have a children’s commissioner.  However, my concern is that it is still not 
funded, even from excess funding.  It does not appear in the budget, and the Government has made no move to 
provide any extra funding for this to happen.   

Last week I had the benefit and privilege of visiting Northern Ireland.  I took a side trip there from London to 
meet with the Northern Ireland Commissioner for Children and Young People.  The Northern Ireland jurisdiction 
probably has the best legislation that I know of in the western world for a children’s commissioner.  It is one of 
the newer positions of commissioner.  I will reflect on some of the things that I discussed with Barney McNeany, 
the Chief Operating Officer of the Northern Ireland Commissioner for Children and Young People.  I will report 
to the Parliament on some of the initiatives of that new commission.  Its main role is the protection of children.  
The second is communication and participation; that is, making sure that children understand the role of the 
children’s commissioner, how they can be part of that, and that their views are important.  The importance of 
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making sure that the family was on the face of the legislation was made very clear when I visited the House of 
Lords last week, when the children’s legislation was being discussed.  I met Baroness Massey, a life peer who is 
dedicated to getting this legislation through the English Parliament.  The Northern Ireland legislation concerns 
itself with three main issues.  Firstly, it looks for proactive issues, which is very interesting.  Mr McNeany said 
that one of the things that had been identified in Belfast was the lack of clinical help for children, particularly in 
areas such as speech therapy.  That is interesting, because in Western Australia there are embarrassingly long 
waiting lists for children seeking speech therapy.  I have read those statistics to the Parliament.  Some children 
are waiting up to 54 weeks after seeing a general practitioner and a paediatrician before receiving an 
appointment to see a speech therapist.  The Parliament will be interested to know that the funding for the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People in Belfast is £1.9 million a year.  Of this, £1.5 million will be 
used for running costs, and the other £400 000 will be used for reviews outside of the commission.  There is a 
permanent staff of four to set up the office.  That will build to 25.  The second role is screening people who will 
be working with children.  I have been urging this Government, if it is realistic about protecting children, to 
bring in some form of screening.  The English newspapers, while I was there, were referring to a passport to 
work with children.  Queensland has a child card.  The Western Australian Government is still dragging its feet 
on setting up a proper screening process for all people working with children, as either volunteers or paid 
workers.  The third arm of the work of the commission, which is a great recognition of a Government that is 
really committed to children, is research.  The Queen’s University Belfast has been commissioned to undertake 
detailed research to evaluate the delivery of services to children in Northern Ireland against the criteria set out in 
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.  The Government has set aside £200 000 for that 
research, and it will be completed within a year.  That is a lot of money.  That research will be a report card on 
Belfast, where there are 527 000 children - a very similar number to Perth.  The university will be funded to 
carry out that key research and report to the Commissioner for Children and Young People on the situation of 
children according to the United Nations benchmarks.   

If Western Australia is to have a commissioner, I hope the Government will acknowledge that the commissioner 
should have a wide role, and that it is a proactive, not just a reactive, role.  I also hope the Government will take 
steps to bring children’s issues to the heart of the agenda of government, and that the children’s commissioner 
will be funded to carry out that role appropriately.  Although I welcome the announcement by the Government 
that it has finally been bludgeoned into accepting that Western Australians want a children’s commissioner, I 
look forward to the day when the Government provides realistic funding that reflects the real purpose of a 
children’s commissioner. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.35 am]:  I wish to bring a number of matters to the attention 
of the House this morning.  Members hugging themselves in anticipation of my criticising the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure need not be disappointed, but they will have to wait because I want to touch on some 
other matters first.  Members should have no fear; I will get to that matter.  

Hon Kim Chance:  We wait with bated breath. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Good.  In the case of the fisheries minister, I hope that is bated, not baited, breath.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I have just been speaking to your colleague Hon Ray Halligan about that.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Jolly good!   

I also wish to touch on a matter of growing concern to the community.  It has been developing over the terms of 
a number of Governments, and really needs to be confronted.  I will return to that matter in just a moment.  
Before I do, I report to the House that on Friday night I had the privilege of attending the opening of the new 
theatre at the John Curtin College of the Arts.  The theatre has been in stages of concept, planning and, finally, 
construction for something in the order of 10 years.  It has ultimately been completed, having negotiated a 
number of hurdles, not least of which was funding.  It was paid for with an injection of $2.2 million by the 
Commonwealth Government and about $4 million from the State Government.  All concerned with this 
successful outcome deserve congratulations.  The Minister for Education and Training and I both made those 
acknowledgments on Friday night, but here in the House I would like to acknowledge the leadership of the 
college principal, Barrie Wells, and his team at the school and its community.  I offer congratulations and best 
wishes to Ms Carolyn Byatt, the dean of the arts at John Curtin, along with the staff and students and the 
extended support mechanism of family and friends who came together finally on Friday night to celebrate the 
opening of this marvellous new complex.  As I said on the night, generations of students, whether or not they go 
on to achieve public acclaim on the stage or the screen, will benefit greatly from having this facility available to 
them.  The true measure of the success of such a facility is in the benefit that accrues to many students from 
finding themselves through expression in the several disciplines of the arts that have been represented for a long 
time at John Curtin, including drama, dance and music. I noted a couple of interesting things on the night, if the 
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House will allow me a moment’s personal reflection.  I was a student myself at John Curtin Senior High School, 
as it then was.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  There are a lot of us about.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This is a matter of concern.  Hon Dee Margetts has just owned up to being an alumnus 
of John Curtin Senior High School.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  And the honourable President. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I had no idea that you, Mr President, were such a rascal in your youth as to be a former 
student of this school.  I had no idea that the alumni of this particular state high school was approaching almost 
Doodlakine proportions in this House, with some eight or nine per cent of current members having been students 
there.  The school was recognisable from generation to generation, but when I was a student -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  I think arts performance was forbidden at that stage.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, it was very strong.  When I was a student the school crest was a slightly different 
design but the colours were the same - royal blue and gold.  Then, as now, the school had a special program for 
drama and dance and was achieving excellence.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  You were at school in another era from me.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, I was at school in the late 1970s.  By and large we wore school uniforms to school 
in the late 1970s.  Anyone who can recall the casual fashions of the late 1970s will understand why we opted to 
wear a school uniform.  Photos exist of Hon Dee Margetts in her school uniform.  I will let her confess about that 
if she wants to at some other time.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  With plaits.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I was not going to mention the plaits, but they were there.  Mr President, I am sure that 
you, Hon Dee Margetts and I will join, as indeed will all members of the House, in extending our congratulations 
to that school on the acquisition of such a fine new asset and in sending best wishes to the many school students 
who will benefit from it now and for many years into the future.   
The acquisition of assets is a theme that I want to continue as I turn to my next item.  I refer specifically to 
property rights.  The Liberal Party certainly supports the right of all members of the community to aspire to 
acquire property.  We support the concept of the ownership of private property.  I assert that explicitly, because 
there are perhaps other schools of thought abroad in the community and other ideologies that do not place value 
on the right to own private property.  The idea that people should aspire to own property is very much an 
established Australian value.  I invite the House to consider where this value in Australian society currently lies.   
I am sure all members are receiving increasing representations from people who are complaining that the right to 
own property in Western Australia is being steadily eroded.  In fairness, this process has probably been in train 
for several decades.  Nonetheless, the matter is becoming extremely serious for many of our citizens.  Therefore, 
we need to respond and act to correct some of the problems that are becoming manifest in our community.  If the 
Government will not do it, it is incumbent on the alternative Government to show leadership in this matter.  I 
signal this as an issue to the House.  Coincidentally, I had a briefing with some other members on related matters 
just before the House sat this morning.  That briefing was interesting in view of the fact that I wanted to raise 
some property ownership matters today anyway.   
The specific problems that are occurring relate to not only what is taken for granted as a right for people to own 
property, such as a block of land on which a house and other improvements are situated, but also whether a 
person can use his property, benefit from it and dispose of it.  The essential element in a right to own property is 
the ability to do things with that property.  It is about not only having laws to protect one’s property from being 
stolen, misused or taken away, but also the things that a person can do with his property once he has security of 
tenure.  It is about whether a person can build further assets on his property, farm the property or carry on 
another legitimate use of the piece of real estate that he holds.  It is about whether a person can derive an income 
or other benefit from the use of that property.  For example, a farmer needs to be able to use his property to 
generate family income to do all the things that people must do with family income, including paying off the 
farm.  Other people may wish to acquire blocks of land as an investment with a view to perhaps subdividing that 
land as a superannuation mechanism.  In other words, they are providing for their future.  Of course, if a 
government policy or action interrupts that, people are denied the benefit of the ownership of their land and 
property ownership therefore becomes meaningless to them.  Finally, property ownership also relies on the right 
to dispose of one’s property to derive a benefit.  If a person cannot realise the value of his property, the property 
becomes worthless.   
In my region, and I am sure in every other region of the State, there are a number of alarming examples of 
people finding that the title of their land is being infringed upon, that their capacity to use all or part of their land 
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is being seriously infringed upon, that they are unable to derive reasonable benefits or enjoyment from their 
property, and that they cannot dispose of their property on just and beneficial terms.  A good example is 
occurring in the Stakehill Road locality in Baldivis.  I will bring this matter to the attention of the House and 
refer to it in detail on another occasion.  However, I will raise a voice now in the Parliament in support of the 
owners of land in the Stakehill Road locality, because they have been dealt a very cruel hand by some of the 
mechanisms of government.  This has not been just in recent times; the roots of this issue go back many years.  It 
is something that we must arrest now; otherwise it will impact adversely on just about anybody who ever aspires 
to own private property in Western Australia.  As I asserted a moment ago, I stand for the right of Western 
Australians to own property.  As I have just explained, in my view the right to own property includes the 
capacity to use that land, to enjoy its benefits and to dispose of it in due course.  A typical example of current 
landowners in the Stakehill Road area is people who have acquired rural or semi-rural properties that historically 
have been used for purposes such as orcharding, low-level grazing or possibly a few dairy operations.  As a 
result of the lifestyle the area offers, people have built houses there and raised families.  Generations have come 
and gone.  They reach the stage of life - this is not unfamiliar to members, I am sure - at which they want to use 
the family property to fund their retirement because they no longer need the place to keep horses, to grow crops 
or whatever activity has sustained them over the years.  People find they cannot act as they wish because 
someone in the bureaucracy has put in place a policy and suddenly ordained that parts of this land must not be 
used for these purposes.  Suddenly, there are wetlands where no-one has seen a teaspoonful of water on the 
ground in the 50 years they have lived there.  As someone has decided to draw a line on a map, large parts of an 
individual’s property are suddenly declared no-go areas for the purposes of building, development or anything 
else.  Therefore, that ownership, and everything that goes with it in relation to that proportion of the property, be 
it 50 to 80 per cent, suddenly evaporates and becomes useless.  The owner is not free to use that land.  The 
owners cannot build on it, grow things, run animals or do whatever they wish.  Not only that, the owner also 
cannot dispose of the property because no-one else can do anything on the land either.  People in their twilight 
years may want to realise cash from their asset to fund their retirement.  Perhaps they wish to subdivide a portion 
of the property, sell half the property or sell all the property.  Of course, in an open market, the owner could 
maximise the return on the property through a prospective buyer paying the premium price if the land could be 
utilised for various purposes.  If people cannot utilise the land, nobody will buy it.  What will happen?  In effect, 
the Government, through its officers, has said, “Sorry; this land is now alienated from you.  You still own it; if 
any taxes are payable, you will be taxed on it.”  However, the owner’s rights, as Hon George Cash would put it, 
are alienated.   

A number of arguments will be applied to this debate when it is revisited in due course.  I tell members one thing 
without getting into detail and before any clouding of the issue occurs as people make various assertions about 
what should and should not be done with people’s property: I know that when people have acquired land as a 
young married couple, and have paid for it by working the land and raising families on it for decades, people 
should be able to do something with that land in their twilight years.  That should be the case without some 
bureaucrat drawing a line on a map that does not allow people to sell their land or do anything with it.  I know an 
injustice when I see one.  For many people in the Stakehill Road area who are in that or a similar situation, it is 
an injustice.  Members collectively must do something about that injustice.  I pledge now that I am determined to 
do what I can to ensure something is done about this situation.  This is for the people not only in the Stakehill 
Road area, but also throughout the State who constantly find that their rights to property are alienated.  In that 
process, people lose large sums of money without compensation.  I am sure we will revisit that matter, Mr 
President, on another occasion.  That important theme needs to be raised in this House.  Consideration of the 
budget estimates has been the best opportunity for me to raise the matter.   

Also in relation to property, I refer briefly to a subject that I have touched on in the House before; namely, 
transport issues south of the river.  This is the bit the Leader of the House said he might tune into at the end of 
my speech.  I am fed up with the nonsense that is being practised south of the river.  I call the Government, and 
in particular the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, for what it is doing.  I have tried all sorts of measures 
in this House to undertake a review of the Government’s decisions and actions in relation to the Fremantle 
eastern bypass road reserve.  My position is no secret.  Everyone is probably fed up to the back teeth with 
hearing me going on about it in this place.  Frankly, I am fed up with raising it.  Without reflecting on any 
decision of the Chamber, I will not hide my disappointment, both within and without this place, that this House 
cannot see the wisdom of an inquiry to clarify the matter.  I can understand that the Government wants to be 
defensive about the issue.  However, it is a great pity that the cross-bench party, the Greens (WA), decided to 
side with the Government on all matters that flowed from the Government’s ill-conceived decision.  There is 
more to that issue; I have already said that it will come back to this place in due course.  I do not know how long 
it will take, but there will be irresistible pressure to complete the freight network.  If it does not happen next 
week, it will come about in a generation or more.  We have debated that matter.   
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The issue I raise today flows from the Estimates Committee hearings conducted in recent weeks.  I am sorry to 
refer to the tabled papers in my remarks today.  Is that okay?   

Hon George Cash:  It’s probably one of the prime targets.  You should mention it a couple of times! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This provides the proof of what I have said every year for the past four budgets from 
this Government: in relation to every issue of controversy, if the Government has an opportunity to play a 
straight bat, it will not do so.  It was never more true than in the case of this shonky episode with Roe Highway.  
If the responsible minister and her parliamentary secretary try to be too clever by half all the time, as they are 
doing, eventually they will come unstuck.  The Government, with the help of its greenie mates, has the numbers 
in this House to prevent an inquiry.  I do not know why the heck we have a House of Review if we cannot have a 
blooming inquiry.  The Government can delay that process for only so long before eventually being caught out.  

The issue is about the completion of stage 7 of Roe Highway to Kwinana Freeway through to Stirling Bridge in 
East Fremantle; not Fremantle as Hon Jim Scott says.  It is not about only the Fremantle eastern bypass but also 
about stage 8 of Roe Highway.  When this issue arose about four years ago, the two routes were inseparable.  
Both the Greens and the then Opposition - ever opportunists - played that for all it was worth.  If the Government 
examined the origin of the few submissions that supported the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass, it would 
discover that a heck of a lot of those, proportionately, came not from the bypass area but from the area of stage 8 
of Roe Highway; that is, around Bibra Lake and North Lake.  That should not surprise anyone.  In their 
submissions in response to the question of whether the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve should be deleted, those 
people had their minds focused on whether it meant we would get rid of Roe Highway stage 8.  The two go 
together.  The view has been advanced and played on for all its worth that one without the other is pointless.  In 
my remarks during debate to disallow the MRS amendment, which was ultimately successful, I highlighted that 
the Government was not seeking to delete stage 8 of Roe Highway.  Why not?  Stage 8 of Roe Highway has 
always been married to the Fremantle eastern bypass.  Why was the Government moving on it separately?  I 
advanced the proposition that if people in North Lake or Bibra Lake who did not want stage 8 of Roe Highway 
to be built thought that getting rid of the Fremantle eastern bypass was the answer, they might have to think 
again.  

On 15 October 2003, I asked question without notice 1343 in this place through the Parliamentary Secretary to 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, reported on page 1209 of Hansard, in which I referred to reports in 
a local newspaper attributing comments to the minister.  I wanted to find out a bit more about the Government’s 
position because the minister had been quoted in that newspaper article as saying that the State Government had 
not committed to deleting stage 8 of Roe Highway through Bibra Lake and North Lake.  However, it is obvious 
from talking to community activists that they all think that stage 8 of Roe Highway and the Fremantle eastern 
bypass are part of one package.  I asked - 

(1) What is the Government’s position on the future of stage 8 of the Roe Highway?  

(2) Will the Gallop Labor Government delete stage 8 - yes or no?  

The answer is as follows -  

(1) The Government does not intend to build stage 8 of Roe Highway at this stage.  

(2) The Government is moving to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass from the metropolitan 
region scheme in line with its election commitment.  No action has been taken on stage 8 of 
Roe Highway.  The federal Government will withdraw funding for stages 6 and 7 of the Roe 
Highway if the Government removes the reserve at this stage.  

I regret to report that that was followed by some unruly interjections!  I asked about the future of stage 8 when I 
asked - 

Will the Gallop Labor Government delete stage 8 - yes or no?  

That is a fairly pointed and precise question; yet, the answer did not begin with “Yes” or “No” but was as 
follows - 

The Government is moving to delete the Fremantle eastern bypass from the metropolitan region scheme 
in line with its election commitment. 

Who was talking about the Fremantle eastern bypass?  The Government was.  Why?  It has approached the 
bypass and Roe Highway stage 8 as one and the same thing; they are not separate issues, yet the Government is 
treating them differently.  Why?  The clue came from the minister herself when she said in her answer read by 
the parliamentary secretary - 
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The federal Government will withdraw funding for stages 6 and 7 of the Roe Highway if the 
Government removes the reserve at this stage. 

As indeed it would.  Why?  The whole of Roe Highway from its point of origin through to the Stirling Bridge is 
called a RONI - a road of national importance.  It means that under its roads of national importance program, the 
federal Government will contribute substantial sums of money to building a RONI.  From memory - the former 
minister might monitor my recollection - stages 6 and 7 of Roe Highway, which are to be built and to which I 
have just referred, will incur a cost, I believe, of some $98 million.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  The amount of $76 million was the federal injection.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Right.  The amount of $76 million of that $98 million was to be provided by the feds.  
That is a pretty good deal whereby the feds will provide $76 million for the road proper and the State must front 
up with $22 million of ancillary works such as intersections, connections, provision of land and the like. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Which we should point out is money the federal Government got from the States in the first 
place.  But let’s not make too fine a point of it.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It was a very good deal worked out by the Government.  I am trying to conclude my 
remarks.  I asked about this again during the Estimates Committee hearings because during questions on the 
relevant division, the Government was trumpeting its achievements.  I regret that the uncorrected Hansard is all 
that is available to me and that is what I am referring to.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You are referring to your memory supported by the uncorrected transcript.   

The PRESIDENT:  The member is relying on his memory because if he were to quote uncorrected Hansard it 
would be contrary to standing orders.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is why I would never dream of doing it, Mr President!  From memory, using my 
aide-mémoire, I asked whether the Western Australian Planning Commission had commenced the process to 
delete stage 8 of Roe Highway from the MRS.  I also asked what zoning would be employed.  In due course, the 
parliamentary secretary advised that, like all programs in the MRS, Roe Highway stage 8 exists as a future 
planning option.  That is why it will remain.  He said that there were no plans to build it - none at all - but neither 
will it be deleted; it must remain as a future planning option. 

That answer illustrates an exact opposite view from that taken about the eastern bypass reserve, which was 
deleted without the implementation of any proved options.  Plenty of problems will flow from that.  It is 
interesting that we are told one story at one time and a different story at another time.  I will pose a question for 
the Government to answer, which will reveal how it has been caught out.  The Government cannot have it both 
ways.  It has led the public to believe that stage 8 of Roe Highway is just as much anathema to this Government 
as the Fremantle eastern bypass was.  That is how it has managed to garner the amount of support in the wider 
community that it has, insufficient as it might be.  The Government has done it on the basis that stage 8 will not 
go ahead, yet it has left the door open, so there is a question there.  However, a more serious question that strikes 
at the integrity of the Government is: what is its real agenda?  Is it leaving stage 8 in place, as the parliamentary 
secretary glibly says, because the Government must have future planning options and cannot get rid of them?  
The Government did it with the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve without any apologies.  That is the 
Government’s form on this question.  It is quite happy to get rid of planning options that should be available to 
future generations, even if that would lead to an adverse impact on the wider community.  Is it the truth then that 
the Government intends to get rid of stage 8, which is not what it has led everyone in the community to believe 
over the past few years, but it does not want to tell us?  Why does the Government not want to tell us?  It is 
because, as the minister has said and the parliamentary secretary tends to affirm, the Government cannot tell 
anybody at this stage or move on it because it has led the Commonwealth Government to believe that it will be 
building a road of national importance, and if it deletes the stage 8 reserve, that would jeopardise that funding.  It 
is as simple and transparent as that.   

I believe the Government, which has behaved so dishonourably in its handling of the Fremantle eastern bypass 
decision, is doing it again in spades with stage 8.  It will not be honest and up-front about its intentions.  In due 
course, if it is in a position to do it, I wonder what it will inflict on the community.  Will it poke two fingers up to 
the federal Government, thank it for its money being quite happy to take it under false pretences, and when it has 
got it, after stage 7 has been built and paid for, delete stage 8 because it never intended to build it; or do we rely 
on what the minister and the parliamentary secretary say; namely, that they have no plans to delete stage 8 
because it must be there for the community in the future?  Either way it is a disgraceful level of uncertainty.  I 
think it sums up what that particular portfolio is all about.  The minister is out of control, which is starting to be 
reflected by the Government not being able to keep up the false pretence it has displayed throughout.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
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