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SELECT COMMITTEE TO INQUIRE INTO THE FREMANTLE EASTERN BYPASS - 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Motion 

Resumed from 12 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien on behalf of Hon Norman Moore 
- 

(1) A select committee of three members be established. 

(2) Chapter XXII of standing orders apply to the committee as if it were a committee established 
under that chapter. 

(3) The committee is to inquire into and report not later than 30 June 2004 on - 

(a) the adequacy or otherwise of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s review 
of the proposed Fremantle eastern bypass and the basis for recommending the 
deletion of the proposal as contained in MRS amendment 1055/33; 

(b) any matter with respect to paragraph (a) that the committee believes should be drawn 
to the attention of the House. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.00 pm]:  I will conclude my remarks 
from last week.  In essence, we are facing a request by members opposite for a select committee to inquire into 
the adequacy or otherwise of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s review of the proposed Fremantle 
eastern bypass and the basis for recommending its deletion.  As I said before when we last met and debated this 
motion, Hon Simon O’Brien did not put forward any arguments other than he did not like the decision arrived at 
by the commission after going through an exhaustive process.  The Government has provided the information, in 
the way of documentation, required by the member to assist him to understand the process followed by the 
WAPC.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is not what I said at all.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  All the information requested by the member has been provided.  At the end of all that, 
all we really got was the member saying that he did not like the decision.  Along the way, different views were 
expressed by different people involved in the process.  However, at the end of the process, it came down to a 
decision that members opposite did not like; that is the sum total of it.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That is the sum total of this debate.  I know the member is trying to make this into a 
bigger issue than it is because he does not like the decision, but he knows it is a good decision.  When we last 
spoke on this matter, the member told us that he did not support -  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, member!  The parliamentary secretary has the call.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  When we last debated this item, Hon Simon O’Brien told us that he did not support the 
reopening of the Perth to Fremantle railway line.  I then read in the local community paper that he was only 
joking when he said that in this House.  However, I also recall that when we last spoke on the northern suburbs 
railway line Hon Peter Foss made some comments that, unfortunately, were not recorded in Hansard.  He said 
that buses would have been better. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  How can you quote what he did not say?   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  He recalls it.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes, I recall it. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You recall something that was not recorded.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It was a disorderly interjection - Hon Derrick Tomlinson knows all about those.  
Sometimes they do not get recorded.  I have also heard the honourable member’s comments in this place on 
other occasions.  However, the bottom line here is that members opposite do not like this decision because they 
cannot come to terms with the paradigm shift that has occurred; that is, the need for greater use of the railway 
system in moving people and freight around this city.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  And you know all of those points - 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Does the member support the reopening of the Fremantle to Perth railway line?   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Of course I do.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  He does now.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  One of the deficiencies with you being six foot five inches tall is that your brain is so far 
away your legs, you cannot tell when your leg is being pulled.  I do not make policy announcements by 
interjection.  It is your speech.  I will make my own speech in my own time.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  From now on, I will make sure that I always listen very carefully and try to work out 
whether Hon Simon O’Brien is trying to pull the House’s leg.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  No, just your leg.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is recorded in Hansard.  Once it goes onto the Hansard record, it is about the House.  I 
was sitting in this Chamber at the time, and going by Hon Simon O’Brien comments, along with everyone else’s, 
it was clear that he did not support the reopening.  However, I now know why he is telling us that he supports it: 
members opposite know it was a good decision even though they opposed it at the time, and they have now 
changed their views.  I am sure that in 20 years, members opposite will say that the building of the southern 
railway was a good decision and that the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass and the removal of freight 
from roads to rail -  

Several members interjected.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Here they come again.  This is great.  We can always get members opposite going when 
we talk about the rail system.  They hate the rail system.  Their prejudices are coming out again.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  Listen, it has nothing to do with the passenger train.  We are talking about taking freight 
containers through the west end of Fremantle.  Listen and you might learn something.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am happy to listen.  This is happening to a railway line that has been there for many, 
many years.  It is not a new freight line.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Point of Order 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The issue being debated concerns matters that I have raised in this House in support of 
an inquiry by a select committee into whether there has been outside influence in the proceedings of an 
independent statutory body; in this case, the Western Australian Planning Commission.  The member has not 
addressed that point at all, and now all he wants to talk about is railways.  On the basis of relevance, there is 
none, and that is my point of order.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The comments made by the member about what he thinks his motion says are 
interesting.  However, I urge Madam Deputy President to read the motion, because the motion that he moved on 
behalf of - 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The motion is about the adequacy or otherwise of the WAPC’s review of the proposal.  
The member’s comments were more about what the intent is rather than what he actually moved in this place.  I 
believe I was speaking to the motion, which is about the adequacy.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I believe that the parliamentary secretary is responding to comments made by Hon 
Simon O’Brien during his address on this very question.  If the parliamentary secretary’s comments are out of 
order, then, arguably, so too are Hon Simon O’Brien’s.  However, in saying that, I draw the parliamentary 
secretary’s attention to the need to make his comments relevant to the motion before the House.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I fully concur with your advice, Madam Deputy President, and I am always wary of 
following the views put by Hon Simon O’Brien, because he often strays from these matters.  Hon Barbara Scott 
made some comments through unruly interjection.  If I recall rightly, during her speech she tried to come up with 
a conspiracy theory that the passenger line had to go down the middle of the Kwinana Freeway because -  
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Hon Barbara Scott:  You do not know your geography. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  In my electorate the freeway is called the Mitchell Freeway.  When the House debated 
this issue, Hon Barbara Scott came up with a conspiracy theory about why the passenger line had been re-routed.  
It was all to do with the need to take more freight along the line.  For her to say that it is all about freight and has 
nothing to do with the passenger line when it was her own conspiracy theory and she started to reflect the views 
of the members of One Nation on conspiracy theories - 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  The member brought passenger lines into this debate.  She made the claim that the 
Fremantle eastern bypass and the route of the passenger line were interrelated. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  They are. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is amazing that she sits there and gets upset that I want to address those matters.  
However, that does not surprise me coming from her side of the House as she does, because on this matter the 
Opposition is amazing.  The Opposition is inconsistent in its words but consistent in its actions on this matter.  In 
its actions, the Opposition constantly opposes the use of rail systems, whether they are for freight or passengers.  
That is what this is all about.  Hon Simon O’Brien did not present any arguments that supported the need for this 
House to establish a select committee, which would divert resources from the other standing committees that are 
doing good work. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No evidence has been put forward by members opposite that are adequate for their 
argument.  I do not think three members of Parliament sitting as a select committee are the appropriate people to 
determine these matters and the adequacy of the planning decision.  The documentation has been provided; every 
member of this House can read the documentation, as I hope they would have prior to the vote taken in this place 
on metropolitan region scheme amendment No 1055/33. 

Several members interjected.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The parliamentary secretary has the call.  I would appreciate it if 
members listened to the parliamentary secretary in silence. 

Hon Norman Moore:  What have you got to hide by not having an inquiry? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will take down the words of Hon Norman Moore in this debate and keep them in my 
top drawer.  Should I ever return to the other side of the House, I will remember those words and every time I 
stand in this place and I think something is going wrong on his side and he does not want an inquiry I will quote 
those words back to him.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am confident about the difference between us.  The Leader of the Opposition was 
talking about when I sought to establish a select committee into the finance broking saga.  I believe I was right 
on that because the member’s party agrees with me and it does not want Doug Shave back.  The party has put 
Hon Barbara Scott back at No 2 on the ticket.  I am glad to see that.  It is a good decision and I look forward to 
serving with Hon Barbara Scott in the next Parliament - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I point out to the parliamentary secretary that I doubt very much 
whether his comments have any relevance to the motion before the House. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They absolutely do.  It is about the establishment of select committees. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I do not think they do; I beg to differ.  I remind the parliamentary secretary again 
that his comments must be relevant to the motion.  It would also be helpful if he did not invite interjections. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I ask Madam Deputy President to note that I am looking at her and I am not inviting 
interjections in any way, shape or form.   

There have been times in the past in this House when members have sought to establish select committees.  
There will be occasions when it is the correct way to go.  On this occasion, we do not have the evidence.  On 
previous occasions, we did and it was proved right.  It continues to be proved right when one of the people who 
was instrumental in causing the problems that required the last select committee to be established by this House 
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into actions by government was dealing with the finance brokers.  The then minister responsible for the finance 
brokers saga has been rejected by members opposite.  I use that to show that that was a legitimate occasion for us 
to establish a select committee.  I am confident that we will be happy to support the member for Armadale to 
continue to be the member for Armadale for the next Parliament and for as long as she wants because she is 
doing an excellent job as the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  That is very different from the situation 
opposite.  I welcome the fact that I will be serving in the next Parliament with Hon Barbara Scott rather than 
Doug Shave because on that point I agree with members opposite.  He does not deserve to be given a second 
chance as the previous select committee highlighted and assisted in letting the people of Western Australia 
know.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You held a royal commission and found nothing. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Have you fixed things?  Have you done anything? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I had intended to be quite brief but these unruly interjections are extending my speech 
quite significantly. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  The last select committee the Government rejected was the one on the children’s 
commission. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I also served on a select committee with Hon Barbara Scott dealing with vaccination and 
immunisation.  However, I will not go down that path because I take the point of the Deputy President to not be 
drawn.  I wanted only to make a short point about the appropriateness or otherwise of select committees.   

We should move to a vote on this matter because there is no need for a select committee.  If the House did not 
think it was an appropriate decision at the time, it would have supported the disallowance motion moved by Hon 
Simon O’Brien on the same amendment.  That would have been the appropriate time for these matters to be 
considered if the House did not feel that the review by the Western Australia Planning Commission of the 
proposed Fremantle eastern bypass was adequate.  I think it was a good decision.  All the information is 
available for members to make their own judgments as well as for the broader community.  However, it is a 
paradigm shift.  It is about supporting the view that we need to move from road to rail for freight.  It is about 
implementing the six-point plan that will better utilise Fremantle harbour.  I am very pleased that members 
opposite supported the reopening of the Fremantle to Perth line.  I hope that they also supported the 
establishment of the northern suburbs railway line because, again, it was a great initiative.  I know that in future 
they will see the benefits of the southern fast, direct route railway line.  I believe it would be a complete waste of 
the time of the House to establish a select committee.  Members opposite have not been able to provide any 
evidence or information in support of the establishment of a select committee.  They have provided only wild 
allegations based on the fact that they do not like the decision made by the people we charge in this State to 
make decisions and provide advice on proper planning processes.  Members opposite are caught in the Dark 
Ages.  This motion is another sign of being caught in the Dark Ages and not being able to move forward or see 
beyond the way things were 20 years ago.  They cannot see how things should be in the future.  That is what 
planning is always about.  It is about designing the city for the future, so that as a society grows and develops it 
has a functioning, worthwhile city.  Members opposite want this select committee so that they can justify the 
ways of the past.  Under their world view, we will continue to see urban sprawl with motor vehicles as the only 
form of transportation around the city.  We know that does not work.  The example of the United States shows 
that it does not work.  I urge members to oppose this motion.  This House has already dealt with this matter on 
numerous occasions, and the majority of members have made it clear that they believe the Western Australia 
Planning Commission got it right, and I agree with that position.  The Planning Commission got it right.  We 
should move on, and members should try to catch up with modern times.  

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [2.20 pm]:  I do not support this motion.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I have only just now had the chance to say that I do not support the motion.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien should give me a chance.  I will support my argument.  The Fremantle eastern bypass is the most 
debated, studied and talked-over section of road in Western Australian planning history.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  No, it is not.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Can the member tell me one that is more so?  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  West Coast Highway and Servetus Street.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Jim Scott has the floor.   
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  It is very interesting that - 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I did not want to interrupt the honourable member there, but I would like to get a word in 
edgewise.  It is very interesting that Hon Derrick Tomlinson raised the issue of Servetus Street and compared 
that, because it is, in fact, the same road.  I have a diagram here of the western suburbs highway.  It is an official 
map from the road reserves review.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Of course it is the same road, you silly man! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Of course it is the same road.  However, I recall that the former Minister for Planning went 
out of his way to criticise me many times for saying that it was the same road.  Suddenly we have a change of 
view from the Opposition, because Hon Eric Charlton chastised me for making him put all these pamphlets in 
the northern suburbs saying that the then Government was not building the western suburbs highway by stealth.  
It is, in fact, the western suburbs highway.  I have here the technical study on it, entitled “Road Reserves Case 
Study for Western Suburbs Highway”, released in March 1990.  It states - 

The formal introduction of the Western Suburbs Highway into the MRS in 1982 completed the change 
in long range regional strategy for a second north-south primary route.  The original plans for a north-
south route west of the Kwinana/Mitchell Freeway were based on an alignment starting with 
Stephenson Highway in the north then proceeding down Davies Road, Claremont across the Point 
Resolution/Point Walter bridge, and then down Stock Road to Naval Base.  With the declaration of the 
WSH reserve the route changed to a realigned Stephenson Highway then down Servetus Street, Curtin 
Avenue/Railway Reserve, Stirling Highway, Stirling Bridge and the Fremantle Eastern Bypass.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  What was that paper?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It is called the “Technical Paper: Road Reserves Case Study for Western Suburbs Highway”.  
The member can have a peep at it if he likes.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I might ask you to table it.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am happy to do that.  I have here a very nice set of diagrams.  There is a photograph of the 
pioneering feminist and environmental activist Bessie Rischbieth demonstrating about the building of this road.  

Hon Barbara Scott interjected.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The photograph shows her confronting the bulldozers at Mounts Bay in 1961.  The report 
contains a number of drawings and diagrams.  There is a very nice diagram that shows just how frightened the 
planners were to show exactly where the road was to go.  The dotted line misses Point Resolution and goes 
around Dalkeith through the water.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It goes through Charlie Court’s street.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  On this map, it does not go through any street until it gets very close to - 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Charlie Court lived in Melvista Avenue.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I will keep going with that one, since members opposite brought it up.  I am showing a mock-
up of the place where the bridge would go across the river, and it is captioned “Resolution Bridge”.  It was one 
of those made-up photographs.  I have another one here if members would like to see it.  There are some very 
nice photographs.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We know people are very good at that these days.  I will be getting onto that later.  Some of 
those were made up for the Stock Road-Leach Highway intersection, and some three-dimensional models were 
also made of that, to get an idea of what it would look like.  I will talk about the changing of the route of that 
road.  I will read from an article by Clive Simmons from the Fremantle News, about an interview with Peter 
Woodward, an engineer.  The article is dated October 2000.  It reads - 

The road was planned and designed on contract by Peter Woodward -  

We are talking here about the western suburbs highway, rather than just that bit in the eastern bypass.  It 
continues - 

an engineer for the De Leuw Cathar firm, in the mid-Sixties.  Later, he acted on various Government 
Committees, and he became President of the Royal Automobile Club.  He retired in 1996, and acts as a 
consultant for the Ministry of Planning. 
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Now living in Subiaco, he agreed to give his first interview about why he designed the Bypass. 

“It flowed out of what we referred to as the Metropolitan Regional Scheme in 1963.  It’s a long time 
ago, it’s true, but the rationale for the road is still valid now.  Absolutely.  We can’t live without it. 

“You see, you have to adopt the philosophy that we will all have four wheels in 20 years time.  We 
already have one of the highest vehicle owner ratios in Australia, and our population will be two million 
in Perth in the next 20 years, and maybe 4 million in 50 years.  

That was the sort of thinking we had then.  Of course these things had to be designed so that people could have 
all these cars.  Things were not designed to achieve some sort of change.  This is where the Liberal Party is 
coming from.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Do you have a car?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do indeed have a car.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Does anyone else in your household have a car?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, they do.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you drive your car?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do indeed, but let us get back to the debate.  If I had very good public transport, put in place 
by the Liberal Party in the past, instead of masses of unnecessary highways, I would be taking public transport 
whenever I possibly could, whenever I did not have too much to carry.  However, getting back to what I want to 
talk about, and the article.  This is something that the other side screamed about many times.  The article 
continues - 

I asked Woodward if it caused him some disquiet that the road now went through homes and schools 
which just did exist then.  “Well, building roads in the metropolitan area does involve that” he says “So, 
yeah, I mean, as a traffic engineer, you’ve got problems with homes, and schools, and open space.  But 
what’s the option?  You can’t build roads up in the air.  

“You know, I’ll tell you a funny thing.  It turned out that the road went right through Sir Charles 
Court’s house, and he got to thinking that it was not such a good idea, and so the result of that was that 
it was moved to Fremantle.  We didn’t think of the environment much in those days.  I shouldn’t tell 
you this, but if you look at all the freeway systems, most of them were planned through wetlands, 
because that was the way to go.  You never worried about open space.  

There it is!  This is the sort of planning that we had for the eastern bypass and the western suburbs highway.  
This is where it came from!   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That totally coincides with the actual case study.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!    

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I wonder whether someone could represent me occasionally so that I could get my speech 
out.   

In the following month, in the same paper, there is a report of an interview with Richard Court, in which he was 
asked about the bypass and said -  

Well, put it this way, the road has not been a top priority.  There is plenty of pressure around the State 
to do other works first.   

It is interesting that members opposite are now suddenly desperate to build this road, yet when they were in 
government they were not desperate to build this road at all.  They were not desperate to build a road that would 
miss Sir Charles Court’s house, which was so beautifully designed, and that would alleviate the traffic problems 
and the gridlock that was continuing to build up, as pointed out by Mr Woodward.  These are the sorts of studies 
that we got under the Liberal Government.  The Liberal Government’s studies were: let us ask Sir Charles Court, 
because he does not want the road to go through his house, so we will move it somewhere else.   

It is interesting that last week I received in my office a metropolitan region scheme amendment document to do 
with this very same road.  At the other end of the eastern bypass, as it was called by Eric Charlton, who liked to 
break it up into discrete sections, because he hated the words “western suburbs highway”, was a part of the same 
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road called the Rockingham-Fremantle controlled access highway.  That is quite a mouthful for a road that did 
not really need another name at all.  The MRS deletion for that road was put in process eventually by Hon 
Murray Criddle, who took over from Eric Charlton as Minister for Transport.  We now have a road that was 
designed to go around Sir Charles Court’s house and through Fremantle rather than through Dalkeith.  What 
wonderful planning!  Not only that, but the end of the road has been cut off so that it does not go anywhere but 
just disappears into the ether somewhere in Cockburn, without any thought being given to where the traffic from 
this road will go.  These wonderful people opposite talk about good process.  How did they bring about the 
change? They rammed a Bill through this place to bring the bypass through.   

Hon Norman Moore:  We went to the Parliament!  What a terrible thing to do - to seek the approval of the 
Parliament!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, it went through the Parliament, as these MRS amendments do, but there was no public 
process to speak of.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Do you think they should have kept that Charlie Court road there?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No, I do not think that was appropriate either.   

Some long time ago I read an article in the paper - I cannot quote the date of the paper - in which Stephenson 
said he is sorry, because if he had understood the growth in the use of the motor car in Perth today, he would not 
have designed the sort of system that he designed, because it has increased the use of cars to the extent that they 
are impinging on people’s amenity.  Stephenson was a good enough engineer to understand that rather than react 
or respond to what is happening now, as the Liberal Party does, we need to plan for what we actually want at the 
end of the day.  A lot of misleading stuff has come out of the Liberal Party about this road.  A raft of studies 
were done on the road network.  Those studies were called the south west area transit studies.  I think they 
comprised 11 documents in all.  The final one was done in 1992 - at about the time of a change of government - 
and it recommended the deletion of the bypass.  The document proposed a number of options that could be used.  
If we read the document as a whole, it basically said that in today’s climate, in which people are far more 
concerned about the impact of cars on their lives and on the environment than they were previously, there are 
better planning choices than to build the bypass.   

I believe that all of this kerfuffle about the bypass has more to do with the re-election prospects of members in 
the region that I live in than anything else.  It all started soon after members of the Liberal Party did not turn up 
in this place for a vote one day, and they were criticised at a meeting by members of their own party for not 
getting off their backsides and getting something done, so they have suddenly stirred into action all over the 
place.  I have to say they have run some pretty clever campaigns.  The only problem is that they have been very 
misleading.  They have put out documents saying that there is no problem in Fremantle, because the road will 
not go though any houses but will all go though wasteland.  I have some pictures that show that it will go 
through urban areas and destroy homes.  The western suburbs highway study shows that the majority of the road 
will go through urban developed areas.  We have also heard stories about how this road is imperative, otherwise 
we will end up with all these terrible spaghetti junctions.  We have also heard about how we cannot bring Roe 
Highway around to join up with the road through Bibra Lake and through the wetlands, as was planned by Mr 
Woodward - or whoever was the person who was employed by the Liberal Party to design that road, who did not 
care about wetlands at all.  Members opposite are concerned about that.  I believe that if they were sticking to the 
old model, in which Fremantle was the single choice for where freight would go in the future, that argument 
might have some validity.  However, that is no longer the case.  We know full well that the people who are now 
complaining are the very same people who expanded the industrial area and pushed for the expansion of the 
outer harbour in Cockburn Sound.  They know that the emphasis on traffic movements will now move further 
south.  In pushing for the bypass, members opposite have made some strange contortions to try to prove their 
point.  Those contortions include the arguments about the route of Roe Highway.  It is fine that there is a debate 
about where Roe Highway should go.  However, that debate should have an honest basis.  We have seen the 
lovely maps that they have put out, which are supposedly the official maps -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Put out by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, but what was rather dishonest about that debate is that members opposite did not put out 
the maps that showed these things that I will now show members.  This is a picture of the spaghetti junction at 
Clontarf Hill that the former Government was going to build.  This is a picture of the spaghetti junction that the 
former Government was going to build near Hamilton Hill High School.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  They were very concerned about the extra traffic on South Street.  This is a picture of the 
current road width in South Street.  This is a picture that the Melville City Council, the Liberal Party and Mr 
Aubrey, in particular, should show the people who live on South Street.  This is what they were planning to do.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The record cannot show what those photos are, so please tell us what you are holding up 
and where they came from. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I will table them so that members can look at them.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Please identify them so that we can require them to be tabled. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Seek leave to table them now. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No, we want to know whose they are, where they came from and whether they are 
genuine. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  The first one is a photograph that we got from the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure.  Likewise, we got the next one from the department, except that we took it off the computer, so 
we could not get the coloured version.  Some of these are direct photographs of the areas.  Obviously, because 
the road has not been built, these other photographs are -  

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is right.  They show the new roadworks. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  By whom were they done? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  To be honest, I got them from the library in my office.  I do not know.  However, they were 
in fact based upon - 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  They are scale projections of the changes that were proposed. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Is that a dinky car in that photograph? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No, it is not.  It is a Mitsubishi Magna, I think.  Another photograph shows where the trench 
will go through the White Gum Valley Primary School yards.  They also proposed - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who also proposed? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The member’s Government.  Hon Murray Criddle probably knows about these.  They show 
some of the proposed spaghetti junctions on Victoria Quay Road and Queen Street in Fremantle to access the 
port.  If members opposite are talking about spaghetti junctions - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Oh my goodness; look at that! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Please identify the document from which you are quoting. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  These were put together for the Government by the works and reserves and town 
planning committees.  I do have the official one, but not with me.  The one I have with me is not the official 
copy.  However, they are exactly the same pictures on the official copy.  I could not find the official one before I 
left. 

Point of Order 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The member needs a break for a minute. 

Hon Jim Scott:  No, he does not. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have asked the member to identify the thick document from which he is quoting. 

Hon Jim Scott:  I have told the member what they are. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, he has not.  He has just said that they are some papers from somewhere.  I want 
that document identified - not some others, but that one. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  I will table it.  I am happy to table these documents.  I will seek leave to table them all 
now so that Hon Simon O’Brien can look at them.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Hon Simon O’Brien has asked for the document to be 
identified. 
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  It is titled “Submission to Town of East Fremantle: Works & Reserves and Town Planning 
Committees: Port Access/Riverside Road”. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  By whom? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  When the bypass was put through Fremantle, the member’s Government set up a committee, 
with people such as - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Jim Scott has identified the document.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien wishes the document to be tabled, and I request that it be tabled at the end of Hon Jim Scott’s address.  
If we could have some silence, we could get through this a lot more quickly.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  There are a lot of documents on this matter.  There are letters between Richard Court and this 
group and between the council and this group, and so on.  There are many documents.  Eric Charlton’s name is 
on one of the documents. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  At least there is a bit of credibility attached to it. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am now holding up a photograph of Stock Road and Leach Highway.  However, guess who 
else was going to build an overpass there? 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Not a triple flyover. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The previous Government was going to build an overpass-underpass at Stock Road.  That 
group of people on the other side have been rushing around saying, “Oh my goodness, if we don’t build the 
eastern bypass, we will get this.”  We were going to get something similar to what is depicted in the photograph I 
am holding up anyway, plus something similar to what is depicted in the next few photographs I am holding up.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, and a selection of the wonderful drawings I am holding up show an approach onto 
Victoria Quay Road.  That is probably what those opposite are upset about.  Under the current Government, 
there will be only one spaghetti junction.  Under the Liberal Government there would have been four spaghetti 
junctions.  The previous Government far outdid the current Government.  The Opposition is so dishonest.  The 
whole debate has been dishonest from day one. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Yes, because you started it, so it would have been. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  It started a long time ago when a Liberal Party Premier did not want it going through his 
house.  That is what it amounts to. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Will you accept an interjection? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It depends how long it is.  I am happy to accept an interjection, and I am happy to table 
everything. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  This debate has been had and was decided with the disallowance.  I am seeking to examine 
the process using, as it happens, this metropolitan region scheme amendment process to do so.  I believe that the 
process was corrupted.  The question is not about all that you have argued before and we have argued together; it 
is about whether the end justifies the means.  That is what you and the Government have failed to address. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  I have heard the member. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have lost this debate, and you know it. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  No.  It is because you cannot come to grips with it, and you are trying to defend the 
indefensible. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  So what? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  I am glad to be able to get back into this debate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Members, if interjections continue at this rate, I will leave the Chair until 4.30 pm.  
Therefore, I suggest that members pay more attention, in a courteous manner, to the speaker with the call. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  Hon Simon O’Brien is asking for yet another 
investigation into this issue.  This time he is saying that he did not like the process.  I am saying that the process 
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was bad from the day the Fremantle eastern bypass was designed.  That is when it was bad - not the day it was 
taken off the metropolitan region scheme.  It should be struck off permanently because of the illegal process that 
went ahead in the first place.  It may not have been an illegal process, but it was certainly a corrupt process, 
whereby a person with a vested interest and power had the road reserve moved around his house.  That is on the 
record. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That is a filthy comment and you should withdraw it.  You do not know that at all.  I will 
show you a map of his house and where the road went. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I quoted what the engineer said. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You have said that about 15 times, and you are wrong! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  If he is wrong, I am wrong.  However, the Leader of the Opposition should ask him.  I have 
been quoting what he said. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I know where the line goes on the map.  I know where Sir Charles used to live. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, we know.  In those mock-ups that the Liberal Party did, everything was missing.  It was 
drawn out in the water to not upset people.  

Hon Norman Moore:  You take some scurrilous comments in a newspaper and take it as fact; you’re wrong 
again, as usual.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon Norman Moore:  Telling lies has never been a problem for you.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You should make Hon Simon O’Brien withdraw as well.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Obviously the honourable member opposite has a problem with the quote I read out.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I have a problem with you telling lies, Mr Scott! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The member has a problem with the quote I read out.  It was a quote - I did not change a 
single word.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You’ve said it about seven times, but you’ve never said where you got it from before. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, I did.  I have tabled it before.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You never have.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I remember it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You might - I don’t.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  There are some things that some people do not like to hear or see.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The real concern for the future is not the survival of the eastern bypass, but the efficiency 
with which the port of Fremantle is able to deal with loads.  Truck drivers told me at a meeting that their major 
problem is not going up and down the highway, or accessing the port, but the hold-up at the port.  Does Hon 
Simon O’Brien understand that point?  Truck drivers said that if that problem could be solved, their lives would 
be a lot easier.  It is the key to the matter.   

I am not happy with what the Government is doing in this area: I believe that the Government is allowing the rail 
reserve south of Fremantle, which is crucial to future plans, to be impinged upon by a development proposed at 
South Beach.  The Government needs to look at that matter closely.  A development has been allowed to 
impinge on that reserve.  Hon Barbara Scott has stated that we would like to see passenger rail travel south from 
Fremantle in the future.  I certainly would like to see that, too.  However, by allowing the rail reserve to be 
impinged upon, the Government is reducing its options in freight and passenger movement through that avenue, 
particularly as a certain amount of the coast will be eroded with rising sea levels from global warming.  We must 
be careful about protecting the reserves.  If the Government wants to protect the use of the port of Fremantle, 
that matter must be considered.  It is not too late to act, and to put in place a proper transport route to allow 
increased rail freight movements from Fremantle.  If not, the Government will force freight onto road.  Freight 
cannot be taken off road if sufficient rail capacity is not available.  
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As I said at the beginning of this debate - I will not take all my allocated time - the Fremantle eastern bypass has 
had more study and scrutiny than any other piece of road in Western Australia, including Servetus Street.  I do 
not support this motion.  I have seen the documentation outlining that, economically and environmentally, going 
ahead with the proposal supported by members opposite would be a bad idea; namely, building the Fremantle 
eastern bypass.  The only category in which members opposite had a win in that report was the argument that 
fewer accidents would result from using the bypass route.  On most other criteria, members opposite were losers.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That’s all right then!  How many people are going to die, Jim?  You are part and parcel of 
this conspiracy.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  In the same way that Hon Simon O’Brien has disagreed with some of the findings in that 
report, I disagree also: I do not believe that Main Roads and the Planning Commission have a full understanding 
of the amount of induced traffic to be created if the bypass were built.  More traffic means more accidents.  Most 
modern studies into traffic accidents indicate that more travelling leads to more accidents.  More traffic results in 
more travelling.  Therefore, the report is not correct in that regard; I disagree with it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why don’t you ban all motor cars? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am not saying that we should ban anything.  Hon Norman Moore has a black and white and 
square view of the world.  He cannot get out of his little box to understand that more complex planning can take 
place.   

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Hon Norman Moore is taking over from Sir Charles Court: he wants traffic taken away from 
Leach Highway near where he lives.  This is another stunt to try to draw the Liberal faithful behind the South 
Metropolitan Region members of the Liberal Party to make it look as though they are doing something.  They 
want to take us back to the future.  I do not support the motion.  I seek leave to table all my documents so they 
can be viewed by anyone with concerns about them.   

[See paper No 2229.] 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.57 pm]:  The motion to establish a select committee to inquire 
into the Fremantle eastern bypass reads -  

(1) A select committee of three members be established. 

(2) Chapter XXII of standing orders apply to the committee as if it were a committee established 
under that chapter. 

(3) The committee is to inquire into and report not later than 30 June 2004 on - 

(a) the adequacy or otherwise of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s review 
of the proposed Fremantle eastern bypass and the basis for recommending the 
deletion of the proposal as contained in MRS amendment 1055/33; 

The normal follow-on paragraph is included.  I was interested in listening to other members speak on this motion 
because members have not grasped the issue at all.  The amount of trade from the port of Fremantle into the 
industrial areas of Perth is growing.  Hence, this trade is being moved on the road network and beyond.  Unless 
we have that point clear in our minds, we will never solve access problems into the port.  The Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure outlined in a press statement of 31 March 2004 that because an annual TEU - 20-foot 
equivalent unit - figure of 30 000 can be expected by 2004, 100 trucks a day will be moved off the roads.  The 
growth rate in port activity is about 10 per cent.  Therefore, by that same date, 418 000 containers will be leaving 
the port of Fremantle each year.  The growth on that figure alone will be 10 000 extra containers each year.  That 
growth will outdo anything that is put in place with the rail network.  The fact is that the Government is not 
improving the road situation but it is making it worse. 

Hon Ken Travers:  On that basis do you support the fact that the Fremantle eastern bypass needs to be built in the 
next term of government?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Unless these projects are started and unless Governments get on with it and put 
planning in place, the issue - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Will you build it?  Do you support it being built under the next Parliament?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Ken Travers should listen to what I am saying.  The issue is whether the 
bypass should be removed from the planning scheme.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  You just said -   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is what the member is saying.  I am giving this speech.  If Hon Ken Travers 
listens, he might learn something.  He said earlier that the Government had a vision for the future.  It has no 
vision for the future because it is taking away its options.  This is the option for the solution into the future.  If 
that option is taken away, there will be no solution.  This Government has no vision at all.  The only thing it has 
done is to change the route of the passenger train into Perth to come down the freeway.  That is the only thing 
the Government has done.  From now forward it has no vision on anything.  It talks about the vision of freight on 
trains and so forth, but where is its vision?  It has none.  The only benefit received for freight concerns freight 
going into Esperance and places like that, which we put in place.  The Government has no vision for roads.  
Members should look at the Government’s road program.  There are 48 proposals for roads in the budget.  That 
is down from 110 last year.  The Government is going nowhere.  The only things it will build will be around the 
city.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You are supporting another road to be built in the city.  A fine country road spokesperson you 
are for the coalition!   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The road and rail network must carry a million containers by about 2015 when that 
port reaches full capacity.  Unless there is the capacity to carry that freight, what will the Government do?  It 
does not have the capacity to do that by rail, because the minister has said so.  Where will it put it?  Will it tell 
industry that there is no capacity to shift the freight, so it must stay in the port?  What will the Government do?  
Does the Government have any answers?  It does not have an answer for anything.  All that its members do is 
criticise the Opposition.  It does not have vision. 

Hon Ken Travers:  We have a vision for rail.  I want to know whether you support the building of the FEB in the 
next term of Parliament?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am telling Hon Ken Travers that the Fremantle eastern bypass reserve needs to 
stay in play so that any vision for the future can be put in place.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you support the building of the road?   

Hon Norman Moore:  Put him down!   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  Hon Murray Criddle has the call. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  This Government has no vision.  What we are saying - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  When I give the call back to the person on his or her feet, that 
does not mean that interjections can start up again.  Hon Murray Criddle has the call.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We need to undertake a strategic analysis of future requirements.  To back up the 
issue I am talking about, I will quote from the submission by the City of Canning, which states that the 
metropolitan region scheme put in place a road hierarchy.  It outlines -  

The FEB is classified as a Primary Regional Road in the Metropolitan Region Scheme.  Regional Roads 
form the top functional level in the Road Hierarchy.  They should carry all longer distance traffic to, 
from and across the urban area and link regional centres, industrial areas, airports, ports and defence 
installations.  Deleting the FEB from the MRS deletes a link in the overall strategic road network.  The 
combined network would link regional centres and freight nodes of Midland, Kewdale, Welshpool, 
Canning Vale & Fremantle Port.   

That is the point I was making.  The submission also states that the 1990 Metroplan identified - 

. . . the need for a network of designated freight corridors that will allow heavy road freight to move 
effectively through the region.  The FEB was prioritised for funding during the 2000/01 - 2003/04 
years.   

The submission also outlines that the 1991 road reserves review stated that the retention of the Fremantle eastern 
bypass link was recommended on the basis of its strategic importance within the regional road network.  The 
submission states - 

Similarly the RRR also states “Retention of the Roe Highway link west of Kwinana Freeway is 
recommended on the basis of its strategic importance in the Regional Road Network”.   
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I could go on and on.  The submission indicates that the Fremantle eastern bypass summary report stated that the 
FEB was the vital link in the integrated transport solution for the Perth metropolitan region scheme, and that by 
2001 the level of traffic on Fremantle streets would increase dramatically.  The metropolitan freight transport 
strategy involved the road network that we were putting in place to carry heavy transport around Perth.  It was a 
high, wide-load strategy, to support loads up to nine metres wide and nine metres high, so that industry could 
travel from the coast to the hinterland.  That was an absolute necessity.  That was pointed out to us.  We had 
$14 million in our budget to put that in place.   

Members should understand my requirement for some sort of review of the decision to delete the Fremantle 
eastern bypass from our plans.  That has been a tragic move.  We need to have a view for the future.  There is no 
view for the future.  We had a memorandum of understanding in place to work on the port at James Point.  There 
has been no progress on that whatsoever.  That was a view to the future.  That would have enabled private 
enterprise to become involved, there would have been competition between the ports, and we would have had the 
opportunity to reduce the cost to industry.  We need that.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You wasted $200 million on the other business.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Jim Scott would not understand what business is. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Wouldn’t I?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, I do not think he does.  I listened to him for half an hour.   

The competition between road and rail freight will keep prices down and keep industry well and truly viable.  
The establishment of a select committee to inquire into the Fremantle eastern bypass would be a handy 
mechanism to get to the bottom of all the planning issues that have been brought forward.  I have heard people 
say, and I agree, that we need to look at the process that was put in place and the alternatives that are around the 
place.  Some of the reports have been specifically and purposely redrafted time and again to support the 
Government’s position.  That is what Hon Simon O’Brien has been talking about.  That is the issue.  We want to 
know whether there has been a genuine process in place to come to this conclusion.  That is the issue on which 
we need to focus.  Hon Jim Scott focused on another road network that he thinks is very important.  I doubt the 
relevance of it.  All the time I was minister we did not have discussions on that road, so I do not know where the 
argument has come from now.  I do not think it is relevant.  It might have been relevant 15 or 20 years ago, but I 
do not see the relevance of it in recent times.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You took it off the books.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I do not see the relevance of it in recent times. 

I have made the point.  People need to consider the facts of this matter.  If something like a million containers 
are to come out of the Fremantle port by the time it reaches full capacity, infrastructure will need to be in place 
so that this does not impact on the western side of Fremantle, which is the coffee strip or the nice area to which 
people tend to go on the weekends.  I have seen them there and it is very pleasant.  We must remember that this 
area will continue to be very valuable to people from the point of view of enjoyment.  We need to protect that.  
Most importantly, we need to protect access to the port, so that industry can progress into the future.   

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [3.09 pm]:  Even in the most entertaining of presentations 
in this place some gems of wisdom are thrown up.  I appreciate the presentation of Hon Jim Scott, because it 
threw up a gem of wisdom relating to the history of this proposal.  While Hon Jim Scott was speaking, I was 
trying to recall when it all began.  When the debate on this so-called Fremantle bypass began, I was a resident of 
Fremantle in 1983.  During the mayoral election, I remember being lobbied by a faction that warned me that my 
house in Solomon Street, Fremantle would be threatened by the so-called Fremantle bypass.  In 1983 that was a 
very real political issue.  However, Hon Jim Scott reminded me that it went back much further than that.  It went 
back to the 1955 report titled, “Plan for the Metropolitan Region - Perth and Fremantle”; the so-called 
Stephenson report.  It is interesting to look at the Stephenson report of 1955, bearing in mind that this was a 
report planning ahead for Perth for 25 to 30 years.  By 1980 it was obsolete, and it was expected to be obsolete.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It actually talks more about population than time lines.  If I remember rightly, it talked about 
a population of one million or 1.2 million.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I think it accommodates the two.  We cannot have population projections 
without time lines, so the member is perfectly correct.  In any planning for residential or industrial development, 
roadways and infrastructure, of course we are talking about where people are going to live and work; we are 
talking about population growth.  However, we cannot talk about population growth as though the population is 
in some way isolated from the time and space in which it exists.  To say that the Stephenson report is just about 
population growth is far too simplistic.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  You suggested that it was purely about time, and I pointed out that it was also about 
population.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I am agreeing with the member.  I am saying that the report looked at 
population growth over time and presented a plan for 25 to 30 years anticipating the population growth in that 
time, and, as a consequence of that population growth and the growth of such things as the demand for public 
transport, the projected growth in the number of motor vehicles.  All of those things were taken into account in 
the Stephenson report.  However, in temporal terms it was projected on 25 to 30 years; from 1955 to 1980.  By 
1980 it was expected to be obsolete because it was predicting the future.  Regrettably, by 1990, time and 
population growth had superseded the Stephenson plan, but what the Stephenson plan -   

Hon Ken Travers:  The plan put into the metropolitan region scheme in the 1970s corridor plan was not the 
Stephenson plan. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, member!   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I know.  I am talking about the 1955 report, not the 1963 report.   

Hon Ken Travers:  By 1963, the Stephenson plan had already been superseded by the 1963 MRS, and then the 
1970 corridor plan superseded that.  They both changed it, but I agree that we should have stuck with the 
Stephenson plan of 1955.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  It is true to say that there was developmental progression and it was a 
progressively - 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Why does the member not be quiet while I finish my point.  Let me deal with 
the interjections.   

Yes, the plan was progressively modified by the 1963 MRS and subsequent emendations, and there must be 
emendations to any plan because population and its demands are not static, and the demands of the population 
rarely conform with expectations.  Any plan worth its salt builds into the plan the expectation of progressive 
modification, and that is what the Stephenson plan of 1955 was about.  However, in temporal terms, it had a 30-
year life span.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Let me finish my argument.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You are misrepresenting the plan.  It was a plan for a - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  If I am misrepresenting it, the member should please make a speech and put it 
on the public record.  I will go back to the Stephenson plan that talks about a projection of 25 to 30 years from 
1955.  In temporal terms, it was a plan with a 30-year forward projection.  I make the point that regrettably, since 
that plan, the population growth and the subsequent demands for infrastructure, including road, rail and 
transport, have not been planned in the same way.  I think it is fair to say that since 1990, we have had too much 
adhocery in planning, and those two terms are contradictory.  We cannot have ad hoc planning.  We can have 
either adhocery or planning.  Planning is based upon projections of what a person thinks -  

Hon Jim Scott:  What you want.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  No, what a person expects the population and its intended requirements will be 
over time, with the knowledge that the projections will not always be reliable.   

In the light of that, it is interesting to look at what the 1955 Stephenson report suggested in terms of road and 
rail, because this is what it is fundamentally about.  In the main, the proposal for roads has been realised.   

Hon Ken Travers:  His road network basically connected the major regional industrial centres.  He also had two 
rail systems, one north of Perth -  

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  It is that road network to which I wanted to draw attention.  When we look at 
the road network that Stephenson envisaged in -   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is effectively the Tonkin-Reid Highway network.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Not quite.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 2 June 2004] 

 p3257b-3277a 
Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Derrick 

Tomlinson 

 [15] 

Hon Ken Travers:  The plans are based on the concept of interconnection of the major regional and industrial 
centres, such as Kewdale, O’Connor, Kwinana and Malaga, which are all slightly different from where he 
proposed they would be, but the general principles are the same.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  In general terms, the member is correct because the four road systems to which 
he referred are fundamentally the road systems to which Stephenson put his mind.  

Hon Ken Travers:  That is the copy from the library.  The original map is no longer contained in it. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I know; it is not in it.  When I looked for a map of the entire scheme I had to go 
to the archives of Main Roads to get the 1963 diagrams.  It was illuminating to look at the 1963 diagrams. 

Hon Ken Travers:  There is a map. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Yes, but it is a sketch.  I was more interested in the detail at page 125.  It 
contains a summary of the proposals for the major regional roads.  One was the Perth to Kwinana highway.  That 
is in place.  Another was the Yanchep highway.  That is very roughly the Mitchell Freeway.  Another was the 
Beechboro to Gosnells highway, which is approximately, in notional terms, the Tonkin Highway.  Another was 
the Fremantle to Midland Junction highway. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The Roe Highway. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  No, it is not the Roe Highway.  The best a person could say is that it might be 
Leach Highway, but it is further south than Stephenson originally envisaged. 

Hon Ken Travers:  His was planned to run about eight miles south and north of the city. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Yes.  It is the Reid Highway.  Another proposal was Swan River drive.  I do not 
think that has ever been realised. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It was cancelled. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Another was the north perimeter highway.  That is represented by Reid 
Highway.  Another was the Burswood highway, which I would say is probably the extension of the Mitchell 
Freeway; that is, the Graham Farmer Freeway.  A further proposal was the Kwinana to Mundijong highway.  
That has not been realised; it was to connect Kwinana through Jarrahdale Road but there was no indication of 
where it would go.  On contemporary planning it is the link between Albany Highway, South Western Highway 
and Brookton Highway along the Jarrahdale hill to the extension of Mundijong Road into Kwinana.  Although 
two highways have not been realised, one has been cancelled, as was stated by the honourable member. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I think Bob Pearce got rid of Swan River drive. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do not know who got rid of it but a decision was made.  The other one, which 
has not yet been realised, is the Kwinana to Mundijong highway.  In all that, there is very little reference to any 
need for a highway or freeway south of Fremantle to Mandurah.  Certainly, Stephenson bent his mind to the need 
to connect the port of Fremantle, and Cockburn Sound as an extension of the port, with the Kwinana industrial 
area and the projected rail terminal in what he called Belmont-Welshpool.  It is now the Kewdale freight 
terminal.  He saw a freight line connecting Midland Junction with the Kewdale freight terminal and going from 
there to the port of Fremantle.  That is the fundamental principle, although not the exact concept, that underlies 
our major road network.  However, it does not extend to the rail system because Stephenson had different 
propositions for rail.  He suggested a railway, which I have just described, that would, as the major freight rail 
route, connect Fremantle port with what was then the major industrial area and Midland Junction and then go 
beyond that to the rural hinterland and the goldfields.  When it comes to the question of passenger rail, I think 
Stephenson would have agreed with some of the sentiments of Hon Jim Scott and the need to accommodate the 
growing population pressure on the Perth central business district and the consequences of that if we were to rely 
entirely on private or public motor transport.  The situation would be untenable.  Stephenson argued for two 
additional passenger railways.  One was to serve the north west and the other to serve the north east.  The north 
west railway was to depart from the Perth to Fremantle line near Daglish, skirt around Reabold Hill and up past 
City Beach approximately five to six miles from the coast. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It was Herdsman Lake, Innaloo and pretty much up Marmion Avenue.  He saw Perth being 
capped at Whitfords. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Yes, at Whitfords.  It now goes further than that; it goes to south Geraldton or 
something like that.  To serve the north east, he envisaged a railway departing from about Bassendean to service 
the projected growth areas of Morley, Beechboro and so on. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Back into what would now be Malaga. 
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  He did make reference to a loop but he did not describe the possible nature of 
that route in the same way that he did for the north east and north west passenger railways. 

We are now discussing the Fremantle eastern bypass.  It was not a major part of his plan because Stephenson did 
not project the population growth in the south west corridor of Rockingham to Mandurah and, increasingly, from 
Canning Bridge south through Cannington, North Lake and into Wellard.  There is enormous population growth 
pressure in that area; hence, the argument for complementary road and rail transport.  Historically, it is 
interesting.  However, when it came to the question of Fremantle, he talked about the importance of regional 
roads.  It is interesting to note at page 125 that Stephenson wrote in 1955 - 

Among the new roads proposed in this category - 

That is, important regional roads - 

will be one running approximately North and South and about two miles inland from the coast to afford 
a fairly direct route through the extensive residential areas between Hamersley and Claremont. 

He then referred to a further important improvement through the redesigning of Hampton Road, Fremantle and 
its extension northwards via Ord Street to Queen Victoria Street.  That was to take the pressure of traffic from 
the Fremantle city centre.  Those are 1955 concepts.  Since Stephenson made those projections, we have 
experienced growth in the south east corridor that some people did not anticipate.  The plans of the old 
Department of Planning show 20, 30 and 40-year projections.  When looking at those projections it can be seen 
that the planners anticipated that.  For those of us who exist only in the present, it was not anticipated.  I can 
recall Sir Charles Court talking about a Mandurah to Bunbury conurbation.  I thought that was an amazing 
proposition.  He said he could foresee a time when the coastal strip between Mandurah and Bunbury would be a 
strip of urbanisation, or, in the language of the day, a conurbation.  A series of major regional centres would link 
to become an almost continuous urban environment.  It would be like the Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania conurbation 
between two major cities.  As this population growth takes place along with industrial growth in the south east 
corridor, with people living where they work or choosing to live where they will have ready access to work by 
either public or private transport, there is the need for infrastructure to service that population.  That is what we 
have had since 1990, but not with the same degree of forward planning proposed by the Stephenson report. 

Some of the planning decisions based on very sound planning principles by people who now would inhabit the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure are frustrated by political decisions.  I will provide a simple example: 
the Perth to Darwin highway termination, which was intended to be built in 1989.  It was funded in that year 
from federal bicentennial road funds.  The proposal was for an extension of Tonkin Highway over the Gnangara 
mound to the west of the Pearce air ordnance site, and along the coast, linking eventually with the Brand 
Highway.  That proposal was untenable, because it crossed the Gnangara mound.  In spite of the engineers 
saying that they could solve that problem at a price, that price was unrealistic.  Water, and the protection of that 
ground water supply, was a higher priority.  So they looked at alternatives.  One was an extension of Lord St; 
another was the current Great Northern Highway; and a third was a new road to the east of the railway in the 
Swan Valley.  The preferred location was the road east of the railway line in the Swan Valley, to connect with 
the Great Northern Highway, the Roe Highway, and the so-called orange route of the rerouting of Great Eastern 
Highway.  In terms of Stephenson’s plan for the major road network for Perth, it was a very sensible plan, 
because it fed naturally into the major economic heavy transport roads of the Perth metropolitan area.  It did not 
go ahead, simply because of political interference.  It was an election year, and the Government responded to a 
great deal of political pressure and withdrew that highway.  Now, in 2004, we are still arguing about the route of 
that highway.  It has not been built, and there is no money in the four or five-year forward projections for it.  
What was in engineering and town planning terms a perfectly defensible decision, was scrapped for political 
reasons.  

A similar argument about the Fremantle bypass, as far as I recall, has been going on since 1983.  That is the limit 
of my experience of it, but it has obviously been going on for much longer than that.  It was without doubt linked 
to what is now called the West Coast Highway, and the political lobbying and the decision about Servetus Street.  
It has not yet been resolved, because members will know that West Coast Highway fizzles out and goes 
nowhere, whereas it was intended to link, via the Stirling traffic bridge, with the Fremantle bypass.  What is the 
political problem here?  When there is no forward planning of 25 to 40 years foresight, and ad hoc planning 
decisions are made, inevitably those planning decisions come into conflict with existing land use, in particular, 
residential use.  In the case of the Perth to Darwin highway termination, it was in conflict with the values of the 
Swan Valley, and it was changed.  With the Fremantle bypass we are talking about a conflict between road 
traffic and residential uses.  Without doubt, 60 per cent of that road traffic will be heavy industrial haulage, and 
40 per cent will be commuter traffic.  That will certainly vary at times of the day.  Between 7.00 am and 
9.00 am, and between 4.00 pm and 6.00 pm, commuter traffic will be more like 90 per cent, but overall, a 60-40 
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split can be projected.  That sort of traffic is an intrusion into the ambience of residential areas, and as soon as a 
conflict of that kind arises, it becomes a political issue, about which a political decision must be made.  In the 
case of the Fremantle bypass, we have seen a series of political decisions, contrary, in some instances - notably 
in the decisions of this Government - to good planning. 

Sensible planning would recognise that there will be a conflict between engineering values and urban 
environmental ambience values.  However, good engineering solutions can resolve those conflicts.  I see that 
Hon Jim Scott raised his eyebrows.  He should consider the Northbridge tunnel.  It is there because the highway 
was intended to cut right through the middle of Northbridge.  To protect Northbridge, the sensible thing to do 
was to put the highway under the ground.  There is then no intrusion into Northbridge.  There are engineering 
solutions, but they require a bit of political will.  In the case of the Fremantle bypass, because a local member 
made a promise to his constituents, political will has superseded good forward planning.  Let us not make any 
bones about it - the decision has been made.  The reservation has been removed from the metropolitan region 
scheme by a majority decision of this Parliament, in support of a political decision by members of the 
Government.  

This select committee will ask one question; namely, to what extent was that political decision influenced by 
proper process, or to what extent was it influenced by improper process.  I can recall a former Commissioner of 
Police, Bob Falconer, saying to police officers time and time again that if they are honest, they have nothing to 
fear from the Anti-Corruption Commission.  The only people who have anything to fear from an external 
oversight are those who have something to hide.  If the Government is confident that the processes of this 
political decision making, which overturned a 40-year plan, or a 50-year plan, or whatever it was, were honest, 
open and aboveboard, it has nothing to fear.  Those who support the Government likewise should have a clear 
conscience, because they too have nothing to fear.  Yes, we can all point to decisions in the past about roads 
going through this person’s house or through that person’s house.  Those decisions belong in the past.  If there 
was impropriety in those decisions, that should have been exposed in the past.  If there is impropriety in this 
decision now, it should be exposed now.  If the Government has nothing to hide, then it should have nothing to 
fear.  Any Government that opposes the establishment of a select committee of the Parliament to scrutinise its 
decisions and its decision-making processes has something to hide.  If the Government has nothing to hide, it 
will vote for the motion.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.42 pm]:  I thank members for their contribution to the debate.  
I particularly acknowledge, because they were the most recent, the comments of Hon Derrick Tomlinson, who in 
his very perceptive speech summed up what this motion is all about by saying that Governments that do not want 
their own processes to be scrutinised, even as a matter of course, have something to hide.  That is what this 
motion is all about.  A lot of things have been said, from a range of viewpoints, about railways and so on.  I will 
respond to that in a moment.  I want to focus on what this motion is all about.  To do that, in the first instance it 
is probably easier to respond to those members who do not want to talk about what this motion is really all about 
but who seem to think that this motion is all about where people live, or about our personal preference for where 
roads should go, or about whether we should have roads at all, or about whether a road was proposed to go past 
Charlie Court’s house in the 1950s, or about whether a road is proposed to go past any other people’s house in 
the noughties.  This motion, as the Leader the Opposition indicated in his speech on the last sitting day when we 
had the opportunity to benefit from his input, is not about any of that.  This motion is about planning.  That was 
echoed today in the speeches by Hon Derrick Tomlinson and Hon Murray Criddle, who understand, as did the 
architects of the 1959 Act, that we need to have a regional planning process, founded in law and contained in 
statute, that will guide the long-term planning processes in our State, and most particularly in the metropolitan 
region.  That is the reason for the Act.  The reason for the Act is to ensure that the planning decisions that are 
made are for the benefit of the entire State and every sector within it, whether it be residential, industrial, 
commercial, transport or whatever.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Or the environment. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, or the environment, and so that people can have confidence that the planning 
process is not dependent upon local partisan attitudes at the expense of the overall planning process.  That is 
what the motion is all about.  Hon Murray Criddle and Hon Norman Moore understand that.  I think Hon Ken 
Travers understands that, even though he pretends not to.  That is what this motion is all about.  It is not about 
whether a person has managed to become a councillor at the City of Fremantle because he wants to stop a road 
from going past his house.  It is not about whether a person is a Greens member and has a fundamental 
philosophical objection to the building of roads, even though Hon Jim Scott and others in his household have 
cars and use them every day.   

Hon Jim Scott:  We have no option.   
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Hon Norman Moore:  Why not catch a train from Fremantle to Perth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Do not mention the Fremantle railway!  This motion is not about that.  This motion is 
about whether the process that is laid down in law - a process that, I might add, Hon Jim Scott would be reaching 
for to sustain any argument that he had, if that was convenient, and rightly so - was corrupted in this particular 
case.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order!  The parliamentary secretary and the Leader of the 
Opposition will come to order.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.   

During my opening remarks in support of this motion, I referred to a number of documents, some of which have 
previously been tabled in this place, and others of which I referred to afresh.  I have provided those documents 
for members to examine.  The documents that I have tabled show a manipulation of the process, recorded in 
black in white.  That was supported by a reference to former debates in this very Chamber in which I told the 
House, in advance, that some of these documents were being manipulated.  During that debate I described the 
actual blocks of print in those documents that had been doctored; and, lo and behold, in due course those very 
documents, doctored as I suggested they would be, were produced by the Government.  I did not produce those 
documents; the Government did.  Those documents had been manipulated, and that was one of the things that -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Say that with a straight face.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Say that outside the House.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have.  That is one of the things that leads us to ask what is going on here.   

In the course of my argument, I took the House through the process laid down in section 33 of the Act.  Do 
members know what?  I think I was the only member who referred to that process.  That is what this motion is 
all about.  The Government did not refer to any of those matters.  It did not refer or respond to my allegations 
that documents had been manipulated or rewritten - people can call it what they will.  It did not respond or even 
touch upon my allegations that the process was corrupted by political interference from the very start and that the 
Western Australian Planning Commission felt that it had to come to heel.  I demonstrated, again by reference to 
actual documents - not what someone reckoned, thought or imagined happened back in 1955, but by reference to 
actual current working documents - that there had been interference to cause the WA Planning Commission, in 
the course of carrying out its statutory responsibilities under section 33 of the Act, to revise its recommendations 
to government by 180 degrees and to turn no into yes, for no reason other than that it was the political will of the 
Australian Labor Party Government that it do so. 

We have seen the minutes of that body, which show that people involved with it objected to that.  In one case, a 
person even demanded that his or her name be recorded in dissent.  There is plenty of evidence to show that 
professional officers have been compromised regarding the advice that they must provide to government.  I 
believe that they have a story to tell, and I would like to hear it.  Therefore, I challenge the Government, and in 
particular the Greens (WA) on the cross benches, to take the punt, do what they would like to do, which is to see 
me with some egg on my face, and examine the processes.  Let us get some witnesses to speak about what has 
really happened - unless the Government has something to hide. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You have got a hide.  Say that with a straight face. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am saying it with a deadly straight face. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  But not deadly serious. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  And deadly serious as well.  The minister can tell that from my demeanour.  He might 
think this is a joke because the Government has the numbers.  However, I have produced documentary evidence 
that gives rise to the impression that the process laid down in law has been corrupted, and that needs to be 
investigated.  This is the House of Parliament that needs to investigate that.  However, ALP members, who of 
course must toe the party line, and little parliamentary secretaries, who must toe their minister’s line, cannot 
accept that.  I understand that, having been a government backbencher myself.  What I cannot comprehend is 
how the Greens can abandon the principles they claim to have and say that they will not look into this because it 
might be inconvenient to them - because the end justifies the means.  That has now been said, and it has been 
debated. 

Let me restate the situation in summary.  Over a period I have brought forward to this House these concerns, 
backed up by a range of documents, some of them official and some of them unofficial.  Have my concerns been 
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satisfied?  No.  The Government, through the parliamentary secretary, has made no reference to any of the 
matters that I have raised.  It has preferred to talk about other things.  However, the issues that I have raised are 
not the only symptom that all is not well.  I think Hon Murray Criddle referred to a document that I did not even 
have to hand when I moved this motion. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  Where did Hon Murray Criddle get it from? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Where did he get what from? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  The document. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  He got it from the author of the document, which was the City of Canning. 

Hon Ken Travers:  As the coalition transport spokesperson, shouldn’t he be handling this debate? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is not about transport, is it?  Hon Ken Travers cannot seem to understand that.  
However, I will come back to Hon Ken Travers in a minute to help stroke his ego a little. 

The document to which I am referring is the submission to the WAPC in connection with the metropolitan 
region scheme amendment about which we are talking.  It was one of 9 700 submissions given in good faith.  
Does the Government think that the City of Canning is a credible and non-partisan body?  I know that the 
Government does not like the City of Melville, but what about the City of Canning?  Will it squeak up now? 

Hon Ken Travers:  It has certainly improved since you were on the council. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Does the Government support the City of Canning?  Does it think it is a credible body?  
It gave a submission, and it goes through the various matters.  It is a comprehensive submission, as one would 
expect from a major local government.  It refers to the assessment reports and a range of different reports.  Some 
of them were quoted from selectively by Hon Jim Scott from time to time.  However, taken either individually or 
in their totality, the City of Canning made a number of points, in summary, about this matter.  I did not see this 
document until I visited the City of Canning on Monday with Hon Murray Criddle and others.  The submission 
states - 

The assessment reports appear to have been specifically and purposely re-drafted time and time again to 
support the Government’s position.  The reports are based upon flawed options and on numerous 
assumptions and qualifications made by the Consultants and have lost their credibility as objective 
assessments. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Who said that? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The City of Canning, which is a major local government that clearly, as a direct result 
of this process, has lost faith in the process.  It re-emphasised that to the coalition when it visited the City of 
Canning as recently as Monday.  That was the number one thing it wanted to talk about.  Hon Norman Moore 
was there, as was Hon Barry House. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That is all anybody wants to talk about in those southern suburbs right now.  The Labor 
Party is absolutely on the nose. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have limited time.  It is a question of whether this Parliament is concerned about the 
independence of the advice given by what should be an independent statutory authority.  Again I assert the right 
of this Government - the Gallop Labor Government - if it wants to, acting in concert with its leftie mates, the 
greenies in this House, to use its numbers to push through whatever measures it wants to push through this 
Parliament, and it can wear the political kudos or the political brickbats that will accrue to it as a result of that.  
However, members opposite are not entitled to have recourse to one of this Parliament’s statutes to state that 
they will go down a path as laid down in law, yet attempt to pervert that process to get a predetermined outcome.  
If any State should have learnt to watch out for Governments that want to improperly influence such assessment 
processes, it should be Western Australia.  It should have learnt that a long time ago.  However, this Government 
appears to be going down the same path again.  It has nothing to do with whether Hon Jim Scott does not want a 
road passing near his house in Annie Street, Beaconsfield - 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Let us talk about beating up issues out of nothing.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  You should not do so in your right of reply.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am responding to the parliamentary secretary. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The member is hopeless!  He has no comprehension about what is being spoken about 
here.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers did not want to talk about the matters I mentioned, which is a grave 
weakness in the Government’s position.  He did not want to talk about the issues involved.  He parroted the 
Government’s line, which is what parliamentary secretaries who think they have some future like to do.  
Therefore, the Einstein of the upper House, the intellectual giant, my good friend the parliamentary secretary, 
thought he would be very clever and pick up on some line that Hon Norman Moore used in his compelling and 
superlative contribution to this debate. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You’ll go a long way, mate!   

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Please stop interjecting, members; Hansard needs to record the Leader’s observations!   

The comment to which I refer was about railways.  Page 2737 of Hansard reports Hon Ken Travers’ speech 
from Wednesday, 12 May 2004.  There were numerous interjections from me in particular and from Hon Peter 
Foss.  You are not getting paid enough, Madam Deputy President, to have to cope with all this.  Nonetheless, a 
lot of interjections were made, which was not surprising given the nonsense Hon Ken Travers spoke on that day.  
He wanted to talk about everything except the motion before the Chair.  He talked about railways.  He spoke for 
a while, and was trying to wind up opposition members no doubt.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It works every time.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, it does - I am responsive, unlike this Government.  Hon Ken Travers said - 

. . . a previous Labor Government reopened the Fremantle to Perth line.  That was a great decision that 
even members opposite now would not disagree with.  Do they still support the closure of the line? 

Hansard records me interjecting and saying “yes”.  It was not, as the member said earlier, that we were asked 
whether we supported the line and I said no; it was whether we supported the closure of the line and I interjected 
yes.  I clarify this matter.  That was an interjection during Hon Ken Travers’ speech.  This is now my speech.  
The member referred to that incident today.  The Liberal Party is not about to shut the Fremantle line in 
February.  That did not stop me being a bit obtuse, as we sometimes are in this place when interjections are 
made.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!    

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Therefore, I was bemused when Hon Ken Travers chased off to his minister, as the 
cheerful little puppy he is, and said, “Look what’s come out in Hansard; we can use this.”  The member does not 
want to talk about whether the process has been corrupted.  He thought something could be put out saying the 
Liberals will shut the Freo line.  As I said by way of interjection earlier today, one of the reasons that Hon Ken 
Travers is six foot, five - 

Hon Ken Travers:  Six foot, eight, if you don’t mind - with my shoes on. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is that right?  They could not get that much nonsense into a smaller receptacle.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They managed it in your case!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They did!  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The member’s brain is so far away from his other bits that he does not know when his 
leg is being pulled.  Dare I say that he would not know whether his backside was on fire half the time?  That is 
not the Liberal position.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You’ve been told off, haven’t you?   
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  I have not been told that.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You’ve been told off.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have not.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You should’ve been.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the member.  That is the point.  Interjections are picked up in a greater or lesser 
pattern by Hansard.  Sometimes they are picked up -  

Hon Ken Travers:  You’re blaming Hansard now! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  Just shut up for a minute and listen! Hon Ken Travers is quite incapable of closing 
his mouth and listening for a second.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You didn’t interject at all, did you?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Of course not.  Sometimes interjections are recorded, sometimes they are not at all, and 
sometimes the words are not taken down, but the fact that someone has interjected is rendered.  The point is that 
an interjection is not a speech or the occasion of a policy announcement.  I did say what Hansard recorded - I 
said yes and it is in the permanent record.  The Hansard reporter did not hear me say under my breath to whoever 
was sitting behind me something along the lines of, “Yes, we’ll shut it first thing on Monday morning.”  It was 
something flippant.  They are the sort of flippant remarks made in this place by Hon Ken Travers as much as 
anyone else.  That is why I am surprised that the substance of public debate has been reduced to finding some 
interjection.  That shows the lack of debate from the Government’s side on this matter.  Interjections have been 
made on my speech disagreeing with my comments.  Let me prove my point with an example from the same 
debate - the debate in progress now.  I draw member’s attention to two things.  First, page 2726 of Hansard 
reports my speech for which I take responsibility - I was in fine form, I might add - and I wrapped up a particular 
exchange by stating -   

The report itself, which is reproduced in the final report, clearly and unequivocally finds that MRS 
amendment No 1055/33 should most certainly not proceed.   

Hon Jim Scott then interjected “Hear! Hear!”  Why did the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure not get all 
excited and put out a press release stating that Hon Jim Scott reckons the Fremantle eastern bypass should be 
reinstated?  That is what the permanent record of Hansard shows, and will show forever.  Why not?  It was 
hardly a substantial comment.  People have to be there with interjections.  Obviously, Hon Jim Scott was being 
flippant, and I would not present it as anything else.  

The best example of the lot was from this same debate when Hon Ken Travers interjected on my speech.  I was 
discussing the content of web sites.  I refer to page 2723 of Hansard.  I will quote the interjection that was made 
upon me by Hon Ken Travers, who is being so sanctimonious about it!  We will ask him whether he really meant 
what he said or whether he was just being flippant, and whether I am making a bit of a fuss by bringing it to 
members’ attention.  He interjected -   

I wonder if the federal Liberal Party site is linked to that terrorist George Bush? 

That was just a stupid remark.  It was made off the cuff and nobody would take any notice of it.  I assure Hon 
Ken Travers that I will not publicly go out and challenge -  

Hon Ken Travers:  You are welcome to. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Let’s challenge Mark Latham. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  All right, I will.  If the member wants me to, we will do that.  Let us ask Mark Latham 
and Dr Geoff Gallop whether it is the Labor Party view that the President of the United States is a terrorist.  Why 
are we entitled to ask that? I do not think it, but I am encouraged to.  We are entitled to do so because it is in 
Hansard!   

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich had not been away on urgent parliamentary business, she 
would have heard the diatribe from her mate on her left.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I wasn’t away on urgent parliamentary business.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should dry up and wait until she has seen the Hansard before 
saying that she does not know where this is going. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 2 June 2004] 

 p3257b-3277a 
Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Derrick 

Tomlinson 

 [22] 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Don’t pick on me because I am a woman!   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Oh, go on!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Madam Deputy President, I would never pick on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich because she is 
a woman.  I pick on her because she is a motormouth.   

Our side has proposed that a select committee be established.  A range of evidence has been presented in support 
of doing so.  In response, the Government has completely ignored and failed to address any of the matters of 
substance that I raised.  Its members preferred to talk about anything but those matters.  If the matters I raised 
were somehow contrived, false or lacking in substance, or the documents were forgeries, a figment of the 
imagination or not official documents, or there were some other argument against having an investigation, why 
did the government spokesperson - there is only one - not tell us that?  He did not say that about a scrap of them.  
He could not say one relevant word in defence of the matters that were raised.  What is the House to conclude 
from that?  The House can surely conclude, as Hon Derrick Tomlinson put it, that the Government has 
something to hide.  If these were simple matters and without basis, as the Government would have us believe, 
that could easily have been shown in debate here.  However, the government spokesperson did not even want to 
talk about it but spoke instead about terrorist web sites or shutting the Fremantle railway line or whatever.  That 
shows that the Government cannot address those matters and that there is something to hide and something 
rotten to be dug out.  This is a referendum about not only the loyalty of ALP backbenchers but also the integrity 
of the Greens (WA) and whether its members think the end justifies the means or whether they want to get to the 
bottom of the corruption of government practices.  I commend the motion to the House.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -   

Ayes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch  
Hon Peter Foss Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  
 

Noes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Jim Scott Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Ken Travers  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Murray Criddle Hon Tom Stephens 
 Hon Ray Halligan Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Alan Cadby Hon Louise Pratt 

Question thus negatived.   

Sitting suspended from 4.17 to 4.30 pm 
 


