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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [5.04 pm]: Before question time, we were talking about the 
A-grade of this government in terms of efficiency and seeking to ram this piece of legislation through the house, 
with very little accompanying evidence or analysis—in fact, none at all. I want to reiterate a comment that I made 
before question time about a very important piece in the minister’s second reading speech — 

The next stage of the process, after the bill has passed, will take place through a standard metropolitan 
region scheme amendment to engage on rezoning the remaining 84 hectares of land located to the west 
of North Lake Road that is currently designated as a primary regional road. 

Clearly, the government has designs to convert this land into something else. Clearly, the government has a plan. 
I will ask questions in Committee of the Whole on this bill. Has the government been approached by any developers, 
for example? Has the minister had any discussions with any of these developers who seem to have a straight-line 
door to see the minister? We now have these very efficient powers at play. We saw that in the most recent answer 
to the question about the Cottesloe development. That development does not conform with the planning scheme. 
There have been many months and even years of agonising, involving local community feedback and consideration 
of all the planning matters, which came up with a five-storey limit, and suddenly a recommendation has gone to the 
Western Australian Planning Commission, which will be considered this week, for a seven-storey development. 
This seems to be the efficiency with which the government is operating. 
There is a much bigger picture at play in relation to this particular matter. Unlike the Cottesloe example, which is 
worth $22 million and is apparently so important for the COVID-19 recovery and for the economy, the development 
that is proposed to be killed off with this bill is absolutely, vitally important for both the economy and investment 
in Western Australia. We know that the commonwealth has offered to put $1.2 billion worth of investment into the 
development of Roe 8–Roe 9. We know that huge benefits will flow in transport efficiency, environmental outcomes, 
port efficiency and the economy. There will also be benefits to road safety through lives being saved and fewer 
people being hospitalised due to accidents. 
This is a very important piece of infrastructure that is absolutely vital to be retained. The government wants to 
break it up, instead of going through the process. As members know, I am a strong advocate of going through the 
process. Members on the other side seem to say no, we do not want process. There is a process to deal with this 
in a considered way. That process is called a major scheme amendment through the metropolitan region scheme. 
That is outlined in part 4 of the Planning and Development Act. It is for David Caddy, the chair of the Western Australian 
Planning Commission, and his team to go through the process and undertake a proper and thorough consideration 
of this matter. Section 41 of the Planning and Development Act outlines a considered approach involving a full 
public interest test and public submissions. It states — 

Subject to Division 4, the Commission is to adopt the procedure set out in this Division for submitting 
and obtaining approval of any region planning scheme or amendment to a region planning scheme … 

This independent body, which is full of experts, could go through the process, and look at the full length of the 
road reservation and do a thorough analysis, which I understand would take about two years. 
That is well within the time frame of the life of this government and the forty-first Parliament. The process could 
potentially involve, with the minister’s consent, public submissions. The transport industry could lodge a submission. 
Even the Maritime Union of Australia could lodge a submission—I am sure it would love to—because it has some 
concerns about the changes happening in Fremantle. A number of bodies would like to be involved in the proper 
process that is outlined in the Planning and Development Act, which governs the process in which we can change 
the dynamic and living document called the metropolitan region scheme. This document has set the standard for 
the development of metropolitan Perth to be one of the best laid-out cities in the world, with proper road networks, 
which are now being taken advantage of by the government in terms of, for example, the development of Metronet. 
The government would not have been able to develop Metronet were it not for the fantastic work of the 
Stephenson–Hepburn plan in the metropolitan region scheme of 1963. It is not out of date. It is not old fashioned. 
It is not something that should just be wiped out with an amendment by a bill in this place, which will take out 
a small section of road so that the government can put through a minor scheme amendment. This process will 
start conversations about market-led proposals, I assume, or a whole range of things that might go on, and start 
development on the rest of that vital piece of land that is set aside for infrastructure. In terms of the Fremantle 
eastern bypass, it is deja vu. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 3 August 2021] 

 p2157b-2179a 
Hon Neil Thomson; Hon Tjorn Sibma; Hon Brian Walker; Hon Stephen Pratt; Hon Wilson Tucker; Hon Klara 

Andric; Hon Brad Pettitt; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Kate Doust; Hon James Hayward; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [2] 

The sections in part 4 of the Planning and Development Act refer to all the processes that need to be undertaken over 
the two-year period. Public submissions will be sought by the Western Australian Planning Commission. A lot of 
work that is not in the act is undertaken by experts within the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage, including 
consultation with our key agencies such as Main Roads. Where is Main Roads mentioned in the second reading 
speech? It is not mentioned. I wonder what the Main Roads people are thinking about this issue? I can tell members 
what they are thinking about: they are very unhappy about it because they know that this will completely destroy 
the future transport and logistics tasks that Western Australia has to undertake as we move from 750 000 20-foot 
or equivalent units at Fremantle port—I do not have the numbers because I am not a part of the government, but 
I have seen reports over the years—to up to two million 20-foot or equivalent units, potentially, out of the inner 
harbour. We have this reference to the outer harbour and I will get to that in more detail because that is another 
issue. All the people I have talked to over the years suggest that the inner harbour will need to be a working port 
for a lot longer than 10 years. That issue is worthy of consideration—certainly through the Committee of the Whole 
House stage of this bill. It will be great to have all that information on hand, laid out with some evidence, rather 
than just saying, “We’re just going to build this port down in Kwinana and it’s going to take care of all the issues. 
You don’t have to worry about this road. We will use not only the environmental pretext of the Beeliar wetlands; 
we will also put through a minor amendment to the act and change the land use on the rest of the land.” What is the 
purpose of that change to the metropolitan region scheme on the rest of that land? Will it be zoned as urban? Will 
we see some high-rise buildings down there, maybe, with some of the developer mates of the Labor Party? I would 
like to ask that question during the Committee of the Whole House because that is a worry. 
If the Labor government and the Minister for Planning were genuine, they would get Mr David Caddy to do a major 
scheme amendment, get all his experts and bring all the materials here to table in this place so we could examine 
and consider the evidence on this matter. There are so many things to consider. Unfortunately, it is left to a much 
diminished opposition. By the way, if government members think that they have a mandate for this development, 
that is certainly not the case; they do not have a mandate. People clearly voted on COVID, but this is not about 
Roe 8–Roe 9. I want to highlight this issue, because I hope the voting public gets an understanding of what is 
coming its way. Splitting this activity—having a bill for this small section of road reserve that will take it out of the 
system—gives the opportunity to undertake a minor amendment on the rest of the bill and not go through a proper 
process on the whole lot. If the government did a proper assessment of the roads from Beeliar to Fremantle, it would 
come up with a very different answer. The sorts of things that would normally be undertaken in a full assessment 
include transport modelling. We would have that assessment tabled in this place with an understanding of how that 
will impact the transport task. Instead, it is left up to people like me, here in this place, with 37 minutes to go, to 
try to explain, by going on the web, the sorts of things that might impact on the people of Western Australia. 
Main Roads has a very good tool called Traffic Map, which states how many trucks and cars go down Leach Highway 
and South Street. These are very busy roads. South Street has 49 739 movements of traffic every day and 8.1 per cent 
of that are trucks. It is a massively busy road. Leach Highway has 50 139 traffic movements a day and, of those, 
12.5 per cent are trucks. That is roughly 10 000 truck movements every day. Where are most of those trucks 
going? I am sure that a lot of them disperse across Perth, but many of them head to our major ports—our major 
infrastructure—in Western Australia. The time delays that those trucks endure by stopping and starting, the extra 
carbon emissions that they emit from starting their engines and having cars cut in on them are all things that should 
have been considered when consulting with the transport industry and the trucking industry. Instead, we have this 
three-page bill. We will just do this other activity. We will just chop it out! We will then do a minor amendment 
without the proper analysis because there will not be a road to build! Therefore, the “with v without” scenario will 
not mean that as we remove that other section we are actually comparing a road with whatever we are doing, because 
we have killed off the possibility of a road, effectively, by using this bill to block it. I am not so sure about that. 
I put that to members because I hope that when Mr Caddy does his analysis with his learned friends, he makes 
a proper assessment and undertakes a major amendment. It should be a major amendment because there is still 
a possibility of a road—we do not even know! I would like to see some engineering assessment here about the 
possibility of, for example, preserving the wetlands if it is that important. Those wetlands are obviously something 
of concern to a number of people, and I think that everybody in this place would agree that wetlands are important. 
But, maybe, a tunnel could have been built under that section of wetlands and the rest of the road could still be 
used as a major transport network. But, no; we will not do that—not at all! Instead, we will do this next stage of 
the process that was laid out by the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Planning. After the bill has 
passed, we will go through a standard metropolitan region scheme amendment to engage on rezoning the remaining 
84 hectares. The government has already laid it on the table. I say to the developers out there: get your market-led 
proposals in now, guys. Get out there and go and talk to the minister. Go and have your quiet meetings on the side. 
Start making it happen, because it has already been flagged.  
This is not about the environment, and I will tell members why it is not. When we take into account the environmental 
balance on this, it is clearly not about the environment. This is just part of the process of getting more land into 
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the hands of the developer mates of the Labor Party. There is no analysis. I would like to see an analysis done. 
Let us look at the transport task and see some analysis on this. Safe Rates is a great website to visit to undertake 
a proper cost–benefit analysis on why this road should or should not exist. It outlines the cost. Members can go 
to saferates.com.au. It has up-to-date information to help the trucking industry. It costs $2 150 a day to operate 
a B-double down a good highway running at 100 kilometres an hour. It is a very efficient form of transport. But 
we know that when it has to stop and start, stop and start, it does not cost $2 150 a day; it is a lot more expensive. 
Of those 10 000 trucks that are moving up and down those two roads, Leach Highway and South Street, every day, 
it would be great to have an understanding of how many would be diverted onto Roe 8 or 9, how much carbon would 
be reduced from the atmosphere and how many dollars would be saved by the trucking industry. That is before we 
start getting into the safety issue. That is what would happen under a major scheme amendment. That is the analysis 
we would be undertaking. There would be consultation with Main Roads and the trucking industry. 
The issue of safety comes up. We know that lives are precious—we absolutely do. We are concerned about the 
lives of people and the fact that we mix so many of our small vehicles with the trucks in this trucking task across 
to Fremantle port. Certainly, an analysis could look at the statistical value of a life. This is not to be confused with 
saying that a life is expendable and it has a value, but it is something that goes on in the world of economics. It is 
assessed properly because it can be calculated. It is about how willing a government is to spend something in order 
to reduce the fatality or hospitalisation rate. It can be calculated. In fact, the Productivity Commission calculated 
the statistical value of a life so that we can put an economic value on it—unfortunately. That is the truth, because 
if we have roads that cost $6 million, for example—the values go between $2 million and $20 million—we can save 
one life. That is what the analysis shows when it considers the economics. I would like to know whether anyone 
has done an analysis of the impact Roe 8 and 9 would have on the saving of lives. Instead, no, there is none of 
that, and we have three pages of a bill. The government is just going to cut it off and do some development down 
the other end. 
We know that between 1 January 2016 and 31 December 2020, there were 2 624 accidents on Leach Highway. 
That is a huge number. Of those, 244 involved trucks and 107 involved heavy trucks. Fortunately, there were only 
two fatalities in that time, but that is two too many. However, I am surprised by that number. It is very sad for each 
family affected, but I am surprised at how few deaths occurred from that number of accidents. As someone who 
comes from the regions, I know how terrible the road toll is in our regional areas. I would like to know what 
analysis has been done in this place on this bill and whether we would be able to halve that road toll rate with the 
development of Roe Highway by retaining this metropolitan region scheme piece through this road reserve. If we 
were able to build that road with the $1.2 billion that has been offered by the commonwealth, it would be a massive 
employment-generating opportunity and create a road reserve. It is more than a road reserve, by the way; it is 
a future transport corridor—something that is vital for the ongoing smooth running and economic development of 
our city. What would that be? Of those 2 624 road accidents, how many hospitalisations occurred? That is another 
question. I do not know. I bet nobody knocking this bill up in 2017 at campaign headquarters said, “That’ll be 
a great idea; we’re just going to knock up that bill. We’re going to wipe that out, because that’s good for our vote.” 
They would not have done that analysis. I would like to see that coming from David Caddy and his team. Would 
it not be great to have a proper, full assessment of that change to the MRS being presented to this place so that we 
could all sit down and make an assessment of whether this is in the public interest? This is what it is all about. 
Do members remember those three points I made about efficiency, transparency and certainty? The government 
gets an A for efficiency; it can bring down the guillotine, chop it off, and do its job over there on that other piece 
of land that it wants to develop. It gets an F for transparency, and an absolute F, a fail, for certainty. There was no 
process and no assessment. It is an absolute F. The thing about planning is that efficiency, transparency and certainty 
have to be balanced. That is what we need. The only way we can get certainty in the planning system is to allow 
that system to work and do its job—present the evidence, undertake the assessment and get the result. 
What does part 4 of the Planning and Development Act do? The government says, “We’re out here to support the 
environment. We have that in the second reading speech. We’re virtue signalling for the environment and we’re 
going to do some work for the environment!” Would it not be funny if the government followed the process outlined 
in part 4 of the act for a major scheme amendment, instead of ramming through something because it has the 
numbers? The government can do whatever it wants. This place just becomes a sham. This act will become a sham. 
The government can ram this bill through and send it off to the Environmental Protection Authority for a proper 
assessment. Let us have a look. Under part 4, section 45 of the Planning and Development Act, the government 
can send its legislation off to the EPA. It will not do that. It has already been considered by the EPA under the Barnett 
government. The government could say that it must have manipulated it or something, or that it did not ask the right 
questions, but the Labor Party is now in government. It can ask the right questions, get the EPA to look at it, do 
a proper assessment and do the proper environmental balance. It can consider carbon emissions. It can consider what 
it is trying to do on the outer harbour, with 400 hectares of primary benthic habitat to be mowed down for the sake 
of a couple of hectares of degraded wetland that, with some proper design, could probably have a road built there 
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that would not impact so severely on the environment. Potentially, there could be a reassessment and the government 
could come back to this place with some engineering reports. Are there alternatives? Could the government build 
a tunnel, for example, under the wetlands without affecting it? Could it be done cost effectively? These are the 
questions that we have to ask during the committee stage. If we do not ask them, the government is certainly not 
going to ask them, and it will certainly not get the Western Australian Planning Commission to ask them. That is 
what is happening here today. The government does not want the WAPC to look at this through its proper processes 
under part 4. It does not want that to happen. It is going to just ram it through and get the developers to go and do 
some unsolicited bids, or whatever it calls it, on that other land, rezone it to urban and off we go. That is what is 
happening here today. 
We have to look at the full environmental assessment. Dr David Honey spoke very eloquently on this matter in 
the other place. On 2 June he asked a question and said, “I think all members accept that it is an important area.” 
He was talking about the issue of the outer harbour, which is the pretext put in the bill—that the government is going 
to build the outer harbour and we do not need all this road infrastructure for the inner harbour. All the trucks will go 
south and we will have this operating with our two million TEU in 10 years. That is going to be happening and the 
government is going to close down the transport task in the inner harbour as it is not needed. That is the pretext that 
has been put up. Let us have a think about that impact on the environment. Four options for the outer harbour have 
been presented. These are the land-backed options that are being considered. It states in Hansard — 

I think all members accept that it is an important area. I will go through the four options. The total area 
in hectares of benthic primary producer habitat that will be affected for the four options is 337.42 hectares, 
397.85 hectares—almost 400 hectares—386.78 hectares and 364.2 hectares. 

These are the four options for the outer harbour that have been presented — 
That is why I said at the outset that any member who is concerned about the environment, cares about 
Cockburn Sound and votes for this bill—because you all just follow on like sheep and do what you are 
told—will be voting for environmental impacts on the sound and pink snapper breeding habitats. Rather 
than continuing the expansion of the inner harbour, government members will be voting for that destruction 
to save around two hectares of degraded land that is not actually within the wetland. Government members 
are seeking to trade off a couple of hectares of highly degraded land that is not wetland for the destruction 
of around 400 hectares of critical seagrass habitat in Cockburn Sound. 

Members opposite might disagree with me and they might not like what I say, but that is the nature of it. I would 
like to see the evidence tabled in this place after two years. The government is not going away. The Liberal Party 
is not going to be ramming some road through that area with bulldozers in the next two years. That cannot happen; 
it is not possible. 
Hon Stephen Pratt interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We cannot do it because we are not in government. The government has three and a half 
years and it has a process outlined in law. This piece of legislation is here to protect the community. We can see the 
character of the government in the planning space at the moment. It is taking all the power out of the commission 
and the local government planning schemes and overriding them and doing whatever it wants. It is taking all the 
power up the hill to Dumas House and making these decisions when people want to build extra storeys and do this 
and that. The government is going to make this other amendment to the scheme without any evidence of the transport 
effects because a road cannot be built there and there is nothing to assess it against. The government can do that. 
I see members stretching in discomfort, worrying about this situation. They cannot; they will not. I want the evidence 
laid on this table so that after two years of proper assessment, we can make that decision. 
Things change. People change their minds. Maybe this needs to change. Who knows? No evidence has been presented 
to us. We are just being expected to pass this bill. We are being expected to put through three pages so that the 
government can do this other piece of work to develop the rest of that land that has been set aside for almost 60 years 
for the important transport task that those learned people back in the 1960s knew was coming our way as this city 
grew. No; we are just going to wipe it out with a few lines of legislation knocked up in an afternoon by a few lawyers 
under instruction down there so that we can get this through to make it happen. I think the people of Western Australia 
deserve better. They deserve a proper assessment. They deserve to know. 
We had an answer to a question earlier. I think Hon Dr Steve Thomas got an answer to his question about 
Infrastructure WA and this issue with Roe 8. On 22 July this year, Josh Zimmerman wrote an article in The West 
Australian that stated that Infrastructure WA said that it was premature to decide the fate of the controversial Perth 
highway extension. That was in The West Australian. The government’s peak advisory body on infrastructure 
has decided that it is premature; it is not time to make that decision. That is exactly what I am saying. It is not 
time to make that decision—not in this place. We have had no assurance. We do not have the Gantt chart and 
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the detailed design assessments of the outer harbour. Members might say that I am talking a load of rubbish 
about these primary benthic habitats. They might think that, but the government has not presented the options 
and how it is going to develop a substitute for our historic and fantastic inner harbour, which has delivered for 
this state for many years. It has no evidence whatsoever. There has been no Environmental Protection Authority 
assessment of those options, so members have to listen to me and feel uncomfortable about those 400 hectares, 
which, I have been told, are akin to the Amazonian rainforest; it is just that they are under water. I am waiting to 
hear. No, members do not want to talk about that, because the principle that I laid out about transparency no longer 
exists in the planning system in Western Australia. It has been completely thrown out the window, and we see 
it time and again. That is something I will stand up for—transparency. Instead, we see these things come out in 
the media before we even know about it. 
There are plenty of questions to be asked. It will be interesting to see what this government will have done for 
Western Australia in 10 years’ time—if it thinks it can last eternally. Will we have an absolutely fantastic functioning 
port delivering the transport task for this state that meets the economic requirements? Will we have a proper EPA 
assessment that compares what would have happened if a tunnel or something else had been put through the Beeliar 
wetlands to continue with the development of that road? No, we will not. I predict—members can disagree with 
me—that houses will be built all over the rest of that MRS reservation, just like what happened with the Fremantle 
eastern bypass. That is the strategy—throw away the strategic asset that was gifted to our community by those learned 
people back in the 1960s for short-term political gain and not provide the detailed assessment that this place is worthy 
of and that is respectful to the community. Instead, the government just gives us three pages that were knocked up 
in an afternoon and says, “Here you go and, by the way, we’re going to do this other piece.” It is shameful. It comes 
from a long tradition of the Labor government in planning. 
Members can disagree with me if they like, but they would go a long way to assuaging my concerns if they withdrew 
this bill and Minister Saffioti directed David Caddy, the chair of the Western Australian Planning Commission, to 
undertake a major metropolitan region scheme amendment and proper economic, engineering, environmental, 
transport and community assessments. Is that so hard, really? What a shame. No, we get three pages, a piece of 
nonsense that is called a second reading speech and that is it. We just have to vote because we can. Do members 
opposite know what? It is on them. In 10 years, whoever is standing in this place in my shoes, or whoever else is 
here, may say, “Oh, that was said back then in the house and that was okay; that was right; that was prescient; that 
was actually important, but they didn’t take any notice at all.” Or will they say, actually, the government had second 
thoughts about it and decided, “No, Neil’s got a point and maybe we should go through the process as outlined”? 
It is outlined in law, in this document that is 260-odd pages long and the product of many years of consideration, 
which was carefully put together in 2005. In fact, it was Hon Alannah MacTiernan who put up the bill to bring 
this legislation into play, but it was built on the foundation of previous acts and the tradition in this place, in 
Western Australia, of operating within a framework. Let that sink in for a moment—operation within a framework. 
The government has wiped out the framework with this bill—chopped out a little bit and gone through this process. 
Then it can do something sneaky, short and quick on the side and away it goes. It has knocked up this document. 
Here; members opposite can prove me wrong. Why was all the road reserve not put in as an A-class reserve? I ask 
that question. I lay that out to our honourable member from the Greens party. Why was it not laid out that way? It 
was split because there is a tactic here. Someone did a little bit of workshopping and thought: how can we get this 
through the system without going through the proper analysis? I have a lot of questions. 
Hon Darren West: They’ll be as enthusiastically received as your speech! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you. At this stage I think I have made my point, so I will finish here. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [5.42 pm]: I rise to speak on the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
(Beeliar Wetlands) Bill and indicate opposition to it for a couple of reasons, which I will attempt to keep brief. I think 
Hon Neil Thomson made some valid points and two stood out for me. The first is that this is an unusual piece of 
planning with a metropolitan region scheme, which is amended in a time-honoured and generally orderly way. It does 
not move with great rapidity but it moves at an appropriate pace so that the appropriate consultations and assessments 
can be done in an open and transparent manner. The second issue the honourable member brought clearly to the 
chamber’s attention, which I will concentrate on a little bit, is the inconsistent treatment of environmental sensitivities 
by virtue of the content, particularly of the second reading speech, but also the political campaigning that has gone 
on around the Roe 8 project more generally and the likely environmental impact that this community may encounter 
should the government proceed with one of the four options for the development of an outer harbour at Kwinana. 
Hopefully I will get to that. Ideally, my personal preference would be to wrap up my contribution before a dinner 
adjournment, but I do not necessarily think I will get there. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: We believe in you! If anyone can do it, it’s you! 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I believe in myself, thank you very much! 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! This is not helping the member achieve his aim. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: No, it is not at all! I hope you will all be guided by that sound counsel. 
To all intents and purposes, this is a very simple bill. There are five very short clauses plus a schedule diagram to 
give us an indication of the impact. The explanatory memorandum is itself a superb article of brevity at just over 
one page. Why am I making these otherwise asinine points? It is because the simplicity and the abbreviated manner 
in which this is presented belies a more significant truth or a range of them. I think the Leader of the House is a fan 
of streamlined legislation, particularly streamlined management of legislation in this chamber and I suppose that 
this would be an exemplar bill if one were to apply that discipline throughout all processes of the legislative supply 
chain. However, this is no doubt a political instrument—a highly political piece of legislation. That is not clear 
from the bill or the explanatory memorandum, but certainly from the minister’s second reading speech, which the 
Leader of the House was obliged to provide on behalf of the minister. Members need not go much further than the 
first paragraph of the second reading to encounter the political rhetoric. I will quote from it because I think a point 
needs to be corrected for the public record. The first paragraph states — 

I am pleased to introduce legislation that will permanently protect Beeliar Regional Park—the Beeliar 
wetlands—and forever exclude the area from development. This bill was presented to the Parliament in 
the last term. It passed the Legislative Assembly in 2019, but, unfortunately, could not be considered in 
this place due to the actions of delay by the Liberal Party. 

For new government members, this is a rhetorical device that your leadership will invoke when the management 
of legislation becomes a bit unruly. I will just emphasise this point; it was not the opposition who delayed this. 
I was in this chamber for four years. Part of the problem with progressing this bill was the positions adopted by 
members of the crossbench, including that of then Hon Aaron Stonehouse—he is still an honourable bloke—who 
was a member for South Metropolitan Region. It was a recognition that the bill would not proceed through the 
chamber that I think pulled back the government from intending to proceed with it. There was a full year in 2020 
during which the bill was not advanced. Yes, the majority of this chamber was given over to COVID-19 deliberations 
but bills outside that rubric were advanced when the government had the intention to advance a legislative program. 
I should indicate as well—these are matters of fact—that within the second reading speech the politics of Roe 8 is 
the purpose. I quote it again — 

Although there has been and continues to be significant political debate about Roe 8 and the Perth Freight 
Link, it is our considered view that these reservations are no longer warranted, given the environmental 
values of the wetlands and the government’s freight strategy for the future. 

I will get to the point about the environmental value component at another stage of this contribution. It is fair for 
the government to identify, at the later stage of the second reading, that — 

The retention and protection of the Beeliar wetlands is an issue that we have taken to two elections. 
Indeed it has and it won those two elections. There is no disputation from me on political reality. To the victors go 
the spoils, but to the victors—the government—goes discretion as to which capital projects it will fund and plan 
for and which ones it will not. Very early in the genesis of—this is not an intended pun—mark I of the McGowan 
government was a very clear decision not to proceed with the construction of Roe 8. The animated description is 
that contracts were ripped up. Presumably, yes; they were not proceeded with. At that point, the elected government 
made an appropriate decision for itself by implementing a political, electoral and policy mandate to not proceed 
with Roe 8. Nothing has changed, but to some degree the ante has been upped, and expressly for political purposes. 
I do not intend to dwell in great detail, revisit issues of Roe 8 or address other issues that arise from the inevitable 
passage of the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021 in its unamended form. Frankly, I do 
not like reality, but I do not fight it either; I accept it with great reservation. These are signal issues and it is worthy 
that all members in the chamber—this is not gratuitous advice to government members—address the issues that 
need to be addressed that the bill either refuses to address or may well exacerbate. First and foremost are the issues 
of traffic congestion in the southern suburbs corridor. Members of my family traverse Leach Highway with some 
regularity. That road infrastructure is well beyond its capacity for volume and with that comes an economic 
inefficiency. It is one of the Perth metropolitan area’s most unsafe roads, if I can apply that uninformed technical 
viewpoint. There are also issues about financial viability and to some degree the government has been successful 
in subsidising a portion of the movement of the freight task off road and on to rail, and it intends to increase the 
volume of that. There is an economic cost with that, which is not contemplated by this bill. There are questions that 
are begged as to the final format—the commercial viability final design brief, the capital loading and the through-life 
costs of the proposed outer harbour development. We are putting the cart before the horse potentially through 
contemplation of this. Hon Neil Thomson raised an important point and I share his view as a person who has had 
the unhappy task of being the shadow planning spokesperson for some time. The legibility and integrity of the 
planning system, particularly strategic land-use planning in the metropolitan area, is to some degree undermined 
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by this bill because it seeks to subvert that program. It is all well and good to say that we need to make adjustments 
or amendments to the metropolitan region scheme—in fact, we have a system for doing that—but why would you 
then not allow that amendment to be made in the regular way? Instead, there is a deliberate leapfrogging here, which 
I can only construct as a politically motivated endeavour. But to some degree, that erodes the value, consistency and 
predictability of land-use planning, particularly in the metropolitan area but in Western Australia more broadly. 
I made a pledge, I suppose, to try to keep this brief, and people had some faith in me. 
Hon Darren West: We’re losing faith. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Please do not lose heart. 
In terms of the environmental dimensions or questions that are raised as a consequence of contemplating this bill, 
I make the observation that political debate is oftentimes simplified or distilled to its rarer essence, particularly in 
the course of election campaigns, because parties want their messages to be simple and strong. There is an unfortunate 
by-product of that because sometimes parties go to a point of no return in which they reduce the quality of the 
debate and effectively engage willingly or unwillingly in a public misinformation campaign. There was a public 
misinformation campaign on the Roe 8 concept. It is fair to say that it was probably the most stringently arduously 
scrutinised proposed road project, at least in my memory, in Western Australia. Its journey was not an easy one in 
terms of the actual process. There was an appeal and the project had to be resubmitted or re-evaluated by the 
Environmental Protection Authority. But, effectively it has been scrutinised and assessed to an extraordinarily high 
level; that is absolutely beyond any doubt. Why should that be? I think it is for the very reason identified in the 
second reading speech, which I have cited a few times. I might issue a caveat to this later. The second reading 
speech states — 

The Beeliar wetlands are internationally and nationally significant. The vegetation communities found 
within Beeliar Regional Park are significant, as they represent communities that have been widely cleared 
from the Swan coastal plain. A number of areas in Beeliar Regional Park contain priority flora species. The 
wetlands and surrounding areas provide important nesting and feeding habitats, as well as act as summer 
refuges for a diverse bird population. Beeliar Regional Park also has high cultural significance for 
Aboriginal people, particularly North Lake and Bibra Lake, which have spiritual importance. 

It is for those reasons that in 2009, the former Liberal–National government was obligated to refer the original 
concept to the commonwealth under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It met 
with the commonwealth’s approval. I refer to one of the conditions for approval. I hope I get this in before the 
adjournment because I think it has been overlooked in the course of the debate and it is topical now, particularly 
in the Perth metropolitan area. I refer to a document dated 9 January 2017 and the words of the then Minister for 
Environment, Hon Albert Jacobs, concerning the commonwealth approval. It states — 

Under the commonwealth conditions, Main Roads Western Australia is required to purchase 523 hectares 
of black cockatoo habitat to offset the loss of 78ha of the total 97.8ha that will be cleared for Roe 8. 
The state government is providing 624ha of offset land containing black cockatoo habitat, equal to 
one-and-a-half times the size of Kings Park, at two sites south of Mandurah. Main Roads is required to 
fund the management of the property to maintain the quality of the habitat for at least 20 years. 

I can only assume that Main Roads did that; it would have had to. I do not know whether those offset estates remain 
under the ownership or stewardship of Main Roads. I might seek to ask that technical question later. I draw this 
out because there was a job done on Roe 8 on an environmental level, which, I think, cannot be sustained by virtue 
of the scrutiny to which it was subjected. Unfortunately, in the course of public debate we also take a zero-sum 
game view of the environmental consequences of any proposition or project. Environmental attributes would have 
been delivered by the Roe 8 project had it proceeded. One of those would have been the removal of, I think, 15 sets 
of signalled intersections the length of Leach Highway. Obviously, the consequence of that would have been an easier 
flow of traffic and less stop–start behaviour, which obviously would have resulted in a reduced fuel consumption 
burden and reduced emissions. I go into this with some hesitation because there is always dubious modelling 
potentially around figures, particularly when they are quoted by people in political debate, but to the best of my 
recollection, Main Roads undertook the modelling that, effectively, suggested that there would be a CO2 payback 
of some 450 000 tonnes over a 10-year time frame. Was that of itself a reason to proceed with the project? Probably 
not in isolation, but I indicate that because there is benefit to better traffic modelling and better road construction 
and the proposition that Roe 8 presented was an infinitely better one than the existing one on Leach Highway. If 
the government is proceeding with this bill primarily because of environmental justification, out of intellectual 
honesty it has to concede that the project posed some environmental positives. 
Another issue is effectively getting a realistic grasp of the impact of the built form in the Beeliar regional area. To 
the best of my recollection, the road reserve was effectively consistent with the easement, which was previously 
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cleared, for the high-voltage overhead transmission cables. There is also a need to be realistic about the condition 
of the wetlands prior to the project being embarked on in a serious approvals sense. Unfortunately, these wetlands, 
particularly since European settlement and expansion, had been degraded. It is not necessarily a proposition supported 
by evidence that Roe 8 would have destroyed forevermore a pristine wetlands environment. I am sorry to say that that 
is far from true. It has become the practice, at least in Western Australia over the last 30 years, that when a proposition 
or project proposal cannot avoid an environmental impact, that impact to some degree is either mitigated or offset 
through a range of other mechanisms. Indeed, that would have been the case as well. Forty-five million dollars would 
have been invested in revamping and rehabilitating degraded infrastructure. The top-down construction model that 
the lead proponents agreed to subscribe to would have had, insofar as possible, minimal impact on that ecology. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: For members new to this chamber, it is a bit of an art form to pick yourself up from where 
you left off before a lengthy dinner adjournment! 
Essentially, my thesis is that the government cannot have it both ways. That is what this bill presumes to do by 
making environmental sensitivities the foundation upon which the rest of this bill proceeds. The bill will proceed 
on the basis that the construction of Roe 8 is so irredeemable in the environmental sense that it can never be built. 
That raises the threshold quite considerably in the contemplation of any future government-initiated capital works 
program, because we cannot help but impact the environment in which we undertake to construct our projects. Since 
it is very clear that this bill will pass through this chamber this evening, in spite of our opposition to it, all I ask is 
that the government remain consistent in its application of environmental considerations to all its projects. I do not 
think the government is being consistent, particularly as it elevates the proposal to construct an outer harbour at 
Kwinana. That is not to adopt a position that is in opposition to that as a concept or a proposition, but the government 
cannot proceed with that project and be blind to its obvious environmental impacts. They are environmental impacts 
that, depending upon the option proceeded with, may impact up to 400 hectares of the benthic primary area—I think 
that is the technical description of, effectively, the closest substrata of water to the seabed. This is an area that, at 
least insofar as recreational fishers might take an interest, provides the seagrass for the spawning of pink snapper. 
Hon Neil Thomson made this point previously. If the government adopted, effectively, the industry superannuation 
funds’ marketing strategy, which is to “compare the pair”, and compared Roe 8 with the outer harbour in ecological 
terms, it is axiomatic that building the outer harbour would cause far more ecological disruption than building Roe 8 
on what was previously quite degraded wetlands. The government cannot argue the reverse. 
This bill will be passed and this government will deny to a future government the ability to build Roe 8 unimpeded. 
That is clearly a political action. It would be to the government’s credit if it admitted that, because this is not an 
environmental bill, nor is it a cultural sustainability bill. It is not an economic bill. It is not an industry bill. It is 
quite simply a political bill, which I think in time will prove to be disastrous. On that note, I will rest my contribution. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [7.37 pm]: I will say first off that my inclination is that I will 
support the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. That is not to say that I support this bill 
unreservedly. I have questions. I would like it to be known that the points I make need to be considered and taken 
seriously. My opposition to Roe 8 stemmed from when the Barnett government engaged in what I described then 
as environmental vandalism. It was not just that, but also the concept that it was quite comfortable with reviewing 
the Environmental Protection Authority and then putting force there to change what had been a rejection of the 
plans that had been approved for very good reasons. As an environmentalist and as one who treasures our world, 
I thought that was quite unhelpful for the people of Western Australia. That is not to say that Roe 8 is necessarily 
a bad thing; it is just that the way the former government was going about it was not something I could recommend. 
I lived in Bibra Lake at the time and, for me, it was personal. I know the area. I walked there. I treasure the area. 
When I was driving past on my way to my practice in Kununoppin and I looked at the scar on the landscape, the 
anger would rise. It took a long time before it settled on that three-hour drive to Kununoppin. I was personally affected 
by that. 
We know that no action will be taken for the next four years and that this bill was in the previous Parliament for 
four years, so there is no urgency for this to be done, so my question is: why the high priority? On sleepless nights 
I tend to turn to the state Labor Party’s policy platform, WA Labor: 2019 WA Labor platform. I will quote a few 
lines of that policy — 

WA Labor is committed to a government which will develop integrated and sustainable economic and 
social policies which benefit the whole community. 

I think I am a Labor Party member! 
Here is another one — 
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The fundamental objective of WA Labor’s economic policy is to ensure the well-being and improve the 
quality of life of all Western Australians. 

Yes, I am a Labor Party member! 
Then there is this one here — 

… the ‘war on drugs’ approach to reducing the use and community damage from illicit drug use has been 
a failure and may actually be doing more harm than good … 

I am definitely a Labor Party member! Welcome! 
Then it goes on to say that WA Labor will plan transport infrastructure to optimise the amenity of urban areas and 
encourage innovation and flexibility. That is ideal, wonderful. I love it. 
For me it really goes to environmental protection—the bushland, the flora, fauna—and also respect for the Indigenous 
home. Cockburn council’s wonderful booklet Beeliar Boodja: An introduction to the Aboriginal history of the City 
of Cockburn based on existing literature explains the Indigenous history of that area and how important it is to 
Indigenous culture. I think we ought to respect that it is an Indigenous home, a camping ground and a place where 
culture is recognised. On the other hand, I am also a resident of North Fremantle, and I use Leach Highway on 
a regular basis. I cannot say how many times I have sat behind three lanes occupied by trucks going slowly up the 
hill, obstructing the traffic coming behind. That is a First World problem, but it impacts on our wellness because 
if we are behind the trucks and late for an appointment, we are more liable to have an accident, as, indeed, I have 
suffered. This is also worsening. According to research, in the south-western suburbs there is a 20 per cent increase 
in traffic above the metro average. I will just clear the environmental pollution from my throat! This bill does not 
ease life for us, nor will it do so for the next 10 years. We have a danger with this heavy volume of traffic, with housing 
and schooling that is at risk from accidents, and the access to parking and the conveniences of modern suburban 
life, and it is worsening. 
Reference has been made to Gordon Stephenson. Interestingly, he helped rebuild London after World War II, when 
it had pretty much been flattened by Nazi bombs. He also had this concept of redesigning a town in England, I think 
it was Stevenage. If anyone has ever lived in such a planning situation, they will probably hate that name, because, 
as it is all environmental and planned, getting from A to B, say to buy something from the shop, involves doing 
multiple figures of eight. You can get lost very easily unless you have lived there for five years. I think that type 
of town planning is not so very helpful, but he did revolutionise Perth transport. His 1955 Plan for the metropolitan 
region, Perth and Fremantle basically shaped our city today. In fact, the 1963 metropolitan region scheme was 
mentioned earlier by Hon Neil Thomson. This is Stephenson in full flow. I think he passed away in 1997—I will 
just get my reference there. The then Minister for Planning, Graham Kierath, spoke about this. He said — 

Professor Stephenson helped make Perth the city it is today. His vision was behind the metropolitan region 
scheme, the planning blueprint which has guided the growth of the metropolitan region since 1963. The 
scheme has provided for thousands of hectares of regional parkland and a functional transport network. 

I will say it again: thousands of hectares of regional parkland and a functional transport network. In fact, he also 
planned Beeliar. We have this bipartisan approach of a Liberal planning minister and a Labor government working 
together for the good of Western Australia. This led to zoning and planning well in advance. We could say that Perth 
led the way at that time. I recall as a boy looking at the traffic on Stirling Highway when it could flow freely. It was 
a beautiful almost traffic-free highway, rather than the at-times congested, snail-pace transport we have now. I am 
also looking at the cars we have on the Kwinana and Mitchell Freeways, with the widening and transport conditions 
there. On a regular basis I wonder why I am sitting in a car when I could get on a scooter and go quicker. We need 
to pay attention to our environmental life and also our social life—how we live in our current place of suburban 
life. What it really comes down to is that we look for a balance, do we not? We look for a place to live happily and 
securely, but also with the amenities of nature, fresh air and water. Members know my love for China and I call to 
mind Shanghai, for example, which is a beautiful city, mind you, very congested, with 22 million people in one town. 
It has a planning policy that 30 per cent of the area needs to be green. It is the lung, if you like, and it has transformed 
the city. The water is not drinkable, but it is much better than it was before. The quality of life is much better. This 
is what we need—considered planning. 
It is also interesting that Stephenson foresaw the need for an outer harbour. I think there can be no argument that the 
outer harbour is not necessary, I do not know about now, but it is certainly something we need to have. Stephenson 
planned for a symmetrical development—industrial, residential and nature—and the Swan River was the access. 
We all know this. The coast and the south was the industrial area. This is what we need. However, it is slow. We 
are looking here at a development of 10 to 15 years in the future, and that is going to be a long time for us to wait. 
We are also looking at what a balance is. What is the cost to jobs? What will happen in Fremantle? We do not really 
have an idea. We think it will be all right, but as Hon Neil Thomson pointed out: Have we planned? Have we gone 
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through the process? There was the Westport investigation in 2020, with the five models. What was the outcome 
there? Have we looked at that and examined it more properly or have we rushed into this? 
I am not against the Beeliar wetland approach. It is a great idea, but my questions are: Have we followed the process? 
Are we sure we have the best options out of those that are available? Being a bit mean-spirited, I think back to the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2021, the whole point of which was that process had not been 
followed. It still rankles with me that rather than using subsections (4)(a) and (b) in that fateful section 9, we added 
new subsection (4B), unnecessarily I thought. I thought this was typical of the type of planning we have here. We 
ought to be careful of this. We need to be mindful of the need to follow process. Process is there for a reason. But 
we do need a solution now. 
I drive daily in that area and I can tell members right now that I am very happy to consider options, because it upsets 
me every single time. If I am travelling at five in the morning, I am happy, but at eight o’clock heading to work is 
a different matter altogether. There is a regular risk of accidents and there is time wasting. We need an integrated 
solution, and I would like to see this as part of an integrated solution. My request to the government is, yes, take 
this on, but please revise it. Let us look at an integrated approach. Let us see how we balance this. There are priorities, 
but as I said earlier, this really is not so urgent as to happen right now. Safe access sites are urgent. Animal rights 
legislation is cool. We need to look at how we help the homeless in our city. That is urgent. How do we manage those 
who are being assaulted? I read in the paper today about this sexual predator in a school who assaulted five people 
and is allowed to continue at school while the people he has assaulted have to put up with this. I find that intolerable. 
That needs urgent action. This less so. We need to work through the issues, do we not, and not around them. Again, 
I point out the CCC legislation as an example. We need to find options and work together. The government needs 
to work as a unit rather than have this graceless approach of, “We have got the numbers; we are going to force this 
through.” It does the government no credit, and I beg it to reconsider that approach.  
It also makes me wonder whether there is perhaps an urgency here because people do not trust that things are going 
to go the right way. I would suggest, in that case, if there is any stress and urgency—members know that I am going 
to say this—it might be helpful for the government to use some cannabis. It is very helpful in relaxing the approach. 
But do not ask me to supply it; I will not do that! 
We need to go for established processes. The lack of established processes brought my rage to incandescence when 
the legislation was forced through. I beg the government not to go down that particular path as well. We need 
consultation. It would probably take a two-year consultation with a spend of $25 million, yes, okay, but it would 
give the public a chance to be involved, because the public is going to be affected by this. We need to not only take 
into account what the current ideas and principles are, but also look at what our population and electorate needs. 
How are we serving the people we have sworn to serve? This reserve, which is going to be made permanent, if 
you like, will be very difficult to undo. I do not disagree with that, but is it the best option? Can we do any better? 
I think we ought to think about that. 
It seems to me that at times there is a pattern here of riding roughshod over the process, and this disturbs me. It 
disturbs me greatly because it means that we are not actually engaging in a democratic process. Perhaps it is the 
freedom of not needing to engage in a democratic process and being able to get things through that have been banned 
or blocked for so long. Possibly that is the case. I beg the government to reconsider. It is not best practice. This is 
not what we expect in democracy. 
Trust the Premier, take your time, look at Roe 8 and 9, and there is no absolute need right now to delete that reserve. 
In 10 years, when new technologies come along, who knows what advances might allow us to do what today is 
impossible? There may be different choices and options; perhaps they will be better options. Although I would be 
very happy not to have Roe 8 or 9, and that has been promised already—there is no need to make any change; that 
has been promised—making this irreversible is perhaps a step too far. I would not disagree, but the thing is that 
I do not know. If members have not gone to the planning and taken the time, then neither do they. We need the 
proof. We need to use the processes and test them. Alternatively, we do not trust the process. We do not trust the 
planning process, just like recently, with the Corruption and Crime Commission, we did not trust the committees. 
They are not doing the right job. I think I know better, therefore I will ride roughshod over them. I will make 
a change. Do I trust the process? This is a fundamental question. The processes are there for a very good reason. 
We have used them. We must respect the process, but I see this pattern being repeated. 
It could also be said that we need to address traffic congestion for people. That is going to remain for some time. 
We need to respect the need for road safety and community safety and to also not tie the hands of this government 
or future governments. Freedom is important—the freedom of choice; the freedom to make a change if a change 
is appropriate. Keep our options open. I would contend that on this particular question, bearing in mind that I agree 
with the government on this, both sides are right. The outer harbour foreseen by Gordon Stephenson and in planning 
now and the capacity for Roe 8 or 9 are both reasonable choices with pros and cons that need to be included. The 
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unions, especially the Maritime Union of Australia, will be very keen to be sure that the choice of the outer harbour 
is a good one. We need to work with them. We need to find fair and equitable solutions. What about automation in 
the new harbour? What about the management of Freo? For Roe 8 or 9, we think about the ring-road that Stephenson 
was creating. Maybe we ought to expand that idea. Maybe we ought to get Infrastructure WA to look at this more 
closely, as I am sure it has been. In fact, if we look at some articles, we see that Infrastructure WA had a word to say 
about this. In its recent report, Foundations for a stronger tomorrow, it suggested that Fremantle still has a viable 
future as a port and that the road network into and out of Fremantle should be optimised to make the most of that 
future. This is Infrastructure WA’s opinion. I think we need to pay attention to that. It knows what it is talking 
about. It has 25 years of experience; it has supervised $1 billion worth of programs; it is qualified. 
Speaking against this, I also call to mind that Roe 8 or 9, as I remember very well, would have ended up roughly 
at Stirling Highway, at High Street, and I can imagine the chaos that would have caused. There was no planning 
there, either. I think we can do it better and I beg the government to consider how to do this better. The government 
has a mandate. It has to go through. It has the numbers, but I beg the government to consider the process that it is 
undergoing just now. Is this the best way of doing this? I contend not, and I would ask the government to think 
about that. 
As I said earlier, no matter what we decide, history will always judge us better than we judge ourselves today. 
HON STEPHEN PRATT (South Metropolitan) [7.55 pm]: I am pleased to be able to make a contribution to the 
debate on the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021, which is a critical piece of legislation 
that is close to my heart. I live with my family in the suburb of Coolbellup, which is in close proximity to Bibra Lake, 
which makes up part of the Beeliar wetlands. As members will be aware, before I was elected to this house, I was 
elected as a councillor for the City of Cockburn at two elections on a platform to, among other things, halt the 
Perth Freight Link project and protect the Beeliar wetlands. I saw the negative impact that this project would have 
on our community, taking away the natural amenity that we all enjoy. I actively supported the Rethink the Link 
campaign and the Save Beeliar Wetlands group. I thank those groups for their passion and hard work, and extend 
that to the members of the Bibra Lake Residents Association. 
This has been a bit of a journey for me. I have been working since 2011 to stop this project from proceeding, and 
many others have been fighting against it for many years before that. It was great listening to colleagues in the other 
house on this bill, especially the contributions of Dr Jags Krishnan, the member for Riverton; Minister Saffioti; 
Kim Giddens, the member for Bateman; and David Scaife, the member for Cockburn. It truly is a humbling 
experience to be in this place today again representing such an important area in my function as a member for the 
South Metropolitan Region. A key selling point of the Perth metropolitan region is its proximity to nature. These 
areas provide numerous environmental and wellness benefits to our citizens, and the community clearly wishes to 
see them protected. These wetlands are critical to maintaining the biodiversity in our state, providing vital areas 
for native wildlife in our state’s metropolitan centre. Nearly 20 per cent of Australia’s bird species depend on 
wetlands, with the Beeliar wetlands playing a key role as an area of rest and food for the endangered Carnaby’s 
black-cockatoo. They provide key ecological functions such as water purification and the processing of carbon 
functions, which are as vital as ever. 
Before I go on, I would be remiss not to respond in some way to some of the comments of Hon Neil Thomson. 
Forgive me if I have miscalculated, but I think I counted six occasions on which he used the word “ram”—ram 
this bill through; why is the government ramming it through?—and he said that we came up with this policy in a small 
backroom leading up to the election. There is a fair bit of history with this. It certainly was not made up overnight, 
and that is quite dismissive of the people who have showed up day in, day out, to rally against this. There were 
a growing number, as the previous Barnett government rammed through the destruction of the bushland in that area, 
knowing that the writing was on the wall with an election coming up very close to that time. It would be remiss of 
me not to touch on that. 
The cultural significance of the Beeliar wetlands to the local Indigenous people should itself have been enough to 
halt this development, with an archaeological survey finding that the site contained thousands of artefacts. Thankfully, 
through this legislation, the area will now be utilised in a much more conscious way. During the winter recess, I had 
the fortunate opportunity to visit the Wetlands Centre Cockburn with the member for Willagee, Hon Peter Tinley, as 
he presented a Lotterywest grant of $800 000. It was also great to be at this event with my former council colleagues, 
mayor Logan Howlett, who has been fighting against this project for many years; councillor Philip Eva; and former 
councillor Bart Houwen. These funds, along with additional financial support from the City of Cockburn, will help 
deliver this vital project, which is almost finished. I recommend that members go down there and have a look, because 
it is a great development that has been built in with the natural environment without causing any unnecessary damage. 
Adjacent to the wetland centre is the community organisation formerly known as Native ARC, which looks after 
injured native wildlife. It recently opened a new facility there and has changed its name to WA Wildlife. Those 
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new premises, along with the wetland centre, the adventure playground, and something I look forward to, the 
soon-to-be-constructed Aboriginal cultural centre, will provide an educational and ecotourism attraction for 
future generations to enjoy. I think that is a thousand times better outcome than ramming a highway through those 
natural wetlands. 
As a state, we can clearly do better than a poorly planned road to nowhere, and instead focus on infrastructure 
planning that is culturally sensitive, fiscally responsible and environmentally responsible. As Hon Dr Brian Walker 
mentioned, the former Barnett government carried out an act of environmental vandalism just months away from 
an election—a move that created a bigger sense of urgency and triggered more community members to rally against 
the project. Thanks to the tireless work of volunteers and the state government, the land has slowly been rehabilitated. 
However, significant, long-lasting and cruel damage has been done. Estimations on a time frame for recovery of 
the area bulldozed by the previous government in 2017 are 20 to 30 years. However, as Hon Dr Brian Walker also 
mentioned, it is also lovely to see parts of it growing back. With the recent rains, it is starting to look as it did 
previously, which is nice. Quite simply, it was a shameful decision to continue that development so close to an 
election that saw the project come to a halt. As I mentioned, public sentiment was pretty clear at the time and change 
was in the air, so it was quite irresponsible to push on with that project. 
To return to the question of the urgency for this legislation: it was an election commitment. Why should we not 
proceed with our election commitments? There have been a lot of questions about why we are doing this. We are 
doing what we told the public we would do. That is why this McGowan government election commitment is so 
crucial. Put simply, we cannot trust the opposition and its federal counterpart to not destroy these crucial areas. 
The McGowan government has taken the protection of these vital wetlands to two elections, and twice the community 
of Western Australia has supported our policy. 
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [8.02 pm]: I rise tonight to support the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. In my opinion, this bill is relatively uncontroversial, for a highly controversial 
topic, and I am happy to support a bill that will protect the Beeliar wetlands for future generations. I would like to 
acknowledge the activists who were instrumental in highlighting the cultural and environmental significance of 
the Beeliar wetlands. I understand there is a rich history of activism in opposition to the development and destruction 
of the wetlands that goes back to 1984—which, funnily enough, makes it as old as I am! I cannot claim to have 
been protesting in my childhood years, but I am glad to see that others were vocal in their support for this issue 
and in showing how important these wetlands are to Perth. 
The rezoning through this legislation of the Beeliar wetlands to a parks and recreation zone is a win for all the activist 
groups and individuals who fought to prevent the degradation of the wetlands. I acknowledge that the government 
has a mandate to scrap the development of Roe 8 and protect the wetlands. I also note the argument that has been 
mounted by several members of the opposition that there is a regular process for making changes to metropolitan 
region scheme zones through the Western Australian Planning Commission, which is used in 99.9 per cent of cases 
and involves public consultation. Although the government has sidestepped that process through this bill and turned 
the rezoning of the wetlands into a political exercise, the policy, in my opinion, is sound, and the public has spoken 
and expressed its desire to protect the wetlands. 

This bill is a milestone in the history of the Beeliar wetlands and represents positive change for Perth and the Beeliar 
Noongar people. For those reasons, I am happy to support the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) 
Bill 2021 today. 

HON KLARA ANDRIC (South Metropolitan) [8.05 pm]: I stand tonight in support of the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021 and the McGowan government’s commitment to permanently protecting 
the Beeliar wetlands by delivering on our promise to introduce this very important legislation to rezone that land, 
under the metropolitan region scheme, from primary regional roads to parks and recreation reserve, and to forever 
exclude the area from future development. 

I rise today to speak on an issue that I first became involved with back in 2012, with the Save Beeliar Wetlands 
campaign. This community campaign was run by locals and residents who fought to stop Roe 8 from being built 
through the precious Beeliar wetlands. It was a campaign to conserve and protect the wetlands from environmental 
destruction and devastation, and that is something that is very important to me. I talked about it my inaugural speech 
and I want to discuss its significance again here today. The Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021 
will ensure that the Beeliar wetlands in the South Metropolitan Region will remain protected for the enjoyment of 
generations to come. This bill will give the wetlands the highest level of environmental protection, and rezone 34 hectares 
of wetland in the metropolitan region scheme to a parks and recreation reserve. The decision to build a road through 
sensitive wetlands not only was irresponsible and reckless, but also defied logic when there was a better solution. 

During the last term of government, the Legislative Council did not pass legislation to protect Beeliar wetlands due 
to the actions of the Liberal members opposite. The Labor Party has taken the protection of the Beeliar wetlands to 
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not one but two elections, in 2017 and 2021. At both elections, Western Australians gave the McGowan government 
a clear mandate to not build the Perth Freight Link, and that is why we are following through with this important 
legislation. To the many locals who have fought hard for this, the reintroduction of this bill to the other house on 
22 June was, indeed, of great significance. 

Today, the Beeliar wetlands stand as a testament to the perseverance of the thousands of people who campaigned 
to protect it, and to the Labor government’s commitment to the cultural and biological preservation of this important 
area. The Beeliar boodja was, and will always be, Whadjuk Noongar land. The regional park is of great cultural 
significance to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, and I am grateful for their sake that common sense 
has prevailed. Protecting the wetlands not only safeguards this important area of the South Metropolitan Region for 
the enjoyment of generations to come, but also honours the immense archaeological, spiritual and cultural connection 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have to this land. 

With many Indigenous people finding their physical roots in the wetlands, the McGowan government’s commitment 
to the recognition of this culture is even more invaluable. Roe 8 would have permanently damaged some of our city’s 
last and most precious remaining wetlands, and the home of the amazing wildlife that live there. As some members 
have mentioned, the Beeliar wetlands are home to some amazing wildlife, including turtles, bobtail lizards, 
quendas, bats, frogs, brush-tailed possums and microbats, as well as many other reptiles, amphibians and mammals. 
The wetlands are home to more than 160 species of birds, some of which are very rare, and include owls, black 
swans, little eagles, tawny frogmouths, galahs, elegant parrots, red-tailed black-cockatoos, laughing kookaburras 
and New Holland honeyeaters. It is important to know that these wetlands are also one of the last remaining habitats 
for our endangered cockatoos. All these animals deserve protection. Let us not forget there is more biodiversity in 
the Beeliar wetlands than there is in Kings Park, yet it seems absolutely impossible to even imagine bulldozers 
going through the heart of Kings Park. 

The Perth Freight Link is the kind of project that future generations will look back on in disbelief, and probably 
say, “What on earth where they thinking—an outdated road that would have been built through one of Perth’s 
environmental and cultural heritage jewels?” In the words of the City of Cockburn mayor, Logan Howlett — 

‘Roe’ 8 is an outdated planning strategy from the 1950’s — 

We have moved on since then, members — 

to provide a transport solution for the future. 

I still recall the Barnett government’s defiance of due process and respect 38 days out from the 2017 election when, after 
polls predicted a Labor victory, the party across from us attempted to force Roe 8 into existence. On 1 February 2017, 
bulldozers were brought into the wetlands despite the presence of protesters. When the machines were finally pulled 
out 24 hours after the election, the destruction they had caused was unimaginable. The Barnett government destroyed 
around 40 hectares of the bushland, leaving this jewel of the south metro region almost unrecognisable. When the 
members across approved these political stunts, they knew this project would not see completion, yet they followed 
through with this act of environmental vandalism, as described by Hon Dr Brian Walker. 
Despite Western Australians giving the Labor government a clear mandate to end this political and environmental 
failure, I was reminded of the Liberal Party’s ignorance when the federal member for Tangney, Ben Morton, mailed 
out a bulletin just a few weeks ago detailing the Liberal Party’s commitment to this deeply flawed project. I am 
pleased to see that the McGowan Labor government is genuinely committed to fixing the issues this project presented 
by protecting our environment. After the Beeliar wetlands were brutalised by the Barnett government, their restoration 
has been our top priority. The Rehabilitating Roe 8 project shows this. This project not only seeks to restore the beauty 
of the destroyed area, but also will fulfil our duty to be the representative of the people by engaging in proper 
consultation with Indigenous groups in these areas. We have not only worked to protect our wetlands but also made 
many efforts to address issues that the Roe 8–9 project attempted, but would have failed, to fix. Funding for the 
massively flawed Perth Freight Link has been redirected to Metronet and other important projects that are either 
underway or completed. We have, for example, increased the freight on rail subsidy from $30 to $50, encouraging 
the transport of freight over our rail system and reducing the amount of freight transport on our roads. 
Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: Excuse me, honourable member. 
In fact, more than 83 000 one-way truck movements have been removed from Western Australian roads. A future 
container port in Kwinana will also aid long-term freight needs, with a new freight corridor along Anketell Road 
providing much-needed relief to our current freight routes. By following through on these commitments that the 
McGowan Labor Party has taken to two elections now, we will free up congestion and protect Western Australians 
on our roads. We will also ensure that our environment is preserved for the enjoyment of future generations. 
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I want to conclude by saying a few words. A lot of work has been put into making sure this Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill reaches the floor of the Legislative Council, so I would like to give my thanks to 
those who have worked hard for this. Firstly, thank you to the volunteers who spent many restless hours campaigning 
to stop the environmental damage of the Barnett government, specifically Kate Kelly from the Save Beeliar Wetlands 
campaign; our Premier, Hon Mark McGowan, whose guidance during the 2017 and 2021 elections meant we could 
introduce this crucial legislation to protect our wetlands; the Minister for Transport, Hon Rita Saffioti; and both 
the current Minister for Environment, Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson, and the former Minister for Environment, 
Hon Stephen Dawson, whose work to protect this jewel of the south metropolitan electorate was invaluable. On 
a more local level, the member for Bicton, Lisa O’Malley; member for Fremantle, Simone McGurk; member for 
Willagee, Peter Tinley; member for Jandakot, Yaz Muburakai; Hon Alannah MacTiernan; and Hon Stephen Pratt, 
who worked tirelessly when he was a councillor for Cockburn, were champions for this change. The former member 
for Cockburn, Fran Logan, cannot be forgotten; he also worked tirelessly. I also thank City of Cockburn mayor 
Logan Howlett, whose work for the wetlands was also vital and greatly appreciated. 
We have argued on this issue of Roe 8 and 9 for far too long. I am thankful that we can finally put this disaster of 
a project to rest and get on with working for Western Australians. I would like to finish by quoting from somebody 
whom I met along that journey a few times and who is probably one of the greatest champions of the Beeliar wetlands, 
Kate Kelly, who is the convenor for the Save Beeliar Wetlands group. I asked her if she could make a contribution 
to this bill now in this house and this is what Kelly asked me to say — 

With strong roots going back into the Farrington Road protests, the rallies of the early 2000’s, and the 
initiation of the current campaign which started around 2008 with the announcement of the Barnett Govt’s 
intention to build Roe 8, and all our legal and protest battles, our campaign has come a very long way. 
Thousands of supporters have made and created countless actions and signed letters, cooked food, rescued 
quendas and turtles, raised funds for legal action, signed petitions, met with councillors and parliamentarians, 
leafletted, put up signs, attended court, created street theatre, held creative and sometimes dangerous 
protests, been arrested, written chapters in academic books, taken photographs, held scientific forums, 
conducted surveys, planted trees, written pages and pages of submissions and many, many more actions, 
many of them unknown. 
We have been a sometimes spontaneous but also very focussed energetic alliance of passionate wetlanders. 
Finally, our long held dream of protecting one of the most beautiful wetlands on the swan coastal plain 
is almost a bright reality and it is finally time for gratitude—gratitude to those known as the Bibbulmun 
or Whadjuk Nyungar people, traditional custodians and elders, gratitude to all those who have stood up 
to protect our natural heritage and recreation space, gratitude to all our many advocates and supporters. 
Thank you to everyone who has lifted us along and to everyone in this place for your heartfelt support. 
We look forward to celebrating this long and hard won journey together in the community. 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [8.18 pm]: I want to start by congratulating the government 
on this Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill. The Greens have always been unequivocal in our 
opposition to Roe 8 and our stance on protecting what remains of Perth’s wetlands and bushland. I think this bill 
represents a proud moment for our community. I wish to acknowledge many of the amazing community members 
and community groups who campaigned tirelessly for the protection of this important area. I cannot name everyone 
individually; I would not dare start. As Kate Kelly has indicated, there were thousands involved with the Save Beeliar 
Wetlands and Rethink Perth Freight Link campaigns, as well as those in the Cockburn community wildlife corridor 
or in fact those out replanting as recently as last weekend. It was an amazing commitment, spanning many 
thousands of people over many, many years and, in fact, many decades. What brought them together was a sense 
of extraordinary conviction against a road—a highway—that was to be built through a wetland. That plan was deeply 
flawed on many levels and it had to be stopped. It was a battle, as we know, that went on for decades and it did 
not end until the Barnett government was voted out in 2017. 
I am proud to have played a very little part in that. There were some great expressions of people power from the 
largest ever parade of groups that came together in Fremantle, including the Save Beeliar Wetlands and Rethink the 
Link groups, all the way to those who joined in pre-dawn protests. At the heart of all this was an attempt to slow 
down state-sponsored vandalism. However, it was pretty depressing for everyone who was involved to see that 
terrible, unnecessary, expensive destruction those last few months, knowing that this road would not be finished. At 
the time there was a sense of despondency, but upon reflection it was a win. Anyone who has been down there 
recently will have seen that the place is coming back to life. If it had not been for amazing people power and the 
community coming together to slow down the destruction of that place, it would not have come back to life in the 
way that it has now. Although it slowed it down, some extraordinary things were sadly removed—500-year-old trees 
and places of significance to the Whadjuk Noongar community going back over 5 000 years and the incredible 
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biodiversity of that place. It is true that there was terrible devastation, but the good news is that it did not go so far 
that key elements of that ecosystem were lost. What is interesting is that a lot of soil was retained and in the months 
after the bulldozers had gone through, it sprouted back very quickly. What is happening now is a symbol of hope 
of how the environment can spring back. We are seeing something now on which we should look proudly. 
This bill signifies a moment of celebration and a time to stop to reflect, but it is also in a sense an inspiration for 
what more can be done. I see this bill in many ways as a valuable first and important step towards where we need 
to go. Through this bill, 34 hectares will be saved, which is great, but if we are serious about some of the key icons—
the Carnaby’s and red-tailed cockatoos that were a part of the campaign—we will need to save more than 34 hectares 
to ensure a sustainable future. This bill is creating a sense around what we can do about our remaining wetlands 
and urban bushland and wildlife corridors. That is an interesting question. 
I come back to members’ comments about the Stephenson–Hepburn plan that has informed this issue. I often think that 
Stephenson and Hepburn could have not have possibly imagined where this plan would lead when they drew it up in 
the 1950s. After World War II, the car culture was only just starting. They could not have imagined what this city 
would look like 80 years on. I think that Perth is now the longest city in the world and I do not think that Stephenson 
and Hepburn, despite their planning expertise, would have imagined what kind of beast their plan would create. 
As we think about this long city that we have created, it is important to remember that this is a biodiversity hotspot. 
It is an amazing place of unique wetlands, many of which have been destroyed. I do not want to get stuck on statistics 
too much, but I have some important numbers here. In fact, the last report that was published on this that I could 
find is a Waters and Rivers Commission fact sheet published in 2001—20 years ago—that estimated that between 
70 and 80 per cent of all wetlands on the Swan coastal plain had been filled, drained or cleared. Going back a bit 
further, it also stated that 94 per cent of vegetation on the coastal plain had been cleared. We have really bulldozed 
our way through this city. That makes what we are doing here tonight all the more important. In this moment we 
are drawing a full stop and saying, “Enough of this.” I flag to the chamber that some work still needs to be done 
on the strategic assessment of the Perth and Peel region. That really important document will continue this. Many 
members know that that report was meant to calculate what important vegetation was left in the Perth and Peel region 
and to decide what could be developed and what should be preserved so that the Perth and Peel region does not die 
a death of a thousand cuts. That report has been well developed and $7 million has been spent on it already. I look 
forward to that report seeing the light of day because we need a sense of how these things can be preserved. 
As I said, this bill is a huge and timely win for conservation in this state. I hope that the government does not stop 
here, but, instead, sees this as a first step towards ensuring that something like this never happens again. In fact, 
Never Again: Reflections on Environmental Responsibility After Roe 8 is the title of a wonderful book edited by 
Andrea Gaynor, Peter Newman and Philip Jennings about this whole period. It reflects upon the implications of 
Roe 8. At the end of that book, which I highly recommend, it recommends a whole bunch of policy and legislative 
changes that will be necessary to reform the flaws that the Roe 8 and Perth Freight Link debacle exposed. I want 
to highlight a couple of them. The first of these recommendations, members will be pleased to know, is entirely 
consistent with what we are doing today; namely, that the Roe 8 reserve should be removed from the metropolitan 
region scheme. That is a great start. The second recommendation, which I really like, is that the state government 
should build a community wildlife corridor from the wetlands to the waves. For those who know this part of the 
world, imagine a corridor connecting Bibra Lake and the Beeliar Regional Park all the way along the Roe 8 and 
Roe 9 reserves to Clontarf Hill and the Cockburn coast. That would be an extraordinary legacy. I hope that is going 
to be the next step. Imagine those areas linked up with parkland, bushland, and bike and walking paths. It would be 
a great legacy for future generations. Of course, we need to think more broadly about things in the south metropolitan 
area and making Point Peron an A-class reserve to fully protect those areas as well as, of course, protecting our 
native forests all the way from Denmark up to Perth. 
The authors of Never Again recommend a couple of other things. I plant these ideas in here because I think that 
there are lessons that can be learnt. I think we saw this through the Roe 8 process, but one is around making sure that 
Main Roads WA is not the driver of transport in this state. Every other state has a main roads department as a subset 
of their department of transport. We should think about that. We often wonder why we end up with road-heavy 
transport planning in this state. It is because of the way that Main Roads drives much of that. If we were serious 
about modal shift and having a more sustainable future, then that approach needs to change. 
Another recommendation that is really important, which I know has to be worked on, is around establishing a fair, 
transparent and robust Aboriginal heritage process. For too long the Aboriginal heritage assessment process has 
been stacked against Aboriginal custodians. We saw it with this project, but we will hopefully see some good changes 
in that space coming to this Parliament in due course. 
In summary, I hope that this bill is the start, not the end, of a series of reforms that the Roe 8 debacle taught us must 
not happen again and that it shows that we can do things in a far better way. I hope it sets in motion a series of further 
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protections for our urban bushland reserves. I look forward to working with the government on this to ensure that 
we take the next critical steps to plan for a sustainable urban future. However, I make this point: I do not want to take 
away from the sense that this should be a moment of celebration for our community for a really special and hard-fought 
win. I am very proud to stand in this house today in support of a bill that will protect the Beeliar wetlands. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [8.28 pm]: I thank Acting President 
(Hon Steve Martin) for the opportunity to contribute to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. 
It is hard to know where to begin, but I will begin with probably a couple of the more outrageous statements that 
I heard here tonight. I start with the comment that — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have no vested interest in it myself. I do not live near it, I will not gain any traffic 
benefit from it and I will not have to listen to the trucks regardless of whether or not Roe 8 gets built. The joy of living 
down in the best part of Western Australia, which is not the South Metropolitan Region, but a bit further south, is 
that I do not have to worry about having a vested interest in this. 
I will address a couple of the more outrageous comments that were made tonight. The first, in my view, is that the 
passage of the equivalent bill in the previous Parliament was held up by the Liberal Party. I heard that mentioned 
tonight. I was here during all that time and I do not remember the government ever bringing on that bill. It sat and 
sat on the notice paper. It was not on the list of urgent bills to get through by the rising of the previous Parliament 
and there was no filibuster to prevent it from being presented. No-one debated other bills for hours so that we did 
not have to debate that bill. The bill was never presented, so no-one could filibuster during the debate on it. I am 
assuming that it did not get presented because the government realised that it did not have the numbers for it to pass. 
That is what happens. The government and the opposition negotiate and work out where members are on an issue. 
I am assuming that the bill did not get presented because the government did not have the numbers. It is because 
the government did not have the numbers that it sat on the notice paper for years.  
To suggest that the government’s absence of courage should be blamed on the Liberal opposition for somehow holding 
up this bill is absolute nonsense, yet here we are. I do not know how many times we have to hear that the Liberal Party 
held up the bill in the Legislative Council during the last Parliament, because it is not true. Every bill that the government 
could not progress somehow has to be attributed that way. Members might want to look at the history of the bill before 
just reading from the speaking notes that have come out of whichever ministerial office wrote them, because the reality 
is that it is not true. It is not the case. The government did not have the numbers. It should have tested the numbers. 
We have sat here tonight and put arguments about bills and we have voted and lost. That is what sometimes happens 
in a democracy—that funny thing that, theoretically, the Greeks invented, but only a version of it. Members put their 
arguments and they vote. We have done that tonight. There is no shame in losing the vote, but this bill did not get 
presented. It went through the lower house at a rate of knots with some arguments and a bit of argy-bargy, as would 
be expected, but it was passed. Why? It is because the government had the numbers and it won the vote. The bill then 
came into this chamber and went nowhere. To suggest, as happens from the other side of the house repeatedly, that the 
horrible opposition held up this bill and that bill and tied up Santa Claus so that he could not get out of the North Pole 
to give presents to the children in Labor-held seats is an absolute nonsense. Let us deal with that first. That is not true. 
Let us then deal with the moral outrage, if we could, that there would be some land clearing involved as a part of 
this project. Guess what, members? Land clearing is a part of most major projects. The Labor Party is not necessarily 
opposed to land clearing, or is it? Here is a project that I think the Labor government is proceeding with that I am 
a supporter of: the Bunbury Outer Ring Road. That involves clearing some 76 hectares, which is not an insignificant 
amount of native vegetation. That is being done for the future transport needs of a region, and I actually support 
that because I am not hypocritical enough to say that no trees should ever be knocked down. I absolutely respect 
the position of the Greens and of Hon Dr Brad Pettitt. That has been the Greens’ position for a very long time. I did 
not necessarily agree with a few of the things he said in his contribution, but it is an honest position that I presume 
he and the rest of the Greens have. The Labor Party sits there and says what an outrage it is that land will be cleared. 
Guess what? We clear land for projects. The Labor Party cleared land for the Ocean Reef Marina. In fact, the 
Labor Party cleared some marine park for the Ocean Reef Marina.  

Do you know what? We supported that because it happens. I wonder how much land the then Minister for Transport 
and now Minister for Regional Development cleared for the construction of the Mandurah line. I have not looked that 
up but I suspect it is 70-something kilometres of railway line through those southern suburbs where a bit of wetlands 
is floating around. How much land got cleared for the Kwinana Freeway extension called the Forrest Highway? Guess 
what, guys? That road went through a bit of wetland as well. We hear moral outrage in relation to this one project 
because it is politically convenient. Guess what? Clearing happens. I am terribly sorry if it is going to happen in your 
neighbourhood. My understanding is that the clearing of the Beeliar wetlands argument was had some time ago and 
there were differences of opinion on the quality of the wetlands the road would go through. My understanding is that 
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the government at the time reflected that there were ways to look after the more pristine areas of wetlands and, thus, 
there were conversations about bridges in particular to allow communications and to allow the wetlands to continue. 
But to suggest, as I have heard tonight, that any clearing is an outrage flies in the face of what the Labor Party is doing 
in all the other projects it is presenting. It is not the case that the Labor Party has the high moral ground; it has a political 
position that it would like to defend. I absolutely get that. I fully understand that this is a political debate. 

Although I am not invested in and was not in Parliament for the significant arguments that occurred around this, 
I think we should look back at a little of the history, but not necessarily all the way back to the Stephenson report. 
I agree to some degree with Hon Dr Brad Pettitt that not everything in the Stephenson report can be considered rolled 
gold in 2021. It was obviously a good snapshot at the time. I agreed that it was visionary at the time. But it does 
not necessarily always apply all these years later, so we need to take it with a grain of salt. It was and remains decades 
later a very good report and the principles are worth looking at—that is, separating where we can industrial development 
and transport infrastructure, port and residential land. Those are good principles. Running through it is a fairly sensible 
structured set of roads. If members have driven on major highways in Melbourne, for example, they would know that 
you can start off going east and suddenly find that you are going west, thinking that you have not diverted one iota. 
It is not the easiest city in the world to drive in. By comparison, I think Perth is a fairly straightforward, reasonably 
gridded city. It is perhaps not perfect, but it is not too bad, and some of the early contributors to that planning 
should be credited for that. 

But let us talk about the ultimate politics of this—that is, the difference between the Kwinana outer harbour and 
the Fremantle port. I am very sad that the “Labor member of Maritime Union of Australia” is away on urgent 
parliamentary business because I enjoy his contributions and I am sure he would have plenty to say, if he was allowed 
to, about the various attributes of Fremantle port and whether it should remain an operating port and what its capacity 
is. I note that the MUA has taken a very strong view that the port of Fremantle is quite able to take port traffic 
for a fair period of time. I understand that the Labor Party has a different view from that, but it is not based on fact 
or science. This has become an incredibly politicised argument. I noted a slightly different argument during the 
2017 election campaign. The honourable member who spoke earlier talked about the 2013 election but I think she 
meant 2017, and that is fine. During the 2017 election campaign I watching a slightly different argument. I noted 
the comments of the then shadow Treasurer who was about to become Treasurer, Hon Ben Wyatt, in a 2017 debate 
that they would start construction on the Kwinana outer harbour or he would quit his job! I think he has gone, has 
he not? I think he went! Perhaps there was something fortuitous or possibly foreboding in the fact that the incoming 
Treasurer was so determined and adamant that the Kwinana outer harbour would be built and that it would be 
started in that first term of the McGowan government that he said he would resign from his job if it did not. From 
memory, he was so adamant that at the end of the last session of Parliament he resigned twice! There might have 
been some concern about his ability to live up to this commitment, because the Kwinana outer harbour will be very 
difficult to deliver and for no greater reason, funnily enough, than for environmental reasons. The proposal will do 
significant damage to significant seagrass beds. There are significant environmental risks and damage will occur 
as the outer harbour is constructed. I suspect that the plan now is that construction might start well into the 2030s. 
There will be a bit of planning and we will progress through the process. But before the government gets environmental 
approvals a lot of work will need to be done and I suspect that will be no easy task. 

A week ago we received the Infrastructure Western Australia, Foundations for a stronger tomorrow: State infrastructure 
strategy: Draft for public comment, a 300-page document that contains lots of comments such as, “We should develop 
a plan for this and we should develop a plan for that”. It was not all bad. It did contain some positive stuff, but it 
did not outline a structure for infrastructure in Western Australia. It said, “Here’s the things we think we should 
work on.” I guess a journey starts with the first few steps. I noted today in question time that it took $5 million to 
get to those first steps, but we have progressed a little. 
In a press conference, the chief executive officer of Infrastructure WA, Philip Helberg, was asked whether the Kwinana 
outer harbour—I think because it was mentioned briefly in the report—was a focus of this government, how much 
of a focus it was and whether writing out Roe 8 and the development of the roads to support Fremantle harbour was 
a bit peremptory. He had a few things to say about this that raised the eyebrows of many people. He said — 

“So for us it’s not so much about whether it should happen, it’s more about when. So what the strategy 
does recommend is let’s look at the timing. 
“Let’s look at answering the questions that we still have, which is how much trade stays in Fremantle? 
What type of trade stays in Fremantle? 
“And then we can one, decide when that needs to occur, but also what we need the transport network to 
look like that would service the new requirements. 
“So to your question about Roe 8 and Roe 9, our view is that it’s premature to even have that discussion. 
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The chief executive officer of the new Infrastructure WA asked whether we could build a Kwinana outer harbour 
before we knew what the port infrastructure would look like. That is the first big question: Will it ever be built? Can 
the government ever get the environmental approvals to build it? Of course, once that is done, the government will 
probably have to change and extend the road network, and I suspect that will probably involve a bit of clearing of 
land and we will have this battle all over again. Philip Helberg did say that until the government is certain where the 
road network will go and what part of it will go into Fremantle, and what can be retained in Fremantle and what 
we will end up with at Kwinana port, it would be foolish to make that final decision about Roe 8 and Roe 9. However, 
the government is not doing that. The government is not working its way through this to determine the best long-term 
tactical transport position. That is because this is not an infrastructure debate or a port debate; this is a political debate 
about a policy that has been taken to two elections by two parties with completely diverse and opposing views. 
The Liberal Party has taken its policy on Roe 8 and Roe 9 to the last two elections; and, if one looks at the results 
of those elections, maybe one would think that was not a big vote swinger. To be honest, I have no vested interest 
in this; it is not my patch. I do not mind either way. I am looking at this purely from a logistics position and whether 
this is a wise investment of state money. A government will never be popular if it clears anything near anybody. But 
government is not supposed to be a popularity contest. I think the Labor Party has proved that. The minister will not 
even turn up near the Bunbury Outer Ring Road to have a conversation with the locals. That road is going through—
guess what?—some native vegetation, and some of that is wetland. 
I notice that Hon Dr Brad Pettitt raised some of the issues around the wetland policy on the Swan coastal plain. 
That is important. However, I would urge him to show a little caution around those early studies. I went through 
the whole process of the Swan coastal plain wetland policy. I am not sure how engaged he was back then around 
that particular area, but basically under that policy anything that had any standing water at any point over winter was 
determined to be a wetland. If the member’s backyard was observed to have water standing in it, under that policy it 
could be declared to be a wetland, despite the fact that it had artificial turf and the last frog there had died in 1927. 
Just be a little cautious about what those early policies called a wetland and what they did not. 
It is absolutely the case that we have filled in wetlands and we have not treated our wetlands or our native forest 
particularly well over the last 100, or whatever it is, years—let us say 150, probably plus a bit. I am always cautious 
about anybody who says, “All right. We’ve cleared enough, so we can’t clear anymore.” The unfortunate truth of 
government is that at some point, governments have to create infrastructure for people to use. They cannot not do 
that. At some point, government will have to say, “I’m terribly sorry. I understand that we don’t like the clearing of 
a particular piece of land, but we have to do it”. That may be for the Bunbury Outer Ring Road, Ocean Reef marina, 
Roe 8 or Roe 9, or the Mandurah rail line, or whatever bit it is. I suspect that a fair bit of native vegetation was 
also cut down when the Armadale line was put in originally. When we put infrastructure in place, it comes at a cost. 
That is why we have offset policies. That is what they are there for. When I was first involved with offset policies, 
it was about like-for-like. Governments have, quite rightly, become far more ambitious. It is not like-for-like any 
more. It is four-to-one or five-to-one, and, in some cases, 10-to-one, so whatever we intend to take out, we replace it 
with significantly more when we hit an offset policy. The current offset policy is reasonable. However, I would not mind 
seeing some better coordination around it so that we could merge offsets for major projects. That would have a mutually 
beneficial or synergistic effect where the whole would be greater than each of the individual parts. We have to clear for 
any of those projects. This government clears, and any government that will come after it at some point will clear. 
This is a political debate. It still amuses me that we are talking about a harbour in Kwinana. I am old enough, 
members, to remember—not everybody here is—the proposal for a private port in Kwinana. We had that debate here 
not that long ago with the Minister for Regional Development. I was astounded to hear her say that the big objection 
was the labour and contracting profile of the people who would work in the port. We always assumed that for some 
reason nobody liked Len Buckeridge when he was proposing it all those years ago—it must be 20-something years 
ago now—but here we are. We had a proposal for a privately run port in Kwinana. There were all these reasons 
why that could not happen. The Richard Court government signed up that proposal, and it was thrown out by the 
incoming Gallop government, in which the now Minister for Regional Development was the Minister for Transport 
and Infrastructure—the “infrastructure tsarina” the newspapers used to call her. Twenty years ago, a private individual 
was prepared to invest to build what the government is now theoretically going to invest billions of dollars to build 
somewhere in the 2030s or 2040s. If that does happen, it will not be under this government. These governments 
will turn over as these things occur. Right now, the government is investing in a vision. I suspect it will not have 
to put too much money in at the start, so that is okay, but it will be very slow. It will not happen in a rush. This will 
take an enormously long time. 
In the meantime, we have the bill before the house. I thought it was a fairly clever move simply to have the Minister 
for Lands change those titles and add them to the conservation estate, which effectively quarantined that land and 
prevented the development anyway. This bill is the icing on the cake. That was a temporary fix. It could have been 
reversed by an opposition that came to government and controlled both houses of Parliament in which a future 
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minister could put something in place and return that land to the transport corridor. That would obviously be 
a disallowable instrument. Interestingly, the movement of the land into the conservation estate is not a disallowable 
instrument that would require a vote in Parliament, but taking it back out would be, so the government would have 
to control both houses of Parliament to be able to pull that out of the conservation estate. This is the next step onwards. 
This is trying to quarantine it so that can never occur. That is a political position of the Labor Party. 
Fine—the Labor Party has won the election and this legislation will go through. It is absolutely a political thing 
though, so please do not lecture us and get on the moral high horse for any of these other reasons. This is a political 
decision that the government is taking and good luck to it. It won the election, it won control of both houses and 
this is happening. It did not not happen before because of anything we did; it did not happen before because it did 
not get put on the list and debated in the house. Guess what? The opposition has no control over government 
legislation and when it comes forward. The government will win this political debate—it will. I think it is foolish 
for the government to do what it is proposing before it works out whether it can or cannot deliver significant port 
infrastructure in Kwinana and work out what Fremantle port looks like in 2040. It is easy for the government to 
say that the northern section, the northern quay, will all be prime real estate and it will make its money back by 
selling it off as $1 million apartments and rich people will move there. I will be interested to see how many of them 
are Fremantle Dockers supporters when they get there, but let us see! I absolutely understand that that is the aim. 
Hon Darren West: We have even have got Collingwood supporters, member! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Surely, no-one is a Collingwood supporter! 
Hon Darren West: We have even got Collingwood supporters! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: My goodness, the standard is low! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it is unparliamentary language! We have to draw the line somewhere! 
The government will make a political decision before it knows what the infrastructure needs to really look like, before 
it knows what the port of Fremantle will look like and before it knows whether it can even construct a Kwinana 
outer harbour. The government does not know that it can get this done, but in the meantime it will quarantine this 
land for a political outcome, and that is fine. I will live with that, because I live 200 kilometres further south and I do 
not think it will impact on me all that much. It is not necessarily the best outcome for the state of Western Australia 
though, and it will be done for political purposes. It will be done because the Labor Party took it to two elections 
and won and because it thinks it is a vote winner. Like I say, I am a little astounded that a lot of Liberals think it 
is a big vote winner. I do not know whether it is or not; my work is further south. But this is about politics. We are 
taking a political decision, not an infrastructure decision, not an investment decision and not a Treasury decision. 
This is about politics, and the government will win the day, but that does not mean that it will get the best outcome 
for the people of Western Australia. In my final contribution, I will look forward to the next time that this Labor 
government announces a project that requires some land clearing, because I expect all these members who stood 
up and were outraged by land clearing to stand up again and tell us how outrageous this is, and how it needs to be 
opposed. I know that Hon Dr Brad Pettitt will. He will jump up and oppose land clearing everywhere. But I will be 
looking forward to the contribution and the howls of outrage from government members, because, obviously, that 
is something that should never happen in the state of Western Australia. 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan) [8.55 pm]: I had not actually planned on speaking on the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021, but I listened to a number of speakers whilst I was 
working in my office. Like the Leader of the House, this has probably been one of the most significant issues in 
our electorate, the South Metropolitan Region, for the 20-plus years that we have both been in this house. I know 
that over time we have both been to a range of events on the whole Roe 8 and Roe 9 issue. I congratulate the Labor 
government on bringing this bill forward and bringing it back into this house, to provide some completion—some 
finality, if you like—to this contentious issue for people who reside in that part of our region. I think that, once it 
has passed, this bill will provide a solution or conclusion to what has been a highly contentious issue. As already 
referred to, this is a very emotive issue. We have seen a range of highly organised, brilliantly organised community 
actions to protect the Beeliar wetlands and other areas around there. 
I listened to Hon Neil Thomson earlier on. I think he talked about three points, although I only picked up on 
a couple of them. He talked about consistency and clarity. I think that Labor both in government and in opposition 
has always been very clear and very consistent on its position on Roe 8 and 9. We have always looked to find other 
options. During the Barnett period, the Liberal government really missed its opportunity. It has been a great champion 
of this change but never actually delivered. It had eight and a half years to deliver on this and it left it up to the 
eleventh hour to ram those trees through, destroy that area and absolutely devastate that space. The fact that members 
of the community had to go out and rail against the Liberal government of the day in its dying embers just smacked 
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of desperation for that government. It had wasted all that time. It was a road to nowhere. We had Dean Nalder coming 
up with flip-flop ideas on a regular basis about shutting down and taking properties from people down in Fremantle, 
then changing his mind the day after. Nobody knew what the Liberal government at that time wanted to actually 
do. It dreamed the dream but could not actually deliver on its ideas. 
This government is about to deliver. It is about to deliver a very solid outcome for people in the south metro. It is 
about to conclude the nonsense that has been put on the table for all the time that I have been in Parliament. We 
have had many, many arguments in this place over an extended period of time about these projects. The one thing 
I will say is that since Labor came into government in 2017, and I think pretty much within days or weeks of being 
in government, it was able to turn around opportunities that may not have been in place if Roe 8 and Roe 9 had 
proceeded. We have seen significant infrastructure changes that have happened since 2017 that have looked to 
alleviate the congestion issues in south metro. One of the first projects in which they repurposed the dollars with 
the support of the federal government was the Manning ramp, which had been contentious. We have now seen the 
changes, with new bridges going up across the freeway and the freeway being widened. I was driving through the 
Armadale Road area at the weekend and saw that fabulous new bridge going up and the new roadways that will 
make life so much better for people in that area. That is all being done in conjunction with the full support of the 
Cockburn council, which, I must say, has been fabulous in the work it has done with the community in the protection 
of the Beeliar wetlands. I know that it will be very pleased with the outcome of this legislation as it goes through 
hopefully this week.  
I listened to Hon Dr Steve Thomas saying that some Liberals are convinced that Roe 8 and Roe 9 are the way to go. 
I must say that I do not get people contacting my office on a regular basis, in fact very rarely. I could not even tell 
members the last time somebody contacted me to protest about this government’s position on Roe 8 or Roe 9. More 
recently, during the state election, I was very heavily engaged in the Riverton campaign, which has Leach Highway 
cut through the guts of it, and I fully expected that the Roe issue would be a primary problem for the candidate in 
that seat, the very fabulous Dr Jags Krishnan. I hate to disappoint members opposite, but it was very rarely raised.  
The government, as has already been talked about, is looking to do a whole range of things that are alluded to in 
the second reading speech in terms of the new Kwinana outer harbour, the shift to rail and all the new roads that 
are going up. It will continue to find other solutions, because that is not what the Liberal–National government did. 
There was a lot of talk about it and there was a lot of shuffling around of the dollars and a lot of interesting ideas 
that fell away sometimes within 24 hours, but it never actually did anything. I think that is the clear difference. In 
government, Labor delivers that change whilst we hear the Liberal Party talking about it. I have heard the idea 
mentioned two or three times tonight that this is political. Well, hello? Everything that we do in this chamber is 
political. We can give it another tag. I did not realise that I was sitting in a room with so many political virgins. I hate 
to tell Hon Dr Steve Thomas, but that is what we do. Every single thing we do is about the politics. It is your politics 
or our politics. It is our view or your view. I was really quite surprised that we were going, “Oh, hell no, it’s political. 
That’s what the government is doing.” No, the government has been consistent in its position on Roe 8 and Roe 9 
forever. It has just been incrementally working its way through to find the best solution for traffic issues and road 
transport issues for the community in the South Metropolitan Region. Whilst this legislation might not be the be-all 
and end-all, it certainly goes a fair way to solving some of the concerns for the people who live and work in and around 
that area. I must say that the work that has been done on the Beeliar wetlands makes it a very attractive place to be. 
It is a great place to take the kids. It is a great place for families, for schools and again, all those people who have 
been involved in that project. The people who fought hard to keep these areas need to be congratulated.  
I only wanted to say a few words, because I think this bill ties the bow on part of the issue and will hopefully bring 
a tidy conclusion to a very significant debate to enable the government to get on with resolving those other elements 
around Roe 8 and Roe 9. Some members called for an extended period of consultation, but we have had 20 years, 
that I am aware of during my time here, talking about these issues. At some point we have to bite the bullet and 
get on with it. I think that is what the government is trying to do with the bill that we are dealing with tonight. It is an 
eminently sensible bill that provides a solution.  
The other thing I want to come back to is the issue around clearance. Hon Dr Steve Thomas talked about land clearing, 
and he is right; there are absolutely situations in which we have to clear land for certain proposals, but the manner 
and form that the Liberal government of the day in 2017 bulldozed its way through that area was such a dodgy 
arrangement. It was done as an act of desperation, as if it had to put that pathway through to demonstrate that it had 
done something and ticked a box to deliver on Roe 8 and Roe 9 at that stage. It was treated with the contempt that 
it deserved by the general community and they stood up and protested. I must say that that election period in 2017 
was probably one of the greatest rallying efforts I have seen in my electorate for a long, long time. It pulled all 
sorts of people and groups together to protest against the government of the day and I think it was very successful. 
It probably helped us to win seats in South Metro that we may not have won before simply because of the way the 
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Liberal government of the day managed it. I can see Hon Dr Steve Thomas nodding, so he obviously agrees with 
me on that point. 

On the question of seagrass, I would like the member to show me some in Cockburn Sound, because all the local 
people I know who go fishing down there have not seen it for a long time; Hon Dr Brad Pettitt probably has a different 
view. Like the member, I have been around for a long time. In fact, I remember when the road on the coast was 
a straight road and it would take 16 minutes to get from the Alcoa site to the first pub in Freo, and back then you 
could actually see those things. That is a long time ago, and the world has changed. 

I congratulate the Labor government on its efforts in getting this legislation through and I certainly look forward 
to future projects that will resolve those transport issues in the South Metropolitan Region. I think the changes that 
are being made to protect the Beeliar wetlands will, in the long term, be of great benefit to the people who live in 
the South Metropolitan Region. 

HON JAMES HAYWARD (South West) [9.05 pm]: I was not going to speak, but I have been moved to stand. 
I am very excited about the passionate nature of tonight’s debate; it is fantastic to hear some of the members who 
we have not yet had a chance to hear from speaking so passionately about what is important to them. Of the debates 
we have had in this house, this has certainly been one in which members have rolled up their sleeves and shown 
their party stripes, in the sense that a lot of the debate has been around the views of the different parties rather than 
the actual issues relating to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. 

As members have said, it is a political bill; I think we are all agreed on that and we have all talked about the different 
colours and what they stand for. At the end of the day, the Labor Party ran an extremely successful campaign on this 
issue and there is no doubt that members opposite would have a great sense of achievement tonight as this bill goes 
through; I completely understand that, and I congratulate them on that campaign. However, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
said, I am not sure it is ultimately in the state’s best interest. 

One of the things members talked about was the environmental cost of clearing land, and there is no question about 
that, as has been mentioned. I was very interested to hear the last speaker talk about the seagrass that used to be 
there and is no longer there, and that it is not very important. Well, people do not live next to the seagrass, so perhaps 
it is not that important, and I guess we will not see the same level of campaigning on that. I have no doubt that 
Hon Dr Brad Pettitt and his team will be out there fighting for the seagrass, but we probably will not this time see 
the same campaign we saw for the Beeliar wetlands, because people do not live close by and perhaps there is no 
political expediency in rallying a campaign on the environmental issues around seagrass. 

It is hard to believe that this bill is before us because the Labor Party is deeply committed to these environmental 
issues, because there are other relevant areas in the state. I want to talk about the Bunbury Outer Ring Road through 
Gelorup. Members of the community there are as outraged as those in the community surrounding the Beeliar 
wetlands were when they were protesting, yet they have not had the support of the Labor Party. They have not had 
the minister come to speak to them and look at their space. There is only one member down there who does not 
have the benefit of being in south metro where there are numbers of seats on the line. It appears that the environmental 
issues facing the people of Gelorup are simply not important to the Labor Party. In that context, we have to consider 
this and say, “Well, okay, we’ve seen some different actions here. We understand you’re championing the wetlands 
and you ran a very successful campaign and did very well out of it. Further down the road, where there is an issue 
for a community that they feel is equally important, there is silence; nobody’s there. It’s not important.” 

Again, I point out the member’s comment about the seagrass not being there anymore and that it probably will not 
be an issue. Well, it probably will not be if there is no campaign around it. I suspect that the real commitment to 
environmental sustainability does not necessarily come from the DNA of the Labor Party. Having said that, there 
is also a bit of a transaction that goes on in knocking this out, as we have discovered, because there is still an 
environmental cost in not building it. Trucks are idling up and down Leach Highway, pushing out gases and taking 
longer to get to the places they need to go. They prevent vehicles from moving at an efficient speed, so there is an 
environmental cost at that level as well, which I am sure all members will agree with. Ultimately, the problem still 
has not been solved. Hon Dr Brian Walker spoke about the fact that he once sat behind traffic three trucks wide 
while driving along Leach Highway. I am sure that many members who have driven along Leach Highway have had 
the same experience. The problem is still there. I certainly congratulate the government for looking at rail and other 
different possibilities to try to solve that problem, but that problem still exists. It is incumbent on the Labor Party 
to come up with some solutions for those people, so I certainly encourage it to do that. 

I also encourage the Labor Party to consider looking to our friends in Gelorup and perhaps listening to what they 
said about their issues with that road being pushed through there. To be honest, I am not convinced that this is a great 
step forward for the state, because a solution still needs to be found. Again, many speakers have said that this 
legislation will sort it out and bring it to a conclusion. No, it really will not. It was already solved, but you guys 
stopped it and changed the way that the land was described in the planning scheme so that it could not be used. Now 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 3 August 2021] 

 p2157b-2179a 
Hon Neil Thomson; Hon Tjorn Sibma; Hon Brian Walker; Hon Stephen Pratt; Hon Wilson Tucker; Hon Klara 

Andric; Hon Brad Pettitt; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Kate Doust; Hon James Hayward; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [22] 

this is a third step. There is still more work to be done. A solution still needs to be found. I encourage you guys to 
enjoy your celebration tonight, but then get on with trying to find a solution. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [9.11 pm]: I rise to oppose the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
(Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. I despair at the priorities of the McGowan Labor government. It is the first day back 
after a long winter recess—I appreciate that I have been away on urgent parliamentary business—and this bill is 
the highest priority on the first evening, so I despair that the government has run out of ideas. As I understand this 
bill, the government is asking this house to confirm, in effect, that the Roe Highway extension will not take place. 
It is pretty obvious that it is not going to take place over the next three and a half years. The McGowan Labor 
government has no intention whatsoever of extending Roe Highway—none whatsoever. So how can this be the 
top priority bill on the return of the sitting after the long winter recess? McGowan ministers have had the entire winter 
recess—week after week after week—to prepare priority matters for our attention this week, and this is it. It is a piece 
of legislation to tell us what they have already told us—they are not going to build the road anyway. 
I have lost count of the number of times I have raised in this house that this particular group of parliamentarians who 
are now in government promised the people of Western Australia that they would expedite law reform in relation to 
elder abuse in Western Australia. There is something that could be done this evening that would make a material 
difference to the lives of senior Western Australians. We could be dealing with that now. Did anyone knock on the door 
of the Attorney General over the winter recess and ask him what is going on with the laws that he said he was going to 
expedite more than 1 500 days ago? Did anyone do that, or were they too busy preparing speeches that they were going 
to read out about a road that they are not even going to build? That is the priority of the McGowan government. 
I share the comments that were made by some of my colleagues, which recognised that the government, having 
won the election and having been very clear about its view on this issue, is absolutely entitled to do what it is doing 
this evening. I do not dispute that. But, seriously, is this its top priority? I think one of my colleagues congratulated 
the government this evening on its ability to celebrate this campaign and this win. Really? It is going to celebrate 
this bill passing tonight or at some stage this week, as Hon Kate Doust has said, while it sits there and does nothing 
about the elder abuse problem we have in Western Australia? The front-page article of The West Australian today 
confirmed that children in our schools continue to have to face their attacker, while the government does nothing. 
I was, unfortunately, away on urgent parliamentary business this afternoon and I am grateful that my colleague 
Hon Tjorn Sibma asked a question on my behalf. We now know that there are still five Western Australian students 
who have to confront their attackers at school every day, and all the while, over the winter recess, government 
members were preparing their notes so that they could celebrate that we are not going to build a road—an extension 
to Fremantle. That is going to be what they celebrate this week. That will be their legacy. I do hope—I say this with 
all sincerity—that between now and the end of the year we see some meaningful law reform that will actually make 
a difference to the lives of Western Australians. 
My good friend Hon Kate Doust, who is a very experienced member, said in her contribution this evening that the 
whole debate—I understood her comments to mean our side of the debate—was all nonsense. Members might 
correct me if I am wrong, but I think the federal government still has a large amount of money set aside specifically 
for the extension of Roe Highway, so clearly not everybody thinks it is nonsense. Clearly, some people think that 
the extension of Roe Highway would be meaningful. Some comment was made about the federal government 
repurposing the money for the Manning Road on-ramp. I do not think so. If members actually look into the detail 
of that, they will see that a separate pot of money was allocated for what was, in the end, a bipartisan Manning Road 
on-ramp project. That was a very good initiative, largely funded by the federal government I might add. To suggest 
that the money has been repurposed and that this particular project is now nonsense I think defies the facts. 
Hon Kate Doust also mentioned that sometimes you just need to bite the bullet and get on with it. I totally agree. 
If there is one regret that I have about the eight and a half years of the Barnett government, it is that that did not 
happen with this project. Why it was left to the last minute is beyond me, but that is a matter of history, and so the 
opportunity was missed. When you miss the opportunity, you then give the opportunity for the other party to decide 
to take a different position, start a campaign, potentially win government and then fulfil their commitments. I must 
say that it always intrigued me just how long it took before the McGowan government actually took a position on 
Roe Highway. There was some suggestion in the debate tonight that this has been going on for a long time—maybe 
up to 20 years. I was first sworn in here on 22 May 2009, and in all that time—from 2009 to 2016—we were waiting 
for the Labor Party, then in opposition, to actually take a position on the extension of Roe Highway. It was not until 
January 2017 that Mr McGowan finally decided he would make a decision on this. Nevertheless, the Labor Party 
then won the March 2017 election. The government then had four years to do something about this matter.  
I find it distasteful that the Leader of the House, who is responsible for this Metropolitan Region Scheme 
(Beeliar Wetlands) Bill, decided—I do not know whether she was instructed to do so by the minister with the 
overall carriage of this legislation or whether it was the Leader of the House’s own bright idea—to suggest in the 
first paragraph of her second reading remarks that this bill did not pass in the last Parliament due to, and I quote, 
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“the actions of delay by the Liberal Party.” I will not spend any time dissecting that lie because I understand that 
the Leader of the Opposition has already done so. However, the Leader of the House would do well to retract that 
remark in her second reading speech because she knows full well that bills were progressed in the fortieth Parliament 
when she decided what bills would be brought on. If she can let me know what dates in the fortieth Parliament that 
she decided this bill would be brought on, I will happily retract my comments this evening. I suspect she will not be 
able to identify a date, so I invite her to do the honourable thing and remove that lie from the record that currently 
sits in the first paragraph of her second reading speech and that she needs to take responsibility for. 
It is true that by virtue of the numbers gifted to the government by the people of Western Australia at the most 
recent election, the government will win this debate in 2021. What that will look like into the future is for the people 
of Western Australia and future Parliaments to decide, but for the purposes of the forty-first Parliament I have 
every confidence that this bill will pass unamended. Members opposite who are getting ready to celebrate a bill that 
confirms that a road they already know they will not build over the next three-and-a-half years will not be built might 
like to ask themselves: have they ever driven on Leach Highway? If they have not driven on Leach Highway, do 
not bother. Do us all a favour and do not bother celebrating something they know nothing about. If they have driven 
down Leach Highway, answer me this: do they think the removal of trucks from Leach Highway is imperative? If 
they do not think the removal of trucks from Leach Highway is imperative, that is fine; they are entitled to that view, 
but they should make sure they let all the people who live around Leach Highway know that they do not think the 
removal of trucks from that highway is imperative. Let them know. Be courageous; do not hide. Remember, they 
are getting ready to celebrate. They have had their streamers ready for the whole of the winter recess. They have been 
waiting for this big week. They could not wait to get back. They are very keen to let the Leader of the House know 
that they will be there. They will even contribute. I have been waiting for some members to contribute to debates 
over the last couple of months. Their big moment has arrived because we will talk about a road that they will not 
build anyway. That is what we have been preparing for all winter recess apparently. In the meantime, while they 
do that, have they thought about doing a social media campaign and letting all the people who live on and around 
Leach Highway know that they do not think the removal of trucks is imperative? 
The other interesting thing is that those who have a passing interest in transport infrastructure—not all of us will 
be as knowledgeable in this area as Hon Neil Thomson, but people will have a passing interest, I am sure, in transport 
infrastructure—should consider whether an extension to Roe Highway will improve the efficiency of existing 
networks. My electorate office is on the eastern border of the South Metropolitan Region. I suspect, probably due to 
the location of both my home and my electorate office, that there is probably not one member of the South Metropolitan 
Region who has to traverse this piece of road more than I do. I am fairly familiar with the problems of ordinary 
residents who live in Piara Waters, Harrisdale, Canning Vale, Southern River, Willetton and, dare I say it, Cockburn. 
At the moment, the path these people have to take to get to Fremantle is all because there is a fixed ideology on 
the part of key members of the McGowan government that says to them, “Too bad. You don’t get to have an efficient 
transport route, and we are going to make sure of that because, in fact, we will pass a bill through Parliament to 
make sure that it does not happen.” It is my understanding, Madam Acting President — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Member, I remind you that we have removed gender-specific 
titles for the President’s position. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you for the notice, Acting President. I confess I was unaware of that and I will 
endeavour to make sure that I implement that in future. 
As I was saying, Acting President, it is my understanding that, according to Main Roads, it is the case that Roe 8 
and Roe 9 would lead to a substantial reduction in fuel usage and a substantial saving in carbon dioxide, and that 
Main Roads has determined that the extension of Roe Highway, certainly with respect to some of the modelling 
that had been done for Roe 8 and Roe 9, would impact only 0.49 per cent of Beeliar Regional Park and that it would 
follow an already cleared piece of land. Our party in the lead-in to the last election, an election which I think most 
fair-minded individuals recognise was a COVID-19 referendum, indicated that we would invest $45 million to 
specifically accommodate the environmental sensitivities and to provide better access to the area. It was not as though 
our party was deaf to the message about environmental sensitivities. Far from it; we were prepared to put our money 
where our mouth was. Indeed, our promise also included a commitment to a wetlands restoration program that 
would have been undertaken at North Lake and Horse Paddock Swamp to improve the area environmentally. 
In the briefings I received from those of my colleagues who were responsible for these various infrastructure, 
planning and transport portfolios, I was assured that this would include revegetation of the degraded areas and weed 
control. I do note for those members who, again, have perhaps never visited the area in question, that much of the 
area in question is actually already degraded and has been for years and years, whether that be because of industry 
or because of landfill or, indeed, because of some introduced flora. We also committed to installing noise walls at 
various locations to address any of the concerns of some of the local residents. 
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I return to the concern of those residents who live in and around Leach Highway and have to navigate the trucks 
along that treacherous passage. I draw to members’ attention a serious incident that occurred just prior to the 
commencement of the winter recess—in fact, on 2 June this year—when a truck rear-ended a school bus carrying 
50 children. Where did this happen? It happened on Leach Highway in Booragoon. A few months before that—on 
19 March 2021—a car collided with a truck. Where did that occur? It also occurred on Leach Highway. Thankfully, 
in that instance, the driver escaped uninjured. On 13 January 2020—about the time the McGowan government was 
busy facilitating and allowing for the SafeWA app data to be breached—we had another instance of traffic chaos. 
Where was it? It occurred on Leach Highway. Why did it occur? It occurred because a car collided with a truck. 
These are three quick examples that I have been able to identify this year. As some people have said, this debate 
has been going on for years and years; some have said that it has been going on for 20 years. 
Every time there is a road accident, a family is affected. The cost is significant, particularly when a serious injury 
occurs. I know from previous debates that a number of well-meaning members in this chamber strongly support 
the National Disability Insurance Scheme. They have made that view clear in the past. Would it not be a good idea 
if some of these people could avoid going on the NDIS because of catastrophic motor vehicle–induced injuries? The 
scheme that is operated by the Insurance Commission of Western Australia quite literally costs millions of dollars. 
Would it not be a good idea if we could avoid that trauma for some of our Western Australians, particularly those 
in the metropolitan area, or are we more concerned about the impact on the Beeliar wetlands, which is supposedly 
less than half a per cent? They are the questions that members ought to satisfy themselves with before casting their 
vote on this matter. 
I note that not so long ago—it was reported on 13 January 2020—the Premier of Western Australia, Mr McGowan, 
the member for Rockingham, said that building a highway through the middle of a wetland is not a wise use of 
public money; it is not needed. The problem we have with that statement is that that honourable member resides 
in Rockingham. To the extent that he has to inconvenience himself and drive anywhere, it would only be up and down 
Kwinana Freeway between Rockingham and West Perth. If that is effectively the sum total of his transport journey 
in Western Australia, other than from time to time travelling around in a jet or even having a taxpayer-funded driver 
take him on some of these journeys, he will probably not think that the Roe Highway extension is needed. However, 
a truck driver who has to get to and from Fremantle might have a different view. I regret that due to other urgent 
parliamentary business I did not have the opportunity to be here for the entirety of the debate, but I look forward to 
reviewing Hansard to check for any of the speeches made by members in support of this bill and whether any of them 
provided testimony from Western Australian truck drivers, just to share their story. I know something about members 
opposite: they like stories. What about the stories of the Western Australian truck drivers? Do they have a voice in 
this debate? Do we care what they think? I know that one member took the opportunity to read out some remarks by 
an environmental activist. There is nothing wrong with that. That person is entitled to a voice in this debate as much 
as any Western Australian, but are they the only voice being heard in this debate, or might there be others? According 
to the Premier, he simply thinks that Roe 8 is not needed and that it is not a wise use of public money. Clearly, the 
federal government has a different view. I find it extremely arrogant that a person who represents the Rockingham 
electorate can simply take such a strong view on this matter. What about those who actually represent the region? 
What about those who have to deal with the people in and around South Street and Leach Highway? 
One thing that happened during the winter recess was that an infrastructure strategy document titled Foundations for 
a stronger tomorrow was released, as I understand it, on 21 July 2021 by an organisation called Infrastructure WA. 
Some of the newer members might not necessarily be aware that Infrastructure WA was established in the last Parliament 
on the insistence of the McGowan government. It was to be an independent body to look at the infrastructure needs 
of Western Australia. This document, which was distributed on or around 21 July this year, is open for public comment. 
Maybe the Leader of the House, when summing up the debate, can answer this question for us: if the independent 
body, Infrastructure WA, has just put out its inaugural infrastructure strategy document and invited public comment 
on it, might this bill that we are dealing with now be premature in light of the fact that the government’s independent 
body has only just released this strategy document? Interestingly, I note that a very, very brave individual by the name 
of Philip Helberg, the chief executive officer of Infrastructure WA, had the courage to express some views when 
journalists put questions to him when this document was released. I would love to know which member of the McGowan 
government—whether it was the Premier, one of his ministers or one of his workers—has spoken to Mr Helberg 
since 21 July. If I were betting man, I reckon that at least one McGowan government minister or one of their staffers 
has got on the phone to Mr Helberg and said, “You keep this up, sunshine, and you’re out of a job, because you’re 
being far too transparent for us. You’ve got to understand that we run a secrecy-obsessed government. We cannot 
have you out there answering questions from the media and indicating that it is premature to be having this discussion. 
We cannot have that from you. So pull your head in; otherwise, you’ll lose your job!” I am not a betting man, so we 
will never be able to find out whether I would win that bet, but I would love to know. 
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Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, I wonder whether you might seek leave to continue your remarks at the 
next day’s sitting. The President has asked me to conclude orders of the day a bit early because she has something 
she wants to do. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Acting President, with the leave of the house, I would like to continue my remarks on 
another occasion. 
[Leave granted.] 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 
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