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SELECT COMMITTEE TO INQUIRE INTO THE FREMANTLE EASTERN BYPASS - 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Motion 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [2.00 pm]:  Pursuant to Standing Order No 157, on behalf of 
Hon Norman Moore I move - 

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

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

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

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

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

Let me say at the outset that the motion is not another rehash of the Fremantle eastern bypass debate.  It is about 
the independence and integrity of the Western Australian Planning Commission.  Parliament establishes 
statutory bodies from time to time for a variety of reasons.  Specifically, it is to discharge certain responsibilities 
laid down in the laws made by this Parliament.  We, and the community we represent, rely on those bodies to act 
impartially and without fear or favour in discharging their responsibilities.  The Western Australian Planning 
Commission is one such statutory body.  There is some evidence that its role has been corrupted by political 
interference; enough for this House to inquire into it and discover if that is so. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is a slur on the commission.  You should be ashamed of yourself. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The honourable member may well find that the contrary may in fact be the case.  I am 
sufficiently concerned by what I have seen in the saga of the past two years to doubt that the Western Australian 
Planning Commission has been able to discharge its responsibilities without political interference sufficient to 
divert it and subvert its primary role in this matter.  I will come to my reasons for having those concerns in a 
moment.  Members need to understand that there is reason to be concerned.  We need to get to the bottom of it.  
When these sorts of concerns are raised, the appropriate course of action is for the House to examine those 
matters and discover whether there is a need for concern to be confirmed and corrective action to be taken.  
Obviously, if there is justification for action being taken, it must be discovered and the action initiated.  
Conversely, it is essential that if the contentions raised do not have substance and are found upon inquiry to not 
be of concern sufficient to justify action, that also has to be established.  It has to be established so that members 
in this place and the community at large can have confidence in the statutory organisation to continue to 
discharge its responsibilities on our collective behalf.  On this occasion I call into question the independence of 
the Western Australian Planning Commission.  As an example I use the circumstances and actions surrounding 
the process of metropolitan region scheme amendment No 1055/33, the Fremantle eastern bypass. 

The WAPC was established by the Western Australian Planning Commission Act 1985.  The long title of the Act 
states that it is - 

An Act to establish a body with responsibility for urban, rural and regional land use planning and land 
development and related matters in the State, and for connected purposes.  

Section 18 of the Act spells out the functions of the commission, which include - 

(1) The functions of the Commission are, in addition to those conferred on it by any other written 
law - 

(a) to advise the Minister on - 

(i) the coordination and promotion of urban, rural and regional land use 
planning and land development in the State; 

(ii) the administration, revision and reform of legislation relating thereto; and 

(iii) town planning schemes under the Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928, and amendments to those schemes, made or proposed to be made 
for any part of the State; 

The functions of the commission also include, inter alia - 
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(bb) to plan for the coordinated provision of infrastructure for land development and the 
planning of transport; 

. . .  

(e)  in relation to the metropolitan region - 

(i) to keep under review the strategic planning for that region and to make 
recommendations to the Minister thereon; 

. . .  

(v) to do all things that are necessary for the purpose of carrying out the 
Metropolitan Scheme Act and the Metropolitan Region Scheme. 

The Western Australian Planning Commission has responsibility for providing advice to the minister on a 
number of matters to which I have just alluded, and for the metropolitan region scheme pursuant to the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959, which places responsibility for the scheme in the hands 
of the WAPC.  That is what that Act is all about.  The Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 
provides, among other things, through section 33, the method by which the metropolitan region scheme may be 
amended.  Section 33 sets out in law the process to be followed, and the considerations to be observed, in 
amending the scheme.  The provision covers how an amendment might be formulated, advertised and made 
available for inspection free of charge; it also outlines the period for submissions to be received from the public, 
and so on.  Section 33 reads -  

(f) (i) The Commission shall consider all submissions that have been duly lodged and where 
a submission contains an objection to the amendment the Commission shall not 
dismiss the objection until the person making the submission or his agent has been 
given the opportunity of being heard on the objection by the Commission or by a 
committee of the Commission established under section 19 of the Western Australian 
Planning Commission Act 1985.  

(ii) The Commission shall not uphold an objection to the amendment until it has given 
every person who has duly lodged a submission supporting the provision to which the 
objection relates, or his agent, the opportunity of being heard in support of that 
provision by the Commission or by a committee of the Commission established under 
section 19 of the Western Australian Planning Commission Act 1985.  

(iii) Where a submission is made by a group of persons, the group shall appoint one 
person to represent the group and only he shall be heard under subparagraph (i) or (ii).  

In other words, the Act prescribes, among the other matters I mentioned, that the process must be even-handed.  
People in support of, and those in opposition to, the amendment must have the chance to have their say.  Both 
sides shall be heard.  People are required to be heard in person or through an agent.  It is an important theme that 
is enshrined in legislation passed through this Parliament.   

As I say, Madam Deputy President, the motion is not purely about one metropolitan region scheme amendment, 
although I use the Fremantle matter as an example.  The motion is about the Western Australian Planning 
Commission and its independence.   
History has shown that the genesis of the metropolitan region scheme amendment 1055/33 is obscured by 
controversy.  The bottom line is that the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass land reserve is something the 
Labor Party decided in government.  The Government made it clear it would complete the amendment, and told 
the world in mid 2002 exactly what it would do.  It has been a point of debate ever since.  After that sudden 
announcement was made, nothing happened - no progress was made.  Therefore, I went looking for what was 
happening.  I discovered a disturbing pattern from the start in this process that demonstrated a systematic 
manipulation of the processes I have just described in section 33 of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning 
Scheme Act 1959.   
First, it was necessary to have recourse to something called the freight network review, which was an amazing 
exercise conducted by this Government.  It was set up to give an indication of some progress being made in 
freight and transport matters.  As I said in addressing the House on 17 September 2002, as reported on page 1012 
of that year’s Hansard - I use this to refresh my memory - an exaggerated impression was put around the 
community that this Government wishes to consult.  The Government said it got together a lot of people to be 
given 14 months to carry out this project.  All of this was designed to give the impression that this Government 
was going about the process in all the right ways; namely, with plenty of consultation, experts, time, detail and 
effort.  The “representatives” appointed by the Government to that review were an interesting lot.  I was very 
interested to examine some of the names on that list, particularly when I discovered that a key task of the freight 
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network review was to work out options with major transport considerations south of the river.  However, one 
criterion, one absolute, that could not be considered was the Fremantle eastern bypass.  It was a funny sort of 
review when it did not consider the only element that already existed.  It was invited to find alternatives.  It is 
fine to suggest alternatives to anything currently on the books, but surely those alternatives should be measured 
against the existing arrangement of the long-standing road reserve to take a major freight route.   
The freight network review got on with its responsibilities, and it met and produced great big thick reports with 
lots of maps, charts and figures.  In respect of the matter that concerns me today, it produced a range of options 
for major freight routes south of the river.  These had inventive titles like option L and option G.  The one at the 
top of the list was option A1, which was the best the review could produce.  I am looking at a copy of the map of 
option A1.  Without having a Fremantle eastern bypass, or for that matter a Roe Highway stage 8, Roe Highway 
was to be completed from the east through stage 7 to the Kwinana Freeway.  Roe stopped there.  Thick black ink 
shows the major road until a T-junction at the Kwinana Freeway.  The left-hand side of the map also has a thick 
marking to show major upgrading of Stock Road to freeway status utilising the Stock Road route.  This route 
turned left through some property at the corner of Leach Highway, and continued on Leach Highway to High 
Street, Fremantle, and linked up to Stirling Highway.  It has always interested me how the dickens it is proposed 
that people wishing to use those respective roadworks are to get from one to the other - that is, from east to west.  
Without having Roe Highway stage 8 or the Fremantle eastern bypass, option A1 was the best alternative the 
freight network review could produce.  Perhaps it is the best in the circumstances.  This option also discreetly 
ignores some upgrading needed on other roads we have debated in this place and elsewhere on other occasions.  
This shows the results from the Government’s freight network review.  I understand that the Director General of 
the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, when receiving the options, with option A1 on top of the list, 
thanked all the representatives very much for the work they put in, and well he might.  These people came from 
all sorts of government departments and other places.  Members would also be interested to know of some of the 
people involved in that work.  However, these people had done all this work and, quite rightly, the director 
general said, “Thank you for the work you have done, but I have to tell you that this is not the answer.”  I do not 
know what the collective total was, but this is the option we ended up with, which the director general said was 
not the answer.  However, the concept contained on this very map - option A1 - is what the Government is now 
using as its policy.  It is the policy that flows from its unilateral announcement that it will delete the Fremantle 
eastern bypass.  This is the plan that the director general of the responsible minister’s super Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure said would not work - so thanks but no thanks.  How do we make that quantum jump 
from the receipt of the unacceptable option A1 to the present circumstances in which option A1 is the blueprint 
for the future?  First, we have to examine what was involved in doing the freight network review.   
On 17 September 2002, I referred the House to the work of the now late Professor Leslie Marchant who spoke to 
me about these matters and provided me with some material.  The material reflected what he disparagingly 
called a “corporate state”.  He said that one of the key characteristics of a “corporate state” is that its 
Government’s method of implementing policy is to bypass the people who have most of the concern in the 
outcome such as the ordinary men and women of Western Australia, the Parliament and all these other noisy 
little side groups that are so irritating to successive Labor Governments, as we have seen with this issue and in 
the past.  One of the characteristics of the sort of behaviour that we saw under the Lawrence, Dowding and 
Burke Administrations is being repeated here again.  People were appointed to do the freight network review by 
the Government and to tell the Government what it wanted to hear.  In case there was any doubt, the 
Government said that they should not dare to think about comparing any of these options with the Fremantle 
bypass option that already exists; “We want options L, M, N, Q and A1”, which is what it got. 

Hon Peter Foss:  And it must have put Basil Fawlty in charge and told him not to mention the war.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  In a moment, if members want, I will tell them the names of some of the people who 
were put in charge.  The key is that we need to understand that some people on this freight network review were 
described as community representatives.  I am telling members that they are not community representatives; they 
are ministerial appointees.  There is a big difference.  It does not matter if they are called community 
representatives; they are hand-picked ministerial appointees.  They have no status that would enable them to be 
known as community representatives, because that is not what they are.  Members of this Parliament need to 
understand that, because they are threatened by it.  There is a big difference between community representatives 
in this Government’s model and elected members.  It is these so-called community representatives who are 
employed by this Government to try to bypass the Parliament and become substitutes for what should be the 
proper decision-making process.  When looking at some of the members of this freight network review, we need 
to understand what the late Professor Les Marchant said when he noted that a second characteristic of a 
corporate state government is that it is inclined to take expert advice instead of obtaining the approval of voting 
citizens.  By that he meant a Government that gets people in and calls them experts.  In this State we have 
experts on whom we need to be able to rely and who can provide expert advice.  However, an expert who is not 
really an expert is sometimes said to be a combination of “x”, being of an unknown quantity, and “spurt”, being 
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a drip under pressure. Just because someone has a title indicating he or she is an expert, such as a professor or a 
doctor, it does not mean that person should have any greater say in matters that affect our community and 
ordinary voting citizens.   

I will now talk about some of the members of the project groups in this freight network review.  In the master 
plan project group, which came up with option A1, there were four community representatives: Marion Blair, 
Rose Pinter, Simona Willis and Ian Alexander.  I know only two out of those four people -  

Hon Ken Travers:  I know two of them and they have both been members of local government; elected by their 
local representatives.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Which ones are they?   

Hon Ken Travers:  Marion Blair and Rose Pinter.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Where was Marion Blair from? 

Hon Ken Travers:  I think she was working in the City of Belmont when I was there. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  So someone from Belmont has been put on a Fremantle eastern bypass panel - that is 
good!  I know Rose Pinter and Ian Alexander well.  They are both activists in terms of their desire to delete the 
Fremantle eastern bypass, and have been for years.  Out of the tens of thousands of people who could have been 
picked at random and appointed as community representatives, how extraordinary that Ian Alexander and Rose 
Pinter just happened to be the Government’s agents plucked from the community and promoted to the level of 
community representatives on this important matter.   

There is another beauty that I will mention before I move on - I do not want to get bogged down in this as the 
point has been made.  In the freight network master plan document, which is what I am referring to, reference is 
made to an expert panel and community support group.  The Government must have thought, “Wow, this will be 
good.  We have experts and they are from the community, so we will call them the expert panel and community 
support group.”  There is only one name on it, and he represents the community.  The name is Joe Branco.  Joe 
Branco has got to be - I give credit where it is due - the most energetic and public activist against Roe Highway 
stage 8 that has ever drawn breath on this issue.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Not true.  Again, Hon Ken Travers does not know what he is talking about because he 
was not at either protest, but we should not let the facts get in the way of a good story.  Was the member at either 
of those protests?   

Hon Ken Travers:  No.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, so he does not know what he is talking about.  

Hon Norman Moore:  If he is talking about numbers, you would think he would have the same view as the WA 
Planning Commission.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Oh, we are talking about selective numbers.  This fellow is one person, and he makes 
up the entire expert panel and community support group.  Is it not coincidental that that one person happens to 
have the public view that he does?  How convenient!  Yet, he is put in that position and called a community 
representative by the minister. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Absolutely it does.  Other groups have significant membership but we do not see any 
of them there, do we?   

Hon Jim Scott:  Members of the Liberal Party.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am sure, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina) you will not mind me inviting 
an interjection.  Do Mr Branco’s views on this matter have anything to do with where he lives?  Has Hon Jim 
Scott visited Mr Branco’s place?   

Hon Jim Scott:  Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have and it overlooks the lake where it is planned to build Roe Highway stage 8?  
Does Hon Jim Scott think that might have anything to do with what drives Mr Branco? 

Hon Ken Travers:  No, but it gives us a good idea of how your mind works.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  At least mine does work, unlike Hon Ken Travers’ mind.   
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Hon Jim Scott:  It is exactly the same situation in which the eastern bypass was moved to accommodate Sir 
Charles Court’s house. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I apologise to the Chair.  I have invited an interjection and by doing so I have wasted 
the time of the House with a burst of imbecility from my very good friend and South Metropolitan Region 
colleague Hon Jim Scott.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I have never seen a member come into this Chamber wearing a tie that so accurately reflects 
his argument.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am glad that Hon Ken Travers appreciates that I am a man of letters!  I have further 
commentary about government policy on this matter.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Your arguments match your tie beautifully today, and I would cover it up too.  Good night, 
Mickey!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The pinkness of Hon Ken Travers’ politics matches his eyes a treat.  

That flawed process, the freight network review, shows the length to which this Government will go to create a 
smokescreen to do what it wants.  We discovered the freight network review.  However, that did not answer why 
nothing is happening.  On 17 October 2002 I advised the House that we had found out why nothing had 
happened.  Again, I must thank Hon Jim Scott, because he sponsors the Transport Action Coalition web site, the 
one that also has links to road rage, vandalism and sabotage etc.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  His party is directly linked to it, and it is maintained by one of his office people.   

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

Hon Norman Moore:  Is the TRAC web site publicly funded?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No doubt.  On 17 October I referred to the TRAC web site.  The interesting issue at 
that time was that an element on that web site updated events concerning the Fremantle bypass, which is evil and 
must be done away with; therefore, everybody attached to the TRAC web site must know what is happening!  As 
I reported during the latter stage of the debate on the same issue on 22 October 2002 -  

Hon Ken Travers:  Is this when we last debated your call for a select committee?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  The context of it was that I wanted the amendment referred to a committee of this 
Parliament for examination because it was obviously going to be some time before the disallowance motion - 
which was also inevitable - was considered.  It might have helped the House to examine those matters.  This 
referral is quite different.  The metropolitan region scheme amendment disallowance has been decided.  That has 
been and gone for now as far as this House goes.   

On page 2111 of Hansard of 22 October, I advised of the following reference on the Transport Action Coalition 
web site to what is happening with the MRS amendment.  Why had it not been advertised?  We wanted some 
progress to obviate the nasty possibility of a road being built where one has been planned for 30 years.  The 
news was almost apologetic and stated - 

The schedule below was to be the timetable for deletion of the 
Fremantle ‘bypass’. It has been delayed for around two weeks while it 
is re-written. The original authors of the MRS deletion amendment are 
still in favour of the highway and put in several pro-‘bypass’ 
comments. A neutral document is now being prepared. 

That was a remarkable thing to read on a non-government web site.  The Government will not tell members of 
Parliament what the timetable is but this group with which the Government is working knows it.  At least the 
freight network review would have known it because Rose Pinter was there as a community representative in her 
capacity representing the Transport Action Coalition.  At least TRAC knew about it.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Could the word “neutral” have been replaced by “neutralising”?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Absolutely. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Is Hon Simon O’Brien saying that Hon Jim Scott is a credible source of information now? 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Come on!  Hon Ken Travers is trying to put words in my mouth!  I absolutely reject 
that.  I have never said that Hon Jim Scott and his mates are credible sources!  Hon Ken Travers is trying to 
incense me and divert me from this very important matter. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It is a Mickey Mouse argument!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Nick Griffiths has done that already; he might have been out of the room.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I know, but I enjoyed Hon Ken Travers’ interjection.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer to tabled paper No 357, which I tabled on 17 October 2002.  Why was tabled 
paper No 357 of interest?  This is what we managed to discover appeared to be the case - I have never heard 
anything to the contrary and during debate I put it to the parliamentary secretary, Hon Graham Giffard at the 
time, that this was not the document to which TRAC was referring when it said it had to be sent back to be 
rewritten because it did not say the right thing.  I referred to a number of points in the document.  There was a 
letter from the minister that was very interesting and some advice.  Attached to the bundle of papers was the 
draft amendment text.  As I said at the time, it is interesting to compare the text of this draft - the one that had to 
be suppressed and rewritten - with the final document.  I thought various parts would have to be sanitised.  Lo 
and behold, in due course that is exactly what happened.  The parts of the draft that were rewritten were in 
paragraph 3 headed “Discussion”.  It was rewritten in due course and relocated to a later part of the document 
that was eventually released.  I have the other document and I am referring, of course, to the amended report - 
the official document.  The parts that were rewritten include the remark that the Fremantle eastern bypass would 
have been constructed as a four-lane controlled access highway through the middle of the established residential 
areas.  That is a matter of fact, but it had to be deleted because a myth is circulating that it will be a six-lane 
highway, and that is a vastly different proposition. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have seen plans as far back as the late 1960s which show four lanes.  
Hon Jim Scott:  You have not seen the right ones.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Considering the plans were drawn up in the 1970s, that is well done.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No; the plans were drawn in the late 1960s.   

Hon Ken Travers:  What is the width of the road reservation - four or six lanes?   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Four lanes.  

Hon Ken Travers:  The width of the road reservation? 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers should have a look at it. 

Hon Jim Scott:  That section was amended when there was a big fight over the George Hotel.  There are lots of 
different sections with different widths.  It was six lanes wide through there.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Some interesting words were deleted that I flagged at that time, including the 
following - 

The Fremantle-Eastern Bypass was also planned to make efficient use of the Stirling Bridge.  The 
Metropolitan Region is growing most strongly along the coast and this is expected to continue.  This 
growth is expected to increase pressure on Swan River crossings.  Because Stirling Bridge is the next 
bridge west of the Narrows and it is important to use it effectively. 

That sounds to me like a fairly dispassionate comment, but it had to come out.  I was particularly interested in 
the deletions on the next page under paragraph 3.2.  I will compare the draft with the final document.  The pieces 
I am about to read into the record are contained in both the final and draft reports.  I will then add the bits that 
were deleted.  Both documents state - 

Stock Road-Leach Highway-High Street is considered to be the most acceptable alternative route when 
the Fremantle Eastern Bypass is deleted.  This route can be upgraded to accommodate the forecast 
traffic volumes - 

The final report omits to say -  

- but it will still be about 2 kilometres greater in length with steeper gradients and 1.5 to 2 minutes 
greater travel time than the route using Fremantle Eastern Bypass and Fremantle-Rockingham 
Highway. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Why would they leave that out?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They also deleted the following - 
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The road upgrading that is expected to be appropriate includes upgrading of High Street to a six-lane 
highway between Stirling Highway and Carrington Street. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That would scare them off.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  The draft report continues - 

Upgrading of Stock Road with grade-separation (bridges, on and off ramps, etc.) at major intersections 
is also suggested, both to handle traffic movements at major intersections and - 

This bit was also deleted - 

to minimise the travel time on this longer route.   

Also deleted at this point was the following -   

This upgrading is expected to result in Stock Road being attractive for about half of the traffic that was 
forecast to use the Bypass.  Additional traffic management would also be required on the local road 
network where the impact of forecast traffic volumes is considered unsatisfactory. 

Those bits were in the draft report but were deleted from the final report, among other parts.  Why?  They were 
deleted because they are relevant, they are the truth, and they are inconvenient in terms of what this Government 
is determined to do by hook or by crook.   

Hon Peter Foss:  All three  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  All three.  That point has already been made and is on the public record.  Tabled paper 
No 357 had to be sanitised behind closed doors.  The amended report is in the public domain.   It is the amended 
report that has all the touchy, feely stuff and in which the Government does not mention what will actually 
happen.  When the Government takes out the official advice from the professional officers whom taxpayers pay 
to give them proper, impartial advice and not politically satisfying claptrap -   

Hon Peter Foss:  Sounds like Burke, doesn’t it?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It sounds very much like it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  They haven’t changed, have they?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They have not changed.  Root and branch, they are the same thing.  All of that has been 
raised in here before.  Let us move forward to some fresh material.  It is a matter of record that this amendment 
process attracted almost 10 000 submissions.  That is a record for a section 33 submissions period, and eclipses 
the previous record by about a factor of four.  Of those submissions, 85.1 per cent were against what the 
Government was proposing.  That is what happened.  We have discussed that before.  In that context, I asked in 
this place -  

Hon Ken Travers:  I hope you are not reflecting on the decision of the House.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not care what the parliamentary secretary is hoping.  If the parliamentary secretary 
has something to say, he should get up and say it. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Aren’t you reflecting on the previous decision of the House?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Does the parliamentary secretary lie awake and think about this? 

Hon Peter Foss:  He is reflecting on the processes you were using.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Foss, you weren’t even in the Chamber.  You don’t know what he was saying.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I know exactly what he was saying. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  May I interject, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina)?  As I was saying, we 
have already discussed that process and the outcomes.  I then asked for the Government to table the minutes of 
the deliberations of the Hearings Committee on the drafting of its report, and the relevant parts of the WAPC 
meeting minutes that pertained to that matter.  In due course I was provided with a stack of documents, which I 
now have before me and to which I have referred before.  I understand that the Government has subsequently 
supplied a similar stack to one or two other people following a freedom of information application.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We provided them to you without requiring you to go through FOI.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  I understand that a few other, separate applications have been made.  I assume 
that the Government provided much the same stuff.  I have this information here and I thank the Government for 
providing it.  It is interesting to examine this pile of documents, because working in chronological order we can 
see the process of the Hearings Committee.  The WAPC has the capacity to establish a subcommittee to assist in 
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its work.  In this case it was necessary because of the colossal work that was required under section 33 of the Act 
to ensure that everyone who wanted to make a submission for or against could be heard.  They undertook a 
colossal amount of work in good faith.  We should probably acknowledge the people who did all that work.  The 
membership of the Hearings Committee, which is detailed on page 5 of the report on submissions, included Ms 
Verity Allan, chairperson and WAPC member, Mr Chris O’Neill, a town planning consultant, Councillor 
Corinne MacRae, a WAPC member, Councillor Nikolee Ansell, a Perth Region Planning Committee member, 
Professor John Taplin from the University of Western Australia, Councillor Elizabeth Taylor, a WAPC deputy 
member, and Mr Peter Metropolis, an engineering consultant.  They were duly appointed by the Western 
Australian Planning Commission.  I acknowledge that they had a tremendously big and difficult job to do.  The 
minutes of their subsequent meetings contain what one would largely expect to find; that is, draft after draft of a 
pretty complex and detailed report.  It changed a bit.  We have all been involved in that sort of process.  The 
report itself, which is reproduced in the final report, clearly and unequivocally finds that MRS amendment No 
1055/33 should most certainly not proceed.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Hear, hear! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It should not proceed.  It is black and white.  There is no ambiguity about the 
recommendation.  Perhaps knowing something, the committee said that if the WAPC wanted to disregard this 
recommendation and proceed with it anyway, it should not do it now, for heaven’s sake, because some important 
issues of planning, further land acquisition and further MRS amendments would be consequent to that decision.  
The report said that it must not be done in isolation.  All members have a copy of that report and can read it for 
themselves.   

We then turn to the later minutes of the WA Planning Commission, or relevant extracts therefrom.  To 
summarise, on 28 October 2003 a meeting of the WA Planning Commission was held to consider a very large 
report.  A lot of this is interesting reading for those who have been following this issue minutely.  I will draw 
members’ attention to some key points.  At item 98.8.1 the commission made a number of decisions.  The fourth 
of these was that it had reached a majority agreement to decline to adopt the Hearings Committee 
recommendation that the Fremantle eastern bypass amendment should not be allowed to proceed at the present 
time and in its current form.  I have already said that that was its clear recommendation.  The WAPC parent body 
acknowledged that.  It also notes that one member requested that her dissent be recorded.  That person was 
councillor Corinne MacRae.  You will remember, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina), that councillor 
MacRae was one of the members of the Hearings Committee, whose names I have just read out.  A majority 
decision was reached; in other words, there was division on the Western Australia Planning Commission about 
which way to go and at least one member asked for her vote to be recorded as a dissentient vote.  I would like to 
know how many other people, if any, also voted against it, who did not like the way it was going and could not 
see why it was happening that way.  Furthermore, it was resolved at the same meeting, among other things, that 
the WAPC noted the transport committee’s comments.  I have referred to those previously here and publicly.  
Those comments say that if the committee proceeds on this course it will cost $20 million per annum extra in 
road trauma, which is the sort of safety issue we are talking about.  That was noted.  However, it was resolved at 
item 2(c) - 

To note the Hearing Committee’s advice that if it is decided to proceed with deletion of the Fremantle 
Eastern Bypass, such action should be preceded by a review and redesign of the proposed road design 
concepts (to comparable engineering standards) for both the FEB and Roe Highway Stage 8, and the 
‘preferred alternative’ upgrading of the Stock Road-Leach Highway-High Street Route; and to also 
address the economic, social and environmental concerns noted by the Hearings Committee . . .  

The WA Planning Commission, in echo of the Government, is saying that it notes this; it records that it has been 
advised; its own committees - the transport committee and Hearings Committee - have all told it; and it must 
note it because it has been given this advice; but it turns a blind eye and to hell with the consequences.  The 
WAPC is starting to adopt the same attitude as this Government by saying, “To hell with the consequences, we 
will just wing it and do our best to sort out these difficulties as they become apparent, whether about matters of 
safety, orderly management of the metropolitan region scheme, land acquisition or land disposal, whatever it 
might be; do not worry about it; there is one imperative, and one imperative only, and that is to progress this 
MRS amendment by hook or by crook.”   

The committee also resolved resolution 4(a) on the same date, which is truly staggering - 

To determine that the rationale for deletion of the Fremantle Eastern Bypass, as set out in Report 
WAPC/684, provides insufficient justification for the Commission to take such action, and is therefore 
required to be modified, to the Commission’s satisfaction to convincingly demonstrate that the integrity 
of the MRS will be maintained and that alternative provisions will embody the capability, capacity and 
characteristics to meet the needs and expectations of the community in the longer term.   
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That was determined at the meeting on 28 October.  What does that mean?  It notes that there is no case to do 
what they were being required to do.  It is so embarrassing and the case is so lopsided and overwhelming against 
what they are being required to do that they could not possibly keep up appearances by going ahead with the 
report as it is, so they wanted something put in for the next meeting and for the next draft to hang their hats on in 
reaching the ludicrous decision that the Government preordained that they would independently reach 18 months 
previously.  They did.  In due course they met again in November.  The next substantive draft contains all that 
existed previously, by and large, plus on the very first page a new section called “Planning context” with eight 
paragraphs of complete pap which sounds like it came out of a press release from some spin doctor in the 
minister’s office. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That would be Kieran Murphy. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not know who it was.  It refers to a lot of things that have nothing to do with the 
amendment at hand, and about how we have to favour the view that we do not want roads, we do not want 
vehicles running on them and all of that sort of claptrap that has been argued from time to time. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  They would have to use dual cycleways, wouldn’t they? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They would.  To get those big shipping containers moved they would need two good 
bikes.  Seriously, it is extraordinary that out of the blue, after having considered a six-inch thick stack of reports, 
at the last gasp, on virtually the last page, this eight paragraph piece of irrelevant claptrap is put in to try to 
somehow salve someone’s conscience by penning some nice-sounding words that they can pretend justifies the 
decision that is about to be recommended to government.  That section is there because the minutes of 28 
October tell us that is what is required, and that is the difference between that draft report and the final report - 
eight paragraphs of absolute nonsense to salve the conscience of people who are trying to make us believe the 
unbelievable. 

For those reasons, I do not have any confidence in the way this process has been handled.  I have been concerned 
about the process from the start.  I have raised some of those concerns before and I am raising some more of 
them now.  I have tried to debate this whole issue about the Fremantle eastern bypass on its merits and the 
Government has not given me the courtesy of responding.  It wants to talk about anything else.  The sort of script 
it uses - all members were in the Chamber when we debated the disallowance motion - was drawn from the same 
hymnbook as the eight paragraphs of ideological spin-doctoring rubbish that was inserted at the front of the 
report to try to justify a decision that was totally out of step with all of the evidence, with all of the work done by 
the members in the Hearings Committee over many months, that was out of step with 10 000 submissions, that 
was out of step with hundreds of in-person submissions, and that was out of step with any form of proper 
planning.  I have referred to all of that before, but today I am talking about the way that example has intruded on 
the impartiality and the independence of the WA Planning Commission, where a major amendment to the 
metropolitan region scheme, which is in the trust, care and management of the WA Planning Commission has 
been - it is difficult to find the right word and the word I choose actually has many meanings, some of which can 
be taken out of context, but I think it is accurate.  That process has been corrupted by the way the government 
has used it.  If the Government of the day wants to do something such as, in this case, delete a road reserve by 
hook or by crook, because it is just darn well going to do it and to hell with the consequences, then let it do so!  
Let it bring in a Bill and use its numbers in the other place!  Let it get into bed with its greenie colleagues in 
here, who have all sorts of peculiar views about this matter themselves!  Let them bulldoze it through, bold as 
brass, and all hairy chested -  

Hon Ken Travers:  Like you did? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes - all hairy chested.  The Government should be judged on that by the community 
to wear whatever political kudos or pain accrues.  That is the ultimate judgment of whether the Government has 
made the right decision.  However, the Government says it could not possibly do that; it had better pretend to be 
doing it right.  It will need lots of consultations - no problem, it will set up all sorts of consultations.  It must look 
legitimate, so community representatives are needed.  Again, that is no problem - the Government will appoint 
community representatives, who just happen to be prominent activists in this shabby issue.  The Government 
needs to have some experts to make it sound good; preferably people with “doctor” or “professor” in front of 
their names.  Some experts are appointed, with “professor” in front of their names, which should impress 
everyone.  It does not matter what their own particular interests might be in this matter.  All of that is done, and 
then a freight network review is established.  The results are stacked by saying that the review is not allowed to 
even consider the proposal it is meant to consider. 

What else does the Government need to do? It goes for the ultimate example of cynicism in this matter.  A 
process is laid down in law that also talks about consultations, submissions from the public, experts and all of 
that sort of jazz.  It is the major amendment process.  Some people are so soft in the head that they might find the 
interjections of Hon Ken Travers appealing.  He wants to say that the coalition Government put a Bill through 
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both Houses of Parliament to establish a law.  Pardon me - I thought that was the way it was done!  The 
Government decided to be a bit too clever by half, because it knows that what it is doing will not stand up to 
proper public scrutiny.  It knows deep down in its heart of hearts that what it is proposing to do is reckless, 
stupid, selfish and wrong, so it will share the blame with everybody.  It will hide behind the Western Australian 
Planning Commission and use section 33 of the Act.  Just to show how consultative it is, it will receive 
submissions from everybody and consider everything.  The Planning Commission set off on that course, but it 
was a collision course, because the Government had already made it quite clear what the outcome would be.  
Even the initial amendment document was suppressed.  It was sent back to be rewritten, to make it sound like 
something the Government wanted. 

As a member of this House, and as a member of the community, if a statutory organisation is established by law 
to carry out certain responsibilities, I expect that body, collectively and individually, to do that without fear or 
favour.  I feel for that body when its professional integrity is trampled upon to the extent that, to all appearances, 
it has been in this case.  It is one thing for the Government to direct an organisation to carry out its policy in this 
matter - to put a road here, delete a road there or do something else - but it is quite another thing for a 
Government to direct its professional, independent advisers in a statutory body such as the Western Australian 
Planning Commission on the advice they will give.  The Government is not entitled to do that, because that 
corrupts the whole reason for having the Western Australian Planning Commission in the first place.  That is 
what I object to.  I object to it, because if we allow this to go through unresolved, without a committee inquiry by 
this Parliament, how could we ever again rely on the impartiality or independence of this statutory body next 
time there is a metropolitan region scheme amendment?  For that matter, how can we rely on any statutory body 
that is prone to being told by a minister what advice to give?  It may as well not exist at all.  The Government 
could skip all the bulldust, and all the offence caused to people who work so hard on the Hearings Committee, 
and then are told to forget it - the Government never intended to take any notice of the outcomes of this anyway; 
its course is preordained.  Eight paragraphs of rubbish are included at the start of the report, to give the minister 
what she wanted, and then they pretend it never happened.  That is not good enough, and I want to find out what 
exactly has been going on in this matter. 

If any members in this Chamber do not want to find out the truth of this matter, they should say publicly why 
they do not.  Why would anyone not want to find out the truth of the matter?  About a dozen people who do not 
want to find out are sitting on the opposite side of the House from time to time.  They will not be interested, and 
they will not vote for this.  I apologise in advance to any who will vote for this inquiry.  They will not vote for it 
because the Government has told them they will not.  That is the standard for this Government.  It is 
contemptible, and it needs to be exposed.  Where does that leave us?  A few other members sit in this place from 
time to time - the Greens (WA).  They have a huge interest in this matter.  I produced evidence the year before 
last that at least one of them is complicit in this activity.  Will the Greens (WA) say that the end justifies the 
means so they will turn a blind eye, or will they understand that, as members of Parliament, they have a duty to 
offer protection to statutory bodies?  Will they accept that they have a responsibility that the House, and the 
public we represent, must also have confidence in those statutory authorities?  We will find out in due course 
when we vote on this matter.  I sincerely hope that an inquiry can take place that will allow us to clear the air 
about this once and for all.  Hon Ken Travers will talk about a whole lot of things in a moment.  I already know, 
because he has interjected.  He only needs about two interjections, and that is a major speech for him.  One of the 
things he will say is how disgraceful it is that I call into question the integrity of such a fine body as the Western 
Australian Planning Commission.  The answer is in his hands.  Let us clear the air and restore confidence. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Does this mean that you can run around and make allegations without any substance, so that 
you can then clear the air?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is it an outrageous proposition that this House of Review should establish an ordinary 
committee inquiry to look into a matter that is obviously of enormous importance to the community, in respect of 
which documents have already been produced in this place that show there has been a clear departure from 
impartial consideration?  The documents show tampering with advice, which I find absolutely contemptible. 

Hon Ken Travers:  They do not show that. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  They do.  Hon Ken Travers is unable to tune into what this is all about.  It shows just 
what a tired little Government it is becoming.  If he cannot understand that it is important for this Parliament and 
the community at large to have some faith in its statutory bodies, there is no way we can convince him 
otherwise.  Nonetheless, his own inability to allow this government instrumentality to be scrutinised and held 
accountable is something that will have to be his public legacy to this issue and the debate.  With all that in 
mind, I commend the proposition in the motion placed on the notice paper by the Leader of the Opposition to the 
attention of the House.  I note that other members will speak today and we will not resolve this matter in the time 
available.  That gives more time for members, including the Greens (WA), to look at the debate and decide what 
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type of integrity they want reflected on this whole process.  We will possibly find out sooner rather than later 
what is the real story.  I commend the motion to the House. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.11 pm]:  I believe we have just 
heard one of the most compelling arguments we could have for the formation of a select committee.  I commend 
Hon Simon O’Brien for the detailed and thorough exposé he has delivered to the House on this matter.  We have 
debated the Fremantle eastern bypass on a number of occasions in the past three years.  Indeed, we have debated 
it on many occasions over the past 10 to 20 years.  We are now getting to the pointy end of the argument.  It is a 
matter of great seriousness.  I watched members opposite when they were listening to Hon Simon O’Brien.  
What worries me about their attitude is that they took a flippant approach to a number of things he said.  I 
thought to myself, where do those members come from?  The parliamentary secretary comes from the northern 
suburbs.  He could probably tell us a lot about Clarkson and other suburbs like that.  The Minister for 
Government Enterprises represents the eastern suburbs although he comes from the western suburbs.  He 
certainly does not live in the southern suburbs.  I suspect they do not have the faintest clue about how important 
this is.  I actually live in the southern suburbs; I know what this is all about.  If members opposite think they can 
completely ignore - 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I happen to have an interest in both, just as the minister has an interest in both.  I do 
not know where the parliamentary secretary lives.  However, many people have an interest in more than one part 
of Western Australia.  I suspect that, from his approach to this issue, the parliamentary secretary does not have 
the faintest interest in the southern suburbs of the metropolitan area or proper planning processes for those 
suburbs because he treats this matter with absolute contempt.  He adopts a flippant approach to what is a very 
significant and important transport planning issue for the southern suburbs of the metropolitan area.  It all comes 
down to one simple thing, which was a decision by the Labor Party to get Jim McGinty over the line in a by-
election during the early 1990s.  That is what this is about; nothing more and nothing less.  Ever since that 
decision was made by the Labor Party and it won the by-election, we have had to wear that ridiculous and 
inappropriate decision.  It is all because the great powerbroker of the Labor Party needed an issue to get himself 
elected.  I might add that he nearly lost the by-election.  The State of Western Australia will have to wear it 
forever if the Labor Party has its way.  This is the magnitude of the influence and power exerted by the de facto 
Premier, Jim McGinty.  It is an indictment on the Labor Party that the members who represent the southern 
suburbs go along with Mr McGinty’s views and ignore the needs and aspirations of their own constituents.  
Where are the members for the southern suburbs in the Legislative Council?  Where are they looking after the 
interests of the constituents of the southern suburbs of Perth?  They are simply kowtowing to the demands of 
their factional bosses and the de facto Premier of Western Australia, Mr McGinty.  We have heard from Hon 
Simon O’Brien today a number of very disturbing facts.  He has gone through the process this Government has 
adopted to reach the conclusion it has reached.  It is just like the Mauds Landing decision: let us go through the 
so-called “proper processes” but let us make sure that the so-called “proper processes” deliver the result we 
want.  I have proved to my satisfaction at least that the processes used for the Mauds Landing decision were 
improper and wrong and that the proper processes were ignored.  The decision was reached in a way that bore no 
relationship to the evidence and facts of the matter.  Listening to Hon Simon O’Brien today, the same thing has 
happened again.  I have received correspondence from people living in the southern suburbs who are interested 
in their own backyard, as are we all.  They have written to me explaining how they have all made submissions to 
the planning processes and expressed their particular point of view and that thousands of people have done the 
same.  One person sent me a map that had different coloured dots on it.  The dots showed where the submissions 
came from.  It looked like a case of the measles because the red dots represented people who were opposed to 
the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  The number of red dots was significantly in excess of the few 
green ones, which represented people who supported the deletion.  The red dots represented people who are 
significantly and dramatically affected by the decision of the Government. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Including a majority in Fremantle. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  I ask members of the Labor Party who represent the eastern and 
northern suburbs to get out a map of the southern suburbs of the metropolitan area and look at where the roads 
were going to go before the Government made its decision.  They should look at where Roe Highway comes 
from and where it was supposed to go.  They should also look at the Fremantle eastern bypass and the road that 
will go from Fremantle to Rockingham and where it was supposed to go.  They should look at the relationship 
between the two.  Even a child in kindergarten could see that it makes a lot of sense because freight is moving 
from one part of the metropolitan area to another; one part being the major port of Western Australia.  Freight 
has to be moved from one part to the other in both directions.  That is the way the system works; we do not have 
a port in Welshpool.  Freight has to be moved from the port of Fremantle to the industries of Welshpool, for 
example.  The best way to do that is to have broad, wide and safe highways for vehicular traffic of the sort that 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 12 May 2004] 

 p2719b-2738a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President 

 [12] 

we now see in very large quantities on Leach Highway, which I have talked about before.  I recently had the 
pleasure of hopping in my car and driving down the Kwinana Freeway from Leach Highway, and I turned left 
into South Street.  What did I see?  I saw a brand-new set of lights with a big sign reading “Roe Highway - Turn 
Left to Midland”.  That was terrific, as I happened to be going east so I hopped on the road and got to where I 
was going 15 minutes earlier than would have been the case using another route.  It was terrific.  However, I 
came back along Roe Highway, and turned right into South Street and travelled along South Street before 
turning right onto the Kwinana Freeway to head home.  Traffic could hardly move on South Street.  Leach 
Highway and South Street will be like two parking lots instead of one.  All traffic from the industrial areas 
around Welshpool and from the agricultural areas, with freight heading into the port of Fremantle, will come 
along Roe Highway and turn right into South Street, and either travel along the Kwinana Freeway or keep going 
along South Street and end up somewhere near Fremantle.  This is the future for people living in that part of the 
southern suburbs of Perth.  Planning processes and decisions have been made that are against the best interests of 
the vast majority of citizens who live in that part of the State.  Hon Simon O’Brien put it beautifully: planning is 
not about the views of so-called experts, professors and doctors, but about the needs, aspirations, understandings 
and beliefs of ordinary citizens who live in ordinary streets in ordinary houses and who want a peaceful life.  
People do not want trillions of cars and trucks passing by their front door.  Proper planning gets traffic away 
from residential areas to controlled-access highways.  Roe Highway is a magnificent road - I congratulate Hon 
Murray Criddle, who probably was involved in building some of that facility - that does not upset anyone’s 
residential circumstance.  The notion that Roe Highway should link to the Fremantle eastern bypass makes sense 
to anyone who takes a good look at a map.  Instead, traffic will head up South Street, down Leach Highway, up 
the Kwinana Freeway and down High Street.  We will have the works.  This argument has been held on many 
occasions, but we do not seem to be able to get through to northern suburbs parliamentary secretaries that this is 
a very serious issue.  It is bigger than McGinty’s promise, and bigger than the Labor Party’s coalition and 
relationship with the Greens.  It is about the future of the southern suburbs of the capital of Western Australia. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It’s also about air quality. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly.  The air on South Street and Leach Highway is full of exhaust fumes.  Get 
out and have a look, Mr Parliamentary Secretary.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You guys never had train sets when you were kids.  You hate trains.  You promised them, but 
did not build any railways when in government.  It’s unbelievable.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  You need to look at decisions made about rail and find out something about freight.  Find 
out what we did.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  People are being killed and injured on our roads, and you want to talk about us playing 
with train sets.  We’re not getting through to these guys! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That interjection worries me because the Labor Party has, for as long as I can 
remember, had a fixation with trains.  I do not know what that means about personality.  According to the Labor 
Party, trains are the only way to transport people, products or anything.  It does not work, Mr Parliamentary 
Secretary.  We have a magnificent railway line from Sydney to Perth, yet the Eyre Highway is full of trucks.  
No-one has been able to make railways profitable, such that they compete with road transport.  I wish they would 
- they have not done so yet.  If things are mandated onto the railway system, what would be done to the 
economy?  The parliamentary secretary does not understand; he has a fixation with trains.  The Opposition is 
looking at the reality of the transport system; namely, proper roads must be provided for vehicles that want to 
use those roads.  Otherwise, tremendous damage will be done to the industry that provides jobs for our kids.   

This motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien for me proposes to look at the processes of the State Planning 
Commission and how it reached its decision.  An eminently sensible argument can be put, and it could easily be 
supported by the Labor Party and the Greens, that such an inquiry would, I hope, resolve the argument.  I would 
love to see a select committee inquire into the Mauds Landing process.  I might try moving a motion to that 
effect some time because that process was not done correctly.  Hon Simon O’Brien has given us a very 
compelling argument for an inquiry.  On the surface listening to his argument, I would have thought that the 
Labor Party and Greens would say, “Very well - you put up this argument; let’s have a look at it and investigate 
it and let’s be confident that we know the processes work.”  It is very disturbing to hear arguments from 
members opposite, just as I was disturbed to go through the process in respect of Mauds Landing and to find that 
the processes were not properly followed.  The only way to discover the truth of that matter is probably not 
through a select committee, but through the courts.  Somebody will say that he was diddled out of $7 million, so 
he wants to see whether due process was followed.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you saying that the Fremantle eastern bypass or Mauds Landing was not handled 
property?   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am talking about the Government not allowing the Mauds Landing development to 
proceed. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You’re not suggesting that in respect of the FEB processes?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No.  I am drawing a parallel.  Probably the only way to determine whether my view 
concerning the Government’s decision-making process with the Mauds Landing development is right is through 
the courts.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I don’t want to go through it now.  We are debating the FEB.  I was clarifying the matter. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would love to debate it, but it is not part of the motion, and you, Madam Deputy 
President, would rule me out of order if I did.  I simply draw a parallel to the way the Government tried to create 
the impression that it had undertaken the proper process when it has not.  Hon Simon O’Brien referred to the 
Fremantle bypass; I referred to Mauds Landing. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Where did we not follow due process with the FEB?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary heard Hon Simon O’Brien at great length explain that 
the process came to a conclusion that bore no relationship to the evidence gathered in the process.  It is like 
saying that 10 000 persons voted for the parliamentary secretary and one person voted again him; however, the 
result will go the other way because the decision was not liked.  It is almost that absurd.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It’s like preselection for south metro! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Not quite.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is about 10 000 to two.  The WA Planning Commission must take into account the 
needs and wants of the people who take the trouble to make submissions.  If they are ignored, what is the point 
of making submissions?  What is the point of public consultation if nobody takes any notice of what is said?  As 
Hon Simon O’Brien said, the process was muddied by the fact that various people, who are clearly biased, were 
appointed to certain aspects of the process.  Likewise, since the Government’s decision to get rid of the Mauds 
Landing development, the Government has put in place a planning process for the Ningaloo coast, and appointed 
all the “Save Ningaloo” people to that process to see what they can come up with to make the Government 
happy.  Gamblin, Beros and other such people are making decisions after they spent vast amounts of time and 
energy to stop somebody going about a legitimate business.   

If the Greens (WA) and the Government have nothing to hide or nothing to fear from proper scrutiny, they 
should agree to this motion.  I will draw the conclusion, and the population is entitled to draw the same 
conclusion, that if members opposite vote against this motion, they have something to hide and something to be 
afraid of.  They are frightened that somebody might find out once and for all that the allegations made by Hon 
Simon O’Brien are in fact true.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is the old “when did you stop beating your wife” argument.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The last time I heard that argument was from the member opposite - “Mr Log” - 
when we had an inquiry into the finance broking industry.  Does the member remember that?   

Hon Ken Travers:  Yes.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That was an inquiry that the then Opposition wanted the Legislative Council to 
undertake even though a judicial inquiry was being undertaken at the same time.  Subsequent to that, a royal 
commission was held, and neither the judicial inquiry nor the royal commission found anything wrong with the 
processes.  However, the Opposition at the time still wanted to have an inquiry, and it got one for the grossest of 
political reasons before the last election.   
Hon Ken Travers:  So you will be supporting Doug Shave’s comeback, will you?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That has absolutely nothing to do with it at all, other than this; the member who is in 
now in charge of this matter stood in this House and said that we have to have an inquiry into the finance 
broking industry because something is not right in the state of Israel, or whatever it is called.   
Hon Peter Foss:  There were three and they said there was no liability.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right, but never mind that.  Never mind that an inquiry was going on under 
Judge Gunning; that did not matter.  This member was so convinced that the Government had something to hide 
that we had to have a Legislative Council inquiry into that matter.  There is no inquiry into the Fremantle eastern 
bypass decision.  We have previously sought to have an inquiry about the bypass and the planning process.  The 
Greens and the Government got together and knocked that on the head.  Then we moved to disallow change to 
the scheme, which was also knocked on the head.  There is no independent scrutiny of the Government’s 
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decision-making processes, which is quite contrary to what happened in respect of the finance broking industry.  
When this parliamentary secretary was in opposition he quite happily said, “If you do not have an inquiry, it is 
an admission that you have something to hide.”  However, when he gets it put back on his own lap he says that 
we are playing politics.   
Hon Ken Travers:  You forget the way you squirmed, fought and tried to avoid even having that matter brought 
to debate in this place.  We will let this matter come to a vote in this place, which is what you tried to avoid at 
every step of the way with the finance broking matter. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let me put this in the proper context.  We could not avoid the matter because we did 
not have the numbers.  However, we sought to avoid and argue against an inquiry because Judge Gunning, who 
was quite independent of this Parliament - with not a political appointee in sight - was doing the work in respect 
of the finance broking industry.  His findings were the same as those of the Royal Commission into the Finance 
Broking Industry that this Government appointed to inquire into the matter.  An inquiry into the matter was 
being undertaken at the time.  However, if the parliamentary secretary were to say to me now that the 
Government will get Judge Gunning to investigate the processes it has gone through with the Fremantle eastern 
bypass and the planning processes attached to that, we will agree with that.  Do not worry about the 
parliamentary inquiry.  We will withdraw the motion immediately if the parliamentary secretary is prepared to 
have a judicial inquiry.  Is he prepared to do that? 

Hon Ken Travers:  You could do it today.  If there is improper behaviour, you know what to do.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Opposition cannot have a judicial inquiry, can it? 

Hon Peter Foss:  Not that I am aware of.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If anyone can think of how we can do it, let me know and I will get onto that.   

This issue deserves scrutiny.  I am happy for Judge Gunning or some other retired judge to undertake an inquiry 
into it.  I am happy for there to be a royal commission if the Government wants one of those.  If that were done 
then we could comfortably go off and do other things that members of Parliament do.  However, that will not 
happen because this Government knows full well that if there is an inquiry into its behaviour in this matter, it 
will be found wanting, and we will know once and for all what it has to hide.  That is why it refuses to have any 
scrutiny at all, including our first attempt to have an inquiry into this matter and our second attempt to disallow 
the bypass’s deletion, both of which were knocked back by members opposite.  I hope that commonsense will 
prevail on the part of the Government and the Greens with this motion.   

This motion is not really about the Fremantle eastern bypass and the transport issues related to that.  This motion 
is about proper process.  Has the Western Australian Planning Commission been compromised?  Has the 
Government followed due process?  Have the statutory authorities involved in this matter followed due process?  
If they have not, why not?  Have they been subject to overt and covert political pressure?  We are entitled to 
know.  This is so important because the issues that it relates to are about major planning and transport decisions 
affecting the entire metropolitan area of Western Australia.  It is not some silly little issue that might occupy the 
minds of politicians for five minutes; it is a significant issue.  If we cannot be certain that the processes that 
Governments use to make decisions are above board, then we have a serious problem in Western Australia.  I 
think back to the days of previous Labor Governments and I have to say to the parliamentary secretary that I 
have no confidence at all in the way in which Labor Party Governments go about doing business.  Its ministers 
are invariably bullies who say that unless people do what they want, there will be consequences.  I have seen it 
happen for years, and the consequences are serious for the people who do not go along with them.   

Hon Ken Travers:  What was Graham Kierath?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This parliamentary secretary is beyond comprehension.  If the Greens and the 
Government have nothing to hide, they should agree to this motion.   

Another major issue attached to this matter is the independence and credibility of statutory authorities.  We have 
a system of government that provides for statutory authorities to administer and operate in the field of public 
activities.  They are set up by legislation that makes them independent or at least at arm’s length from the 
Executive.  If planning processes are to be done by government departments and the Government does not want 
to have a planning commission, it should just get rid of it and have a government department do the work.  This 
Government should not go through the facade of saying that we will have a statutory authority that is at arm’s 
length from the Government and will give independent advice.  It should not even bother doing that if this is the 
way the Government wants to go.  However, if the Government wants to accept the kudos that it thinks it will get 
by having an independent assessment of these things by a statutory authority, it has to make sure that it is 
allowed to operate independently of the Executive Government.  The simple point before the House - it should 
not be too hard for the parliamentary secretary or Hon Jim Scott to grasp - is: if members opposite oppose this 
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motion and again refuse to allow this process to be scrutinised, the Government will leave itself wide open to 
being accused of having something to hide.  If members opposite are absolutely convinced that the processes the 
Government has used so far are above board and proper, the Government will have nothing to fear from an 
inquiry.  It should welcome an inquiry if it will vindicate the Government’s position.  There is no argument to 
justify opposing this motion that I can think of other than that which is obvious to all of us; namely, the 
Government has something to hide.  I again commend Hon Simon O’Brien for his excellent exposition of the 
processes.  He does not need me to voice my support for his preselection; he already has it.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers should worry about his own preselection and we will worry about 
ours.  Members on this side of the Chamber who represent the southern suburbs, namely Hon Simon O’Brien 
and Hon Barbara Scott, have been forthright in their views on this matter.  They have sought the best and most 
appropriate planning processes and the best planning outcomes.  They have also sought to find out whether the 
Government has done things properly.  They have argued since this issue first arose.  Without changing their 
view whatsoever; they have been steadfast with their arguments on this matter.  They are to be commended for 
the work they are doing and I hope that they eventually win. Proper planning processes should be well above the 
politics of Jim McGinty’s by-election win.  

I strongly support the motion and I say to the Labor Party and the Greens that if they knock this back, they will 
be revealing that they have something to hide.  

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [3.41 pm]:  I rise to support the motion moved by Hon Simon 
O’Brien and commend him on his extensive coverage of the issues.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I thank you for the hard work you have put into it.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Thank you.  The proposed select committee to inquiry into the Fremantle eastern 
bypass is to be a committee of three members and to report not later than 30 June.  I have a problem with that 
date.  However, I want to emphasise to the House the purpose of the inquiry, which has been referred to already, 
and which is as follows - 

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

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

I will not revisit the areas of concern that Hon Simon O’Brien and Hon Norman Moore have raised about the 
process the Government used.  All I want to say this afternoon is that, having represented the region for some 11 
years, no other matter in the Fremantle district has caused so many people to come into my office or to attend 
public meetings to express their outrage at this arrogant Government’s political efforts to save Jim McGinty’s 
skin.  I will go further today and suggest that it also has something to do with the Premier.  In doing so, it has 
dismissed the very sentiments expressed in submissions by ordinary people.  One of my first involvements in 
this issue was with a group of people that called themselves Concerned Ordinary Residents, to fight the deletion 
of the Fremantle eastern bypass and its effect on not just their backyard. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Both of them. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  There are more than both of them.  Hon Jim Scott might recall that at the first public 
meeting I held in East Fremantle, with COR’s support, 250 people attended.  

Hon Jim Scott:  I do not recall that at all.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It was held in the East Fremantle Football Club before the big SOS meeting.  It was 
the very first public meeting I had called and at which Hon Jim Scott was present along with 250 people.   

Hon Jim Scott:  That was not COR; it was SOS.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I want to place on record the dishonesty that this Government has shown by its 
handling of the submissions sent to the WA Planning Commission and the processes used for the freight network 
review.  

As Hon Simon O’Brien has said already this afternoon, the freight network review was to examine the major 
transport requirements of the region.  We are not looking at the small section of the Fremantle eastern bypass but 
at the needs of the region, which are focused on the port and the transport connections that come into the port, 
the region south of Fremantle and those beyond about which I have spoken at length in this Chamber.  However, 
I will focus on the dishonesty of this Government in disregarding 10 000 or so submissions from ordinary 
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residents of the region concerned about the mismanagement and incorrect planning surrounding the deletion of 
the Fremantle eastern bypass.  

The freight network review was established to examine the major transport requirements.  It came out with a six-
point plan, among which were recommendations to transport more freight by rail.  I have spoken about that issue 
before.  However, I want this investigated by the proposed select committee.  The freight network review and the 
minister’s response indicated a clear shift of emphasis from road freight to rail freight to Kewdale.  The 
Government’s optimum objective is to have one-third of the freight from Fremantle port taken by rail to 
Kewdale.  Some 900 000 containers will come into the port by 2020, a third of which will be taken by rail.  That 
means that two-thirds will go by road.  That will result in a huge increase in road freight.   

In the deliberations of this debate and from the various people I have met, a new element has been raised with 
me about the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  It has another political implication for the Labor Party; 
namely, the deviation and alteration of the southern rail line given the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  

I will read into Hansard a couple of things that have been given to me.  As I said, the realignment and re-
emphasis of road freight to rail means that we must consider mixing a passenger and freight line.  The Kenwick 
link, adjacent to the suburb of Glen Iris and south towards Mandurah, was the original alignment for the Perth 
metropolitan rail link.  In the opinion of the writer of this information, the Glen Iris intersection of the 
Fremantle-Kewdale freight line and the Kwinana Freeway holds the key to the realignment of the Perth-
Mandurah rail link.   

The deviation to that route alignment to the north of that Fremantle-Kewdale freight link connecting Perth city to 
Glen Iris has been brought about by the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass and the consequential flow on 
of the transport mode for the distribution of freight from the Port of Fremantle to Kewdale.  As I said earlier, 
there has been a clear shift of emphasis from road freight to rail.  Nobody can contest that; it is one of the six 
points that has emerged from the freight network review.  That is a good sentiment if there is an appropriate train 
to take it.  However, that freight will rumble through the west end of Fremantle, disturb the people who live 
there, interrupt the tourist sections of Fremantle and then go to Kewdale.  The point of the new information that 
has come to light, for me anyhow, is that the deviation from the original route for the rail line was brought about 
by the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  The notes state -  

The re-alignment and re-emphasis of the road freight mode to a rail freight mode has lead to the mixing 
of passenger and freight on the FKFL freight line between ‘Glen Iris’ and ‘Kenwick’. This presented an 
untenable scheduling environment for the users of the FKFL if the required degrees of separation are to 
be maintained for safety.   

This is another issue that needs to be investigated and unveiled to the Parliament.  We need to know whether this 
Labor Government has bulldozed the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass and re-routed the southern rail 
line, which will cost an inordinate amount of extra money, because there are not enough rail lines in the Victoria 
Park region from Kenwick into Perth and because that route would have gone through the Premier’s electorate of 
Victoria Park.  The writer states -  

If we take the deletion of the FEB and Roe 8 as driven by one election promise delivered over what is 
now almost 30 years of lobbying ultimately with the local member consistently promising those in his 
electorate that the FEB will be deleted, how senseless is it that a small group of people cause a flow on 
effect of more than -  

Point of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I ask the member to identify the document from which she is quoting.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I have no problem with the document.  I will hand it to Hansard.  They are notes I 
have been given from Mr Alan Bodger.  It is available.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  The member needs to state the title of the document on 
request.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It is four pages from a document provided by Mr Alan Bodger.   

Debate Resumed 
Hon Jim Scott:  Can you say that a bit louder?   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It is four pages of notes that have been provided to me by Mr Alan Bodger.  Does the 
member have a problem with that?   
Hon Jim Scott:  No, I just didn’t hear.   
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Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I do not have a problem with it.  He stated that we could take the deletion of the 
Fremantle eastern bypass and Roe Highway stage 8 as being driven by an election promise.  That was the 
promise that earlier speakers and I have referred to in this place, which was the promise of Jim McGinty to the 
people surrounding the Fremantle eastern bypass that the Labor Government would delete the Fremantle eastern 
bypass if they voted for Jim McGinty in the by-election in 1990.  That was the political promise that has the 
planning flaws as its essence.  That is one of the major dishonest actions of this Government.  It set up a freight 
network review the members of which professed to be community representatives when they were not.  There 
were 10 000 submissions, most of which opposed the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  This is a 
politically driven decision and one that is probably a two-edged sword.  The document states that the flow-on 
effect of deleting the eastern bypass and re-routing the train would be -  

. . . more than AUD 800 million so that they do not have a by-pass that opens the City of Fremantle to 
be part of the greater community by not just using ALL the other community members ie travelling 
through other suburbs and other roads.  However, if one looks at this even more cynically, then how 
would the Premiers electorate suffer with an additional train every five minutes at peak time respond?   

With the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass, the suggestion in these notes is that the southern rail line had 
to be re-routed at huge cost to the Western Australian public.  I would like those to be some of the extra matters 
that will be investigated by this select committee.  We need to look at whether proper planning has been put 
aside for political gain.  That is what I believe has occurred.  In this case, it was the winning of the seat of 
Fremantle for Mr McGinty and the protection of the Premier’s electorate of Victoria Park.  The review by the 
Western Australian Planning Commission needs to be thoroughly looked at.  The review of the process was 
meant to have community input.  Ten thousand people made submissions, many of who said that they wanted the 
Fremantle eastern bypass to be left in place.  I do not think that the decision to go against that is reflective of an 
honest Government that honestly responds to citizens who have major concerns.  I would like that side of the 
process to be fully explored by the select committee.  My only concern is that with a 30 June reporting date, the 
select committee may not have enough time to look at the things that need to be thoroughly investigated.   
I again state that I fully support my colleague from the South Metropolitan Region, Hon Simon O’Brien, in 
moving this motion to form a select committee.  The Parliament needs to know that this Government can come 
under scrutiny.  We need to look at sustainable and environmentally acceptable transport options.  The members 
of the Greens (WA) in this House, especially those who are based in Fremantle, certainly support the rail option.  
I suggest to the Greens that an issue that may be worthy of investigation is the suggestion that the re-routing of 
the southern rail line has come about because of the deletion of the Fremantle eastern bypass.  I support the 
motion.   

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.57 pm]:  Hon Simon O’Brien has 
moved on behalf of Hon Norman Moore to establish a select committee under chapter XXII of the standing 
orders, rather than those relating to select committees, to inquire into - 

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

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

We have now heard from three speakers on behalf of the Liberal Party this afternoon, all of who have given a 
rehash of why they believe the Fremantle eastern bypass should have been retained.  I put to the House that not 
one of them - 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Not a total rehash.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It was not a total rehash.  Hon Barbara Scott started to behave like some of the more 
extreme members of the Greens by bringing out conspiracy theories from all sorts of quarters.  One Nation 
probably considers conspiracy theories from time to time.  I guess it is a sign that when people get desperate, 
they turn to conspiracy theories.  I am more than happy to go through some of the comments that members have 
made.  I will address the comments Hon Barbara Scott made about the re-routing of the railway line and the 
impact that would have resulted from the original route going through Victoria Park, because she is the first 
Liberal I have heard concede this point.  One of the problems with the southern rail line being allowed to 
continue down the discredited Kenwick deviation route through Victoria Park was that there would have been 
trains every five minutes, and that at the opening of that route that line would already have been at full capacity 
in terms of the number of carriages it could carry.  There would not have been any capacity for expansion.  Hon 
Barbara Scott does not want to hear the remainder of my speech!  She obviously must have urgent parliamentary 
business.   
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It was fascinating to finally hear someone on that side of the Chamber actually acknowledge and admit to one of 
the problems of the Opposition’s discredited Kenwick deviation route.  That is not what we are here to debate 
this afternoon.  Hon Barbara Scott seems to think it is some part of a grand conspiracy, but she was right, the 
railway line would have gone through Victoria Park and no additional train frequencies could have been 
included on that route.  It would have been running at maximum capacity from day one.  That is why it needed to 
go down the fast, direct route, which was cheaper to operate, to the tune of $15 million per annum, than the 
Opposition’s discredited plans - not actions, just plans, because that is all it has done with railways.   

Hon Simon O’Brien wanted to look into the adequacy or otherwise of the Western Australian Planning 
Commission review.  We heard an exposé of the actions that the State Planning Commission had gone through 
when making its determination.  By way of interjection I asked the Leader of the Opposition whether he was 
arguing about the process.  He said a lot about where he thought the processes were wrong in respect of the State 
Planning Commission and the Mauds Landing issue.  He indicated that he did not have a problem, but that Hon 
Simon O’Brien had presented the argument.  He did not articulate a view; he just referred to the speech by Hon 
Simon O’Brien. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I was listening.  I asked him twice.  The first time he said he was not saying there was 
anything improper.  I asked him again to be sure exactly what he was on about and he referred me back to the 
speech of Hon Simon O’Brien.  He did not add anything himself to the speech.  The only comment he made 
about proper process not being followed was in respect of the Mauds Landing decision.  Hon Simon O’Brien did 
not make an allegation that anything improper occurred, but he pointed out that he did not like the final outcome.  
He did not say there was a point at which this process that should have been followed did not occur; he was not 
able to demonstrate to the House that there was anything untoward in the process.  His debate essentially boiled 
down to the fact that he did not like the outcome.  He highlighted that this Government provided all of the 
information that he had requested on this matter.  If we had requested this information when we were in 
opposition, we would have had to go through the freedom of information process.  We would not have been able 
to get the information the way Hon Simon O’Brien has.  He raised a question and asked for certain information.  
I was not able to provide it on the day in question time but I indicated that I would ensure it was provided to him 
at the earliest opportunity.  In fact, it was sent to him during the parliamentary Christmas break. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  In February, I think. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  Members should compare that accountability with what would have happened if 
the boot had been on the other foot.  We would have had to put in an FOI application.  We would have waited till 
it had run out and then we would have gone through the process of complaining and whingeing to try to 
eventually get the Government to hand over the documents.  We did not put the honourable member through that 
exercise; we provided him with all of the information he required.  The end result was not what he liked. 

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

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That is the way I interpreted the essential elements of the honourable member’s debate.  
He was not able to say that a process - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I said that the process was corrupted by your Government. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am getting to that point.  In the process there was nothing that should have occurred 
that did not occur.  Hon Simon O’Brien was unable to highlight - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is precisely not the point, and you know it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Simon O’Brien did not during the debate raise any point about where a process that 
should have occurred did not occur.  He tried to suggest that some improper pressure was placed on officers 
from the WA Planning Commission to produce a final report.  We never heard any explanation about who, 
where, why or how - it was just because Hon Simon O’Brien did not like the outcome.  He was right in one thing 
he said.  I was going to speak about the quality of people who sit on the WAPC, because that is very important.  
Hon Simon O’Brien was saying that people who are professionals in the area of planning acted improperly 
because, as a result of political pressure applied to them by some unknown person, they changed their positions.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Peter Foss should not judge others by his own actions.  I know how Hon Peter Foss 
behaved when he was a minister. 

Hon Peter Foss:  No, you don’t.  I never behaved like that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!   
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I remember how Hon Peter Foss tried to organise people to be sacked outside of the 
Public Sector Management Act.  I have been told stories about Hon Peter Foss and how he used to harass public 
servants with untoward comments.  I will not raise specific details in this House because that would name the 
people who do not need to be named.  I know the sort of person Hon Peter Foss was and how he used to ring up 
public servants.  One day the truth will come out about Hon Peter Foss and how, as a minister, he was an 
absolute bully to public servants and their staff.  A long list of people have left the Public Service as a result of 
the actions of Hon Peter Foss when he was a minister.   

I now refer to the sort of people who served on the WA Planning Commission - the sort of people who Hon 
Simon O’Brien suggests allowed themselves to be improperly pressured into doing things against their 
professional views. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Let us have an inquiry and we will get them in as witnesses. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Mr Terry Martin was the chairman - 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What have you got to hide? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  The interjections are getting a bit too unruly.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Terry Martin had 38 years involvement as a town planner in urban and regional affairs in 
Western Australia.  He has provided consultancy services to the Government and the private sector.  He has been 
involved in a number of urban design projects around the regions and the cities in Australia, New Zealand and 
China.  He has worked for both sides of the Parliament. 

Hon Peter Foss:  What is he doing now? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I do not know. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Has he left the Public Service? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Ah!  I wonder why.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The thing about this House is that for it to set up an inquiry there has to be more to it 
than just the fact that those opposite do not like the decision.  Ms Verity Allan also served on the WAPC.  I think 
the first time I met Verity Allan she was working for the Housing Industry Association. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  And she chaired the Hearings Committee. 

Hon Peter Foss:  She had her dissent recorded.  Carry on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  That was Corinne MacRae.  Hon Peter Foss should really follow the debate a bit better.  
He should not let the facts get in the way of a good argument.  He never has before, so why should he start 
today?  Carey Curtis was a senior lecturer in the department of urban and regional planning at Curtin University.  
Corinne MacRae was a councillor who had her dissent recorded.  There were also people like Judith Tomlinson, 
a councillor of the Shire of Chittering since 1991, and Kevin Fong, I think a local councillor from the Broome 
region.  A number of senior public servants, who have served both sides of government, are also included.  
Those are the kinds of people who are being accused through the innuendo and allegations put forward by Hon 
Simon O’Brien without any substance to back them up other than that he does not like the decision they arrived 
at.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is not true - I have also tabled documents.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We have all sat on committees.  This House will receive a report at the end of this week 
from a committee I have served on.  The first draft of that report is very different from the final version.  It is 
quite common for committees to go through that process.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That has not happened in this case.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I do not know why these people changed their positions as the process continued.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  They did not - that is my point.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They clearly did.  Those who served on the Hearings Committee and are also full 
members of the commission, with the exception of Corinne MacRae, did change their opinion because the final 
decision of the commission was different from the decision of the Hearings Committee.  Equally, other people 
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were involved in that final decision of the Planning Commission.  Ultimately, all of those decisions came to this 
House, and this House has taken the ultimate decision by not disallowing that metropolitan region scheme 
amendment.  It is an absolute slur on the professional integrity of all those people.  I will say why I probably 
think differently on this matter from Hon Peter Foss.  My father was a chartered accountant.  I remember being 
brought up by him to believe that if anyone is asked to do something wrong, he should stand up and say no, 
regardless of whether that cost him his job.  He comes from the old school of accountants and auditors, not that 
of the accountants and auditors we may have seen going through senior practice in the 1980s.  That was the way 
my father taught me, and I believe that that is the way most people operate.  I would take the view that, if there 
were anything untoward, one of these people, in whose integrity I have absolute faith, would have stood up and 
said that he or she was improperly interfered with in reaching the decision.  That has not happened.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien does not like the outcome, but if the House were to have an inquiry into every matter in which Hon 
Simon O’Brien did not like the final outcome, we would have to divert the whole of the education budget into 
servicing committees.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Have I ever requested any other inquiries?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, but if, without any further evidence, the basis for having an inquiry is that Hon 
Simon O’Brien did not like the outcome, we would be spending an awful lot of time having inquiries.  Whether 
the member likes it or not, it is a slur on the professional integrity of each and every one of those members of the 
Western Australian Planning Commission to suggest that they would have put their professional integrity on the 
line in that way.  The member just cannot move to the paradigm shift that has occurred.  The Leader of the 
Opposition made a comment about railways, and the fixation of this side of Parliament with train systems.  It is 
not a fixation, but we see the benefits of train systems on this side of the House.  That is why a previous Labor 
Government reopened the Fremantle to Perth line.  That was a great decision that even members opposite now 
would not disagree with.  Do they still support the closure of the line?  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Yes.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Let us hope Hon Simon O’Brien is never put in charge on planning in this State.  I hope 
he does not become successful enough in promoting that view in his party’s caucus.  Hon Simon O’Brien wants 
to close down the Fremantle railway line again.  Is that not wonderful?  The Labor Party reopened the Fremantle 
line - a great decision - and built the northern suburbs railway line.  I suppose members opposite do not support 
the northern suburbs line either.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We do not.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  This is getting better!  The Opposition does not support the northern suburbs railway 
line.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We know what Hon Peter Foss thinks about the southern railway line.  He does not 
support it going any further than Rockingham, but he forgot to tell anybody that when he was in Cabinet.  He 
was happy to sign up to it in Cabinet, but then he walked out of Cabinet, and now he wants to tell us all that it 
was a silly decision, but he was happy to sit there and support a silly decision.  That is why I learnt my ethics 
from my father, and not from Hon Peter Foss.  I am stunned and amazed, because I understand where members 
opposite are coming from, because it is true that they do not like railways.  Now I understand why, when the 
previous Government promised the extension of the northern railway to Clarkson, it never happened.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders.  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
 


