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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2018 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 25 June. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Debate was adjourned after clause 1 had been agreed to. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is generally a standard clause in bills, but this is not a standard bill. As we indicated in 
earlier debate, this is the second time in recorded history that the metropolitan region scheme has been unilaterally 
changed by a bill rather than through the standard process. Even the excision of the Fremantle eastern bypass, 
which was part of the Roe 8 ring-road, went through the MRS process in 2003. During the debate on the excision 
of the Fremantle eastern bypass, one of the explanations in a media release by Hon Alannah MacTiernan at the 
time was that in 10 years’ time—2013—the Fremantle harbour would reach capacity and the movement of 
containers would shift from Fremantle to an outer harbour. 
One of the major issues with this bill is that the government has perpetuated the myth that the port of Fremantle is 
reaching capacity. In the run-up to the election it claimed that it was at capacity and one reason why the Fremantle — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Members to my right—Minister for Emergency Services, member 
for Armadale and other members—please keep your conversations low or leave the chamber. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the apparent rationales for stopping the Perth Freight Link and then excising the land 
from the MRS was that the container port would shift to the outer harbour. Our problem is that the evidence is that 
the Fremantle harbour is nowhere near capacity. Let us look at the history of the Labor Party. When it excised the 
Fremantle eastern bypass 16 years ago, it claimed that the port was approaching capacity, which, of course, it was 
not. Our concern is that this road is absolutely needed and that the excision process should not commence until the 
government has gone through the proper process to ensure that there is an alternative to the Fremantle port, because 
excising this land will stop Roe 8 from being built in the future. 
If there is not an alternative to the port of Fremantle, it will cause bottlenecks, disruptions and increasing costs for 
individuals who not only use and live in the area, but also access the port. If we had gone through the standard 
MRS process, all these things would have been explored. But this bill stops that. We asked the minister whom she 
has had discussions with and she basically said that she has had some discussions. She has no evidence of that, but 
will provide us with evidence, perhaps, after the bill has been debated. We are reluctant for this legislation to 
commence until the government has gone through the appropriate processes to look at the opportunity cost or the 
impacts of it. We do not think the legislation should commence until the government commits to an outer 
harbour—not when it talks about it, but when it puts money down to start investing in an outer harbour. Otherwise, 
the road will be needed and the rationale for excising this land will fall apart. The argument for excising the land 
that Roe 8 was designed for is that the port of Fremantle is going to reach maximum capacity soon and an outer 
harbour is going to be built. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I am enjoying this. Can I hear some more, please. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: If you speak up, I might be able to hear you. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Sorry, Mr Acting Speaker. I am enjoying this. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: You would like to hear some more? 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I would like to hear some more. 
The SPEAKER: Okay. An extension is granted. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I know that the member for Kalgoorlie understands this issue because many of the exports that 
are generated in his great city and area go through the port of Fremantle. He is very concerned about the impact 
on his community’s competitiveness if this road is not built and the port of Fremantle is prematurely choked 
because of poor policy. I thank the member for Kalgoorlie. 
The issue here is that the government is excising land without examining the alternatives. We do not believe that 
this act should commence as suggested when and if it gets royal assent. It should commence only when the 
government of the day, whether it is tomorrow, next year or five decades hence, puts money aside to build an outer 
harbour. As I indicated, the previous Labor government went through a similar charade. It said that land for the 
Fremantle eastern bypass should be excised—it excised it in 2003—and claimed that the port of Fremantle was 
reaching capacity. That was 16 years ago.  
We know from the Westport Taskforce study commissioned by the minister that, whatever way we look at it, there 
is today, not 16 years ago, substantial additional spare capacity in the port of Fremantle. We have been on this path 
before, it is a path based on falsehoods, and we think this one is the same. The government has the Westport study 
in the community. The study is flawed because it is looking at options for the port but, by the way, any examination 
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of Roe 8 or Perth Freight Link is excluded from its terms of reference. The task force found that the port of 
Fremantle, without any additional capacity, could go from just south of 800 000 20-foot equivalent units to 
2.1 million and, with some investment, to 3.1 million TEU, so we are nowhere near capacity. The Westport study 
says quite clearly that the problem lies with the transport linkages. The study supports increasing rail freight, but 
rail has fundamental capacity constraints. The government is spending a substantial amount on subsidies to put more 
containers on rail, and it is achieving that—money can achieve anything. If we wanted to, we could actually helicopter 
in freight, but it would cost a lot of money. One can do anything with money. The government is spending a great 
deal of money to subsidise shifting container freight to rail, and it is working, but it will soon reach capacity. Our 
point is that this legislation should not commence until we have a government that actually commits financially in 
the budget to building the outer harbour. That is our view on this legislation. I would like the minister to tell us 
when the government will commit to and put money in the budget for an outer harbour. It is not only the outer 
harbour, but also the investment in all the road and rail networks along Anketell Road or Russell Road, which is 
the transport infrastructure needed to support the outer harbour. When is the government going to do that?  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Many of those questions do not relate to this clause. The member’s comments do not relate to 
this clause whatsoever. I refer the member to my comments in my second reading response and to my many media 
comments about our plan for Westport. The member has chosen to ignore that commentary because on this issue 
he has shown me and my government no respect. I have outlined our plan on numerous occasions. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have looked through the Westport study; I have it here. I have attended public meetings and 
been to functions at which the chairperson has spoken. She is very articulate and indicated quite clearly that she is 
looking at three options to expand port facilities: Bunbury, Kwinana and Fremantle. She said that Fremantle’s 
throughput has existing spare capacity and substantial capacity to expand even further. She has indicated that 
transport links are the concern with Fremantle and Kwinana. We are now dealing with legislation about a transport 
link to the port of Fremantle and, I might add, to an outer harbour that the government is going to excise. One could 
argue that this is the major piece of transport infrastructure in the state, essential to the economic wellbeing of the 
state—that is, our container port. The government will clog up that major artery to the port. 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I refer to standing order 94 and relevance. The clause in question bears no relevance at all to 
the speech being made by the member. I ask that the Acting Speaker draw the member’s attention to the standing 
order and the requirement for him to be relevant. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Member for Riverton, I do think that you are wandering off the topic 
to an extent. Can you bring that back to the question at hand, which is the commencement date of the bill. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The commencement date, exactly. This is about when this legislation should commence. 
The legislation proposes a commencement date when the bill, if it ever gets that far, gets royal assent or the day 
after. Our argument is that it should not commence at that time because the premise of this bill, the excision of the 
land from the metropolitan region scheme, is based on the premise that the container port will move out of the port 
of Fremantle, which this services. I put forward that the government has no firm plans to achieve that. 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Standing order 127 refers to repetitious or irrelevant debate. The member has now repeated himself 
consistently throughout his contribution. I ask that the Acting Speaker draw his attention to the standing order. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Member, I ask that you come to a question fairly soon so that we can 
have the minister respond and an opportunity for other people to make comment. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When is the minister going to commit to an outer harbour? The Labor Party went to the election 
with a detailed plan claiming that the port of Fremantle is at or beyond capacity — 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: The member is ignoring the Acting Speaker’s direction. He was asked to pose a question; he 
did and then he commenced to repeat his other statements. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): I have considered your point of order and I have asked the member 
to come to his question. I believe he is forming the question now, and the minister will soon be able to respond. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The commencement date is based on the argument Labor ran at and following the election, 
and in its detailed policy statement. The minister might like to run away from it, but it is detailed. The basis for 
stopping Roe 8 — 
Mr P. Papalia: What’s the question? 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member is not the minister; he is just a heckler. He is a junior minister hiding back there. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! I will ask that you put the question now, thank you, member for Riverton. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I just asked for the Acting Speaker’s support to allow me to ask the question. What is the 
minister’s commitment to building the outer harbour and her long-term plan for the port of Fremantle? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer the member to the many comments I have made in this place. If the member chooses — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Do not interrupt, member for Carine. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the member chooses to ignore everything I have said on this issue, it is up to him, but our 
plan is very clear. The member can stand and talk and I will sit here and listen, but I refer him to my many 
comments on this issue. As I said, the member has never shown me or this government any respect on any issue. 
He has always thought that he is smarter than anyone in this chamber and shown us no respect. I have made many 
comments and outlined our plan on numerous occasions. The member talked about our policy statement; I have it 
in front of me. We are adhering to — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you for the first time. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Carine would have to ask the member for Scarborough that one. 
Member for Riverton, I have outlined the plan. The member has completely left the relevant clause and is making 
a mockery of himself and his team on this issue. 
Debate interrupted. 
[Continued on page 4862.] 
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