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ROE HIGHWAY STAGE 8 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 28 March on the following motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren — 

That, for the purposes of — 
(a)  saving the Beeliar wetlands by preserving ecological linkages and a range of other key values 

including — 
(i)  regionally significant vegetation, which is becoming rare as a result of encroaching 

urbanisation, 
(ii) habitat for a great many fauna species, especially internationally and nationally 

significant migratory birds, as well as seriously threatened species like the Carnaby’s 
cockatoo and the graceful sun moth; and 

(iii)  residential amenity, recreation and education; 
(b)  protecting our unique Aboriginal heritage; and 

(c)  redirecting funds into more sustainable transport solutions, such as an expanded rail freight 
system and a passenger light rail network, 

this house calls upon the Barnett government to abandon proposed stage 8 of the Roe Highway 
development, and to request the Western Australian Planning Commission to initiate an amendment to 
the metropolitan region scheme in order to delete the current zoning for a road reserve over the area of 
proposed stage 8 of the Roe Highway development. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

To delete all words after “heritage;” and insert — 

this Council calls upon the Barnett government to continue the processes to assess the 
environmental impacts of stage 8 of the Roe Highway development. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [2.16 pm]: I got that far the previous time I rose to speak in support 
of the amendment to the motion. The whole issue about Roe Highway stage 8 is as complex as any other in 
which human and economic development interacts with the environment. Especially at a time when government 
funds are becoming more and more scarce, the way that we assess the priorities about where to invest in our road 
and transport infrastructure—be it road, rail or any other mode of transport—will require increasing rigour and 
the establishment of criteria that allows decision makers a clear way through deciding which is the most 
appropriate at any time. We need to know whether that is due to productivity associated with the infrastructure as 
a result of congestion, which decreases productivity, whether it is a result of poor roads which slow traffic down 
or reduce the ability to move the necessary traffic through, or whether this is simply a matter of quantity of 
traffic, meaning that other modes should be considered and incentives might be necessary to break a market 
failure. At the end of the day, in an ideal world all traffic modes need cost reflectivity. We happen to know that 
that cost reflectivity is not always implicit or explicit between rail and road. Whenever we deviate from cost 
reflectivity, there are economic distortions. Economic distortions are easy words to say but it leads to decisions, 
by those who respond to those distortions, about where they make investments. Those investments may simply 
be investments in additional infrastructure or different infrastructure, but it is also investment in innovation and 
new productivity. We may be getting investments in innovation and productivity in areas where they should not 
go, as a result of the economic distortion in place. 

I bring this up in the context of a discussion about Roe Highway stage 8 because the other prioritisation is our 
economic development versus the natural environment. At the end of the day, our adaptability as a human race is 
both our strength and our weakness. The strength is that we can adapt, as we have seen in all forms of human 
activity, even under the most difficult circumstances in which one could expect people to live; or we just live in 
normal suburbs of Perth, become very happy with all that, and just let it go. Recently I have been reading a book 
by Thomas Keneally about the transportation of the first Caucasian inhabitants of Australia, which  describes 
how the convicts had to adapt to life in the prison hulks and the transportation ships for the seven or eight-month 
journey to Australia; that is almost impossible for me to comprehend, but they adapted. It was the same for the 
prisoners in the prison camps of the Second World War that we hear so much about; those who survived had to 
adapt.  

But that adaption, of course, causes us to overlook other aspects, and this is the difficulty we have. Policymakers 
decide that we have to have a road going from A to B, such as we have with stage 8 of Roe Highway, so that 
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traffic congestion does not get to such a stage that the productivity loss is so great, economically, that it will 
disadvantage our state’s economy as it applies to us as the human race element living here. At the end of the day, 
economic activity will almost always win over, and it is so easy to do so; we take a little bit here—“Oh, that’s 
okay; we can manage that”—and a little more there—“Yep, that’s okay, we can manage that”. 

The flag that nearly always goes up when we talk about the natural environment is the Carnaby’s black cockatoo. 
Nearly every one of the emails I have received concerning stage 8—other members have probably received them 
also—mentions the Carnaby’s black cockatoo. In some places the Carnaby’s cockatoo is bountiful, but I am told 
by a person who has a lot of experience in this field, not very far away from where I live and where we still have 
some Carnaby’s cockatoos, that we have nearly wiped out the natural habitat of the Carnaby’s black cockatoo on 
the coastal plains around Perth. There is no turning back. We are trying to fool ourselves, in a way, that we can 
have both. I understand that the Carnaby’s black cockatoo’s natural food is banksias, natural scrub and marri, 
and they fly down from areas where there are wandoo salmon gums, and where there are hollows in the trees so 
they can nest, because they are very shy nesters; I know that from first-hand experience. Invading species such 
as corellas and galahs come in and push the Carnaby’s cockatoos out, and they have to go and find nests 
elsewhere, which they often cannot do; they are a quite sensitive species in many respects. Wiping out their feed 
store on the coastal plain has a significant impact on the survival of the species. 

We have to be careful to not always hoist our flag with the Carnaby’s black cockatoo, because they are not the 
only species that is being affected, but here we have a road traversing a significant part of their natural 
environment, south of Perth. I have unfortunately not read the Environmental Protection Authority report, but I 
understand that it has reached a conclusion that justifies putting that highway extension through. That is why I 
support this amendment, because this amendment says that we want to make sure that the environmental 
consequences of this highway going through are such that we can at least be comfortable with it. 

That brings me to the main point I want to make in this short address. We need to have some form of 
environment plan that is at different levels. We can always say that we want an environment plan for Western 
Australia through which we want to preserve the natural environment as much as we can, or something like that; 
but that does not get us anywhere. We really have to become truthful with ourselves about what we really 
understand we can have. We cannot have our cake and eat it all the time, and that is what we are talking about 
when we talk about stage 8 of the Roe Highway. We are trying to see whether we can have our cake and eat it, 
and I would love that to be possible, but many times, it is not practical; it cannot happen. I am not sure about this 
time, and that is why, again, I am comfortable with this amendment, but it is very rare that one can have one’s 
cake and eat it. 

Just from dealing with soil and through natural experience with cropping and so on, I know about a technique 
called no-till agriculture. Part of the philosophy of no-till agriculture is that one builds up organic carbon. As 
organic carbon is built up, it retains the nutrients and makes them more available to crops when they are sown, 
and it enriches the soil, including the soil flora and fauna. 

That is all good, but then we have to have chemicals, of course, to kill the weeds, so that it is not necessary to 
burn. Burning destroys a lot the dry matter that builds up the organic carbon in the soil. If we start burning again, 
we break the discipline exercised in trying to find new solutions for weeds, and once people break that 
discipline, they keep on doing it. That is what is happening now in much of Western Australian agriculture. 
There was no burning for a long time, but now when one goes around the countryside at this time of year, one 
sees a lot of paddocks burnt to kill the weeds. The discipline has been broken, and bit by bit the organic carbon 
will be compromised again. It will be over time, I realise, but it will be compromised. That is similar to how we 
think about the environment. 

Maybe it needs to come out of the Department of Environment and Conservation, but I would like a strategic 
direction that is in different layers so that we can all understand where we are going with our natural 
environment. I have been told by botanists for some years that the wetlands of coastal Western Australia around 
Perth are in a very poor state. That is something that we have rationalised our way through. Was this what we 
intended before we started doing this? If we did intend it, then fine; let us all at least be aware of it, so that we 
know where we are going. Frankly, if Perth is going to grow as a city, it is a matter of fact that we will 
compromise our environment to a degree and that some habitats are going to be lost, but let us be honest about it. 
If it is the case with Roe Highway stage 8 that the EPA is able to work out with Main Roads and the Department 
of Transport a way in which we can have our cake and eat it, that would just be exceptional in my view. There is 
a possibility that we can achieve that under this amendment.  

The only other thing I would like to mention is the issue of motor transport. The Roe Highway stops when it 
reaches the Mitchell Freeway but the trucks go down the rest of the road, down Beeliar Drive and so on. Can we 
get those trucks off the road? Are there other ways of doing this? I would be interested to know how rigorous the 
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Main Roads analysis of the traffic that has been going down there has been. What incentive is required to get the 
containers and other heavy traffic onto the train to go down there? Are there other heavy transport options and 
what container incentives could work? I know that container incentives are already in place to try to transport 
containers from Kewdale down to Fremantle but I do not think that that has given great results. Then we have to 
look at the cost reflectivity and whether those businesses taking containers down the main roads are paying the 
reflective costs for doing so. I suspect that they are not. How can rail compete? Rail is probably being cost 
reflective. I would like some feedback on those questions to ensure a rigorous analysis, which will have to be 
consistent with the way we drive expenditure on our modes of transport around the entire state, in not only this 
particular case but also each road or each rail we do. As all members know, I have a particular interest in this as 
it relates to tier 3 rail lines. Without getting onto that subject, the rigour that is required will be at an increasingly 
tight level because we do not have the money to spend, and the Minister for Transport is fully aware of that. 
With those remarks, I support the amendment before the house.  

The PRESIDENT: Before Hon Ken Travers starts his speech, I might just point out that the time left for debate 
on this motion is not the time reflected on the clock. The time on the lower part of the clock reflects the time left 
for motions on notice. The time left at the beginning of this debate was one hour and 45 minutes on this 
particular motion.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.32 pm]: I rise to support the substantive motion and to oppose 
the amendment. To put it into simple terms, it is a question of whether we believe Roe 8 should be built or not. 
That is the simple question that is really before the house today. Those speakers who have spoken before me, 
such as Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Lynn MacLaren, have outlined reasons, based on environmental grounds, why 
we should not build this road. I want to put the following argument to the house this afternoon. Even if the area 
we were hoping to build this road through had no negative environmental impacts, which the previous 
speakers have made clear is not the case, would we build Roe 8? Do we get value for the expenditure of 
government money on Roe 8 compared with how we could otherwise expend that money? The point I will make 
to the house this afternoon is that nobody would waste that $700 million—that is the most recent estimate and, I 
suspect, by the time we construct it, it will be even higher—building Roe 8 when there are so many other 
projects around the state and in the southern suburbs of Perth that we could spend that money on that would have 
a greater impact on the traffic movements and the impact of traffic in the southern corridor. That is the 
proposition I want to put today. I am not dismissing the environmental impacts; I think they are very important. I 
completely reject the comments of the previous speaker who basically said that the black cockatoo is gone so let 
us get on with it. I do not support that at all. I think we can still provide for habitat, and this is an important part 
of that debate.  

Let us look at the issue. By building Roe 8, do we end up with a better road network and better traffic 
movements in the southern suburbs? We can look at that in two ways. We can look at the total number of 
vehicles being moved along the individual roads and we can look at the level of service impact at the major 
intersections in the southern corridor as there is a classification system that goes from A through to F, with F 
effectively meaning fail; that is, the intersection is failing. We can look at both those measures to see whether 
this work will perform.  

Yesterday I asked the minister representing the Minister for Transport in this place to table the full report on the 
traffic modelling on which the government is basing its decision making. I got a very flippant answer. It was 
disrespectful not just to me but to this house. The minister stated — 

This information is more appropriately sought through the freedom of information process.  

What an absolute disgrace! We know that the appropriate place for a member of Parliament to seek information 
is by way of questioning the executive in this place. It is a sad and sorry day when we cannot get that very basic 
information. If we look at the history of this matter, when the Labor Party was looking at this issue and going 
down the path of not building Roe 8, something that we have had a longstanding opposition to, we went through 
a process of developing the alternatives to Roe 8; that is, how we could get a better outcome for the southern 
suburbs without building Roe 8. What did we do? We put all the information out there, and it is still available to 
this day. I can show people the freight network strategy report that is available for people to look at. People can 
get a copy of that, even to this day. What do we get from this government? It tells us to put in a freedom of 
information application. I know what the answer will be when I FOI it. I will be told that it is subject to cabinet 
confidentiality and all that nonsense. I will get the usual game playing that we get from the Minister for 
Transport, who does not take his responsibilities to the people of Western Australia seriously. It is for him to 
play the class clown.  
One of the reasons the minister would not table the information is that he has something to hide, and the 
government does not support the proposition we are putting forward. That is why the minister representing the 
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Minister for Transport used that line yesterday. The government does not want people to do a rigorous analysis 
of that transport modelling because then they will see that building Roe 8 does not do anything, but there are 
things we can do, and I will get to those in a minute.  

Let us go into a little more detail about the transport modelling that has been done. The government has released 
some generic pictures that show the impact of the movements. We have to understand the assumptions and the 
details that sit below that modelling to know what this actually means. Even the documents say that we have to 
be careful about the limitations of traffic modelling. What does that modelling say? We have heard members on 
the other side say that building Roe 8 will be a salvation from heavy traffic for the people of the electorate of 
Riverton. In 2006, the number of vehicles on Leach Highway through the electorate of Riverton between 
Vahland Avenue and Karel Avenue was 40 000. This is a rounded figure, so that is another reason why getting 
the report would be good because if we round figures, we might find that it is slightly different; it could be a lot 
higher and closer to 45 000.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Several very audible conversations are happening around the chamber and it is a little 
distracting for Hansard.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are traffic movements of 40 000 and 55 000 from Karel Avenue through to the 
Kwinana Freeway. If we build the Roe Highway extension in 2031, the traffic on Leach Highway between 
Vahland Avenue and Karel Avenue will still grow to 70 000 vehicles a day from 40 000, almost double the 
number of vehicles on Leach Highway. Between Karel Avenue and the freeway, it will go from 55 000 to 60 000 
vehicles. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t you think we need to give some relief to those areas? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is with Roe Highway stage 8 being built, Hon Simon O’Brien. With the money the 
government is spending on Roe Highway, there are things we can do in the immediate roads to give them relief 
that would be of far greater assistance to them than building Roe Highway stage 8. That is my point. Again I 
reiterate that these are rounded figures, so there may not be as big a discrepancy between them. Without Roe 
Highway stage 8 being built, the figures are 75 000 from Karel Avenue to Vahland Avenue, and between Karel 
Avenue and Kwinana Freeway, 65 000. So, even on the government’s own modelling, the best impact we will 
have is 5 000 vehicles a day difference, but we will be doubling the number of vehicles, even with Roe Highway 
being built. 
One of the reasons I asked for the modelling to be tabled is that other documents out there suggest that the traffic 
volumes in that section of road will remain between 50 000 and 60 000 vehicles in 2031; and that is without Roe 
Highway stage 8 being built. That is why it is so important to get the details from the government so that we can 
analyse why its figures are different from other publicly produced figures from Main Roads about the number of 
vehicles that will be on Leach Highway. My proposition is, and even just basic logic says, that if Roe Highway 
already goes through to Kwinana Freeway, extending it a bit further will not change the traffic going back. As I 
talked about, I could also go through the level of service at intersections. Again, if people look at these issues, 
one of the things they will find is that a number of intersections within that area are expected to fail using the 
level of service measure for an intersection with or without the construction of Roe Highway stage 8—with or 
without it. So we are still going to have congested intersections and we are still going to have massive volumes 
of traffic. The actual issue is: are there things that we can do to reduce it to make those roads flow better? I had 
only a quick chance to read it last night, but today’s The West Australian has an article from its transport writer 
who is attending a conference in Germany, and one of the lines that is put in there is a line that I have been 
saying for a long time: the only long-term solution to congestion is better public transport. Building this extra 
road — 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind members of the public in the gallery that you are here to listen, not to 
participate. If you continue to do that, I will have to clear the gallery, and I would not want to do that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In fact, the other thing that I should point out is that by building the Roe Highway 
extension, other roads in the southern suburbs will end up with an increase in traffic, and they will end up with 
traffic volumes that are not too dissimilar to the traffic volumes that will occur in the electorate of Riverton with 
or without Roe Highway stage 8 being built. 

Members often say that this is a longstanding part of the metropolitan region scheme. I want people to look at the 
original MRS that had Roe Highway stage 8 included in it, because they will find that Kwinana Freeway 
terminated when it hit Roe Highway. That is why we needed Roe Highway stage 8, because in those days the 
main south route out of the city was going to be Stock Road. We needed to have Roe Highway stage 8 built to 
get the traffic across to Stock Road and then out of the city. There was no Kwinana Freeway south of Roe 
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Highway. Therefore, for those who want to argue that, maybe we should go and dig up the Perth–Bunbury 
highway that Labor built — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is precisely where it is intended to go, isn’t it, to extend Roe Highway west of the 
freeway to Stock Road? That is Roe 8. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right; and if Hon Simon O’Brien was listening intently, he would understand that 
the reason it was put into the MRS was that the main south road out of the city was going to be Stock Road. 
There was no Kwinana Freeway. We have now built Kwinana Freeway heading south of Roe Highway, so we do 
not need to connect it across to Stock Road. Hon Simon O’Brien obviously has not looked at the MRS. I would 
have thought that with his undoubted knowledge of and interest in this matter, he might have already looked at 
this — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Of course I have, you patronising twit! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Well, why is he asking me the question? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You tell us about the corrupt practices of the WAPC when you were Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Minister for Finance will come to order. I have just checked. I think the minister 
has spoken on this motion. He cannot do it from his seat again. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I assure the house that if I had been aware of any corrupt practices by members of 
the Western Australian Planning Commission at any time, I would have reported that to the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, as I would expect any other member to do. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You tabled the evidence in this house yourself; you tabled it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you know of corrupt behaviour, Mr O’Brien, you know what you have to do with it. 
Members on the other side are getting very agitated because they do not like what they are hearing. They have 
been selling this message for a long time that somehow Roe Highway stage 8 was going to be the solution. Their 
own modelling shows that it is not and that we will still have problems with the level of service and problems 
with traffic on the roads in the southern suburbs. They will not even let us drill down and examine that; they will 
not table the information that would allow us to do that because they know that they clearly have something to 
hide. That can be the only explanation, in my view. 

Even if we build Roe Highway stage 8, traffic volumes will not be significantly different on Leach Highway. 
The traffic volume on Roe Highway will increase significantly compared with what it would be if stage 8 was 
not built, and there will be a number of other impacts across the area. Then the question needs to be: what can 
we do to reduce the amount of traffic? There are some very simple things. The first thing we can do is to get the 
volume of containers being carried by rail out of Fremantle harbour up to 30 per cent. When we were in 
government in 2002, I think about 8 000 containers a day left Fremantle harbour—sorry; I over-inflated it. There 
were 7 000 containers carried by rail in 2002, and in 2008 there were 84 000. That is the equivalent of 65 000 
truck movements. That is what we are talking about: 65 000 truck movements. We were well on the way to 
getting to something like 17 per cent when we lost office. I think there was a further increase to 100 000 
containers expected in 2009. We know that since the election of the current government, that 17 per cent has 
been declining. I look forward to seeing the budget papers to find out how many containers there are. Why 
would the government do that? 

Hon Kate Doust: Because it doesn’t like trains, basically. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Firstly, it is because it does not like trains. Secondly, it is because it wants to try to put 
more traffic on the southern suburbs roads to justify Roe Highway stage 8. It has to find a way of justifying it. 
Even though the traffic modelling says that it will not benefit the southern suburbs—it will actually just increase 
the volumes—the government does not want to see that target. The allocation is constantly made on a year-by-
year basis. Last year the money was not even included in the budget as a subsidy to get freight onto rail. Part of 
the way in which we can make freight more viable on trains is to improve the rail facilities on the north quay, 
improve the rail line between the north quay and Kewdale and build an intermodal terminal at Kewdale. In 2008, 
the commonwealth government agreed with the state government on the Perth urban freight transport and 
corridor plan. That contained a range of measures and included money to fund a rail terminal on the north quay. 
We are still waiting for them to happen. That is a sign that this government is fixated with Roe 8, which is not 
the solution, and completely ignoring the real solutions. That is the freight side of it. We could have another 
debate about public transport, in which this government has failed to invest just to keep up with demand on our 
public transport system, let alone expand its capacity. Those measures would do more than the Roe 8 project in 
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reducing traffic numbers on the southern suburbs roads. But do we see any modelling coming from this 
government on that issue? Do we see any modelling of scenarios in which there is more freight on rail if we built 
an intermodal terminal at latitude 32 or at north Bullsbrook to allow us to take freight for the northern suburbs to 
that intermodal terminal and then distribute it through a road network there? Maybe one day we could build a rail 
corridor across to the Neerabup industrial area as an intermodal distribution point for the northern suburbs. No, 
we do not see any modelling for that. We never see that modelling or scenario planning for how we might do 
that so that we get even higher volumes of transport on rail.  

Do we see this government talking about whether we can use the Bunbury port to bring more containers into 
Western Australia? That is one of the interesting things. People will tell us that only a small percentage of 
containers actually come out of the south west through Fremantle harbour, but when we talk to people, they tell 
us that the information is based on the way the statistics are collected and that a significant proportion of the 
freight that comes from Fremantle harbour goes into or out of the south west of the state. Is there an option to use 
Bunbury port for that? Is any work being done by this government on how we can do that? No there is not. 
Those are the sorts of measures the government could be pursuing and spending the $700 million for Roe 
Highway on, which would result in those figures of 70 000 vehicles on Leach Highway between Karel Avenue 
and Vahland Avenue being reduced and being held closer to what they are today. Work could be done on those 
intersections to improve the flow of the traffic that would enable a better outcome for the 70 000 vehicles that 
use that road. There are many solutions, but this government does not want to look at them because it played the 
politics of this issue; it thought it worked for the government, and it now does not want to look at anything else. 
That is the problem.  

The figures are there to show how the number of truck movements can be reduced. The other big factor about 
truck movements into Fremantle harbour is the number of trucks that are either carrying nothing or are 
sometimes carrying an empty container back. If we can reduce the number of trucks that are taking an empty 
container back and not picking up a full container or, in the opposite way, if we can reduce that and improve the 
way in which even the trucking industry works so that they take something to the port and bring something away 
from the port, that will, again, significantly reduce the traffic movements in the southern suburbs. These are all 
the measures we can take. There is another measure. I found it fascinating that the National Party came into this 
Parliament today and supported the expenditure of $700 million on a metropolitan road. I remember the National 
Party opposing the Mandurah–Perth railway line, a project that has done more to take cars off the southern 
suburbs roads than Roe Highway ever will. The Mandurah–Perth railway line has taken thousands of cars off the 
southern suburbs roads on a daily basis. If we use it better and build better bus feeder services, we can take even 
more cars off. But the National Party came in here today and said, “No, we should continue to build Roe 8 and 
spend $700 million”, because it is now in a coalition government with the Liberal Party.  

Let us think about one other thing we can do today that will reduce the number of trucks that are likely to be 
going down the roads we talked about—Leach Highway and Roe Highway—at some point in the future. We 
could keep the grain rail freight lines in the wheatbelt open for an expenditure of less than $100 million, and that 
would keep trucks off roads in the southern suburbs. It would easily be the differential between either building 
Roe 8 or not building it. Even using the government’s own modelling we would come very close in my view to 
reducing those numbers. But, again, we cannot see it because the government will not release the modelling. 
That is fine, but we know that if the Barnett–Grylls government is prepared to invest in the grain rail freight 
lines, truck movements on roads within the Perth metropolitan area will be reduced. However, the government 
chooses not to, so it will put more trucks on those roads and then claim it is a hero for reducing the numbers.  

On the Waterfront project, I noticed the other day that the government released a map that showed where there 
would be increased traffic flows as a result of the closure of Riverside Drive. When I looked at it, one of the 
things that struck me was the indication that there would be an increase in traffic over the Narrows Bridge from 
the southern suburbs of Perth. I understand the Minister for Transport said that it will not be due to commuters 
coming through South Perth roads.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Really?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If it is not through South Perth roads, what roads could it be on—Leach Highway, Roe 
Highway or maybe Canning Highway? We know that putting more traffic on Canning Highway will deflect 
traffic to the next major road parallel to it, which is Leach Highway and so on; it will cascade down. The 
decision, again supported by the National Party, to spend more than $500 million on the Perth Waterfront 
development will mean more trucks and more vehicles on southern suburbs roads. Again, the government will 
not release the detailed modelling, but we have a map showing that at least some of those extra vehicles will be 
diverted south of the river and come back over the Narrows Bridge. It is another example that, by not spending 
money, we could save and reduce the amount of traffic on the roads in the southern suburbs of Perth. Yet the 
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National Party is mute. It comes into this place and tells us it is independent of the government, but when it 
counts, it will vote, as it will today, to continue to build Roe 8. They talk about two bob each way, yet they had 
two bob each way because after saying we should build it, they say they should have done some more modelling 
and the government should be looking at all these other compressions. Their government should have done that 
before making a decision to proceed with Roe 8. They should stop it and cancel it.  

I have to say that the Labor Party takes its responsibility on this matter very seriously because we know that 
whether Roe 8 goes ahead or not will be a decision of the Labor Party. Labor will stop this project. We are the 
only party in this house that has the capacity to stop this project going ahead. We have consistently said we will 
not build it and we have consistently said that we will get rid of the reservation. That is what we will continue to 
do because its construction will do untold damage to the environment—to the wildlife and some lakes of the 
highest conservation value. Equally important, it is a complete and utter waste of taxpayers’ money to spend 
$700 million on a road that will, even under the government’s modelling, at best have a minor impact on some 
roads and at worst increase the volumes of traffic. We have to focus on those cheaper and better options for 
reducing the volumes of traffic. We need more freight on rail and more public transport. The government needs 
to keep open the grain rail freight lines and not make bad decisions like the closure of Riverside Drive. There are 
all of those things. Those are the solutions; it is not Roe 8! Roe 8 is a very, very expensive folly. We need to go 
with other things. We need to get on with the strategies to get more freight out of Fremantle harbour and to build 
new intermodal terminals around the metropolitan area. Let us move into the twenty-first century where rail will 
have a revival for both freight and passengers, and our road network will work better for having done it.  

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.00 pm]: I am pleased to make a contribution to this motion. I 
thank Hon Lynn MacLaren for bringing this motion to the attention of this place, but more importantly I would 
like to thank the Minister for Mental Health, who is representing the Minister for Environment, in moving the 
amendment that she has, which has my full support. I am pleased to make my contribution now, following the 
rather interesting contribution that was just made by the person who would like to be the Minister for Transport.  

In contrast to the motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren, which contains a number of presupposed negatives and 
which is probably better described as the views of someone who holds the paradigm that things cannot be done, 
the amendment moved by the Minister for Mental Health takes a far more positive approach towards things. The 
reason I say there is a negative paradigm here is because the motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren starts by 
presupposing that if one supports the building of stage 8 Roe Highway one is automatically not interested in 
saving the Beeliar wetlands, not interested in regionally significant vegetation, not interested in the habitat for a 
great many fauna species and not interested in the Carnaby’s cockatoo, the graceful sun moth et cetera. The 
motion presupposes these things, and I find that objectionable because some of us have an interest in those things 
yet still can be supportive of the building of this road. I think that demonstrates a can-do attitude rather than a 
cannot-do attitude. What I have never understood and what has never been explained in this chamber by 
Hon Lynn MacLaren or other members who share her view is why it was possible for Roe Highway to have been 
built through the Kenwick wetlands and yet it cannot be done in this context. I have always found that to be a 
strange situation and perhaps when Hon Lynn MacLaren sums up on this motion she might be able to enlighten 
me on that.  

I have had a fair amount to do with the Kenwick area over the years, albeit it is outside my jurisdiction and some 
members for the East Metropolitan Region might know more about it than I do, but I know it was able to be 
done, so someone took a can-do attitude then; but apparently here we have to take a cannot-do attitude.  

Hon Sally Talbot: It is different.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is different apparently, and someone will explain how it is different in the fullness of 
time. In the meantime, I have to say that in this particular case I have received a number of constituent inquiries 
and it is true to say that other members in this chamber have also received a number of constituent inquiries. 
Unlike what I think were the exaggerated claims made by Hon Sally Talbot in her contributions on this matter, I 
am not going to stand here and say that I have received hundreds and hundreds of emails. I will try and be a bit 
more precise and indicate that to date I have received contact from 50 constituents and a further 24 people have 
contacted me who do not live in my electorate.  

Hon Sally Talbot: You clearly were not on the list. Nobody thinks you have any influence. I am sorry that is 
obviously such a disappointment. I do not know why you make such a thing about this.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: After that amusing contribution by Hon Sally Talbot I reiterate that unlike her 
exaggerated claim of hundreds and hundreds of emails I have received a grand total of 74 constituent contacts. I 
say that not in any way to minimise the number, because 74 is actually a significant number of constituent 
inquiries and for 74 people to bother to contact me means that there is some concern in the community about that 
issue, so I have had a look at the Patterson Market Research conducted in October and November 2009. I 
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understand the purpose of that research was to gauge the public’s reaction to the Roe Highway stage 8 extension. 
Interestingly, that survey tells me there was overwhelming support for the project. What is interesting is that 
when Hon Sally Talbot made her contribution in this place she indicated there is a very significant level of 
opposition to this project. There may be some opposition—in fact, there is some opposition, but it is easy to say 
that without in the same breath realising there is a far greater level of support for the project and that 66 per cent 
of people -  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! members, it is not a shouting match. Hon Nick Goiran has the call.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sixty-six per cent of the people who were surveyed across WA supported the project; 70 
per cent of those were in Perth; 73 per cent of those expected to benefit directly from it and 65 per cent of those 
who supported it expected to suffer the adverse effects of noise, vibration and other losses of amenity and they 
were still in favour of the project. Whenever we consider the level of opposition to something, we also need to 
consider the level of support for the project. It is fair to say that there is overwhelming support for the project, 
whilst also recognising that there is opposition to the project.  

The other interesting thing about the contribution from Hon Sally Talbot is that she implied that local 
government was not in favour of Roe 8, and if memory serves me correctly she cited a statement by the City of 
Cockburn as proof of this. Once again, it is always interesting when a member quotes something and chooses not 
to quote something else. What the honourable member did not tell the chamber was that the South West Group 
of Local Authorities, which is made up of, interestingly, the Cities of Cockburn, Fremantle, Melville, 
Rockingham and Kwinana and the Town of East Fremantle, are in favour of the Roe Highway extension, and 
have said so to the government, and, subject to the environmental approvals, have asked for it to go ahead. It is 
also fair to say that local government—if we are going to use the generic term—is in favour of the extension of 
the Roe Highway and not opposed to it.  

Unlike Hon Ken Travers, I live and work in the area affected. It has always been interesting over the last three 
years hearing him talk about this project, because I sometimes wonder how someone who is based in Joondalup 
might have a real appreciation for the transport issues in the area affected. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You would appreciate the concept of shadow ministerial portfolios and ministerial portfolios. 
You do understand that concept? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank Hon Sue Ellery for that contribution. That demonstrates the point that if someone 
wants to be the prospective Minister for Transport, they really need to be around the portfolio.  

Hon Sue Ellery: So you think he is not across his portfolio? So he, more than any other shadow minister, is not 
across his portfolio; is that what you think?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: When I think of him, I probably think of an amateur sprinter competing against a 
professional sprinter. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Is that right? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I think that we are now drifting off the subject. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President, I will return to the subject after those unruly 
interjections! 

I would like to provide four non-exhaustive reasons I think it necessary for us to proceed with stage 8 of 
Roe Highway. The first is to consider Fiona Stanley Hospital and the Murdoch activity centre. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Talk to the City of Melville about that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I continue to be amused by the contributions of the member opposite who is a member 
for South Metropolitan Region and who should know better. 

Hon Sue Ellery: No; you should hear what the City of Melville thinks about that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The honourable member may make comments through the 
Chair and stop being amused by interjections. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President; I will do my best. Fiona Stanley Hospital and the 
Murdoch activity centre will place extra pressure on the road network in the area; in particular, South Street and 
Kwinana Freeway. The planned Murdoch activity centre development will see an additional 30 000 to 35 000 
people living and working in, and travelling through, the area. More efficient access routes to and through the 
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area than are currently in existence will be required for those living and working in both the Murdoch and 
Fremantle areas. These people living in the Murdoch and Fremantle areas are constituents of mine. I am 
concerned about these people. I support their desire for the extension of Roe Highway. Serious traffic congestion 
around a major hospital, such as Fiona Stanley Hospital, is dangerous and unacceptable.  

I move to the second reason I say it is necessary for us to extend Roe Highway; namely, the consideration of 
Fremantle’s inner harbour, which, as I understand—perhaps my colleague Hon Simon O’Brien will correct me if 
I am wrong because he has some expertise in this area—is forecast to reach capacity within the next decade. It 
will then be handling 1.2 million containers a year. This represents roughly double the number of containers 
being handled each year at present. Most of this freight requires movement to the Kewdale and Forrestfield 
industrial areas, which will be of interest to the members for East Metropolitan Region. Transport links to these 
industrial areas require improvement in order to meet the growing needs of the port. Without such 
improvements, in my view, the efficiency of transport will suffer causing significant harm to the city’s and the 
state’s economy. I think that we all agree that the Fremantle port and its associated transport connections are 
crucial to Perth’s economy. Around 20 per cent of Western Australia’s economy is linked to the trade going in 
and out of Fremantle. The value of trade through the Fremantle port during the past financial year amounted to 
about $25.9 billion, which is 80 per cent of the value of Western Australia’s seaborne imports and 12 per cent of 
the value of WA’s seaborne exports. 

The third reason I say it is necessary for us to construct stage 8 of Roe Highway is the existing congestion on the 
main east–west access roads between Fremantle and Kewdale, which poses significant safety risks. I should 
know Mr Deputy President, because my electorate office is on the extreme eastern part of the electorate and 
when I want to go to Fremantle to visit my good friend Hon Lynn MacLaren in her electorate office, it takes a 
long time to get there. It takes an incredibly long time to get there! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I can understand why Hon Lynn MacLaren may not want me to visit her very often; and 
if we do not construct this highway, perhaps I will be unable to visit her so frequently. However, I would like to 
visit Fremantle more regularly, given that it is part of my electorate, and that east–west connection is a problem 
at the moment. 

Heavy vehicles and road freight transport generally account for around 22 per cent of traffic on key access roads 
to the Fremantle port’s inner harbour. Roe 8 would be a purpose-built highway, allowing these heavy vehicles to 
be removed from residential and commercial areas thereby reducing the danger they pose. Stage 8 is forecast to 
service 55 000 to 75 000 vehicles a day in 2031—vehicles that would otherwise be required to travel along 
existing roads—namely, Leach Highway and South Street. Again, these are areas in my electorate. People live 
there. People work there. I care about these people. They want to see the extension happen and I therefore 
support them in that desire. 

It should be a priority, I believe, to see as many of these heavy vehicles removed from the built-up, commercial 
and residential areas as possible. 

The fourth reason I support the extension of stage 8 of the Roe Highway is that the number of daily heavy 
vehicle movements on Leach Highway is forecast to reach between 3 100 and 3 300 vehicles a day by 2031—
without the Roe Highway extension. I thought it rather cute of Hon Ken Travers to quote the stats for what it will 
look like even with the Roe Highway built, but logically, if that is the amount of traffic even with the Roe 
Highway extension, will it not be a lot worse if it is not built? If members opposite care about the people in those 
communities, would they not want to see that extension happen? 

Without the Roe Highway extension, the daily heavy vehicle movements on South Street, also in my electorate, 
are forecast to reach between 1 800 and 3 000 vehicles a day by 2031. It seems to me that the Roe Highway 
extension will provide a route designed for the safe and efficient movement of these heavy vehicles, which is 
anticipated to be in excess of 6 000 vehicles a day. Without the Roe Highway extension, these vehicles would 
have to be accommodated elsewhere in the network; most likely along less desirable routes. 

In the time remaining, I think it important to address some of the concerns raised. As I mentioned earlier, I have 
received a significant number of constituent communications, which I take very seriously, and have therefore 
had to consider what people have had to say in general in opposition to this road. I will list five concerns, and we 
will see how we go for time. 

The first is the suggestion that it is a “road to nowhere”. I have heard that phrase a few times and I know that it 
certainly is one Hon Ken Travers likes to use all the time. Given that it is used a bit, we ought to consider it. The 
perception is that Roe Highway stage 8 will go only to Stock Road and is therefore a waste of time and money, 
and that it will not go far enough to ease traffic congestion. What it does do is allow the prohibiting of trucks 
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longer than 12.5 metres from Leach Highway east of Stock Road, thereby easing congestion, improving public 
safety and reducing noise for residents in the area. Leach Highway already has a terrible track record for road 
safety and congestion, and the large numbers of vehicles that use the highway generate a significant level of 
traffic noise. This will only get worse as the port expands and traffic on the highway increases. Roe 8 will reduce 
traffic congestion at least by reducing the number of traffic lights cars are required to pass through and stop at 
along Leach Highway and South Street. I tend to think that I know something about the level of congestion 
having lived in the South Metropolitan Region my entire life. 

I move now to the second concern that is often raised; namely, the damage to the Beeliar wetlands. The 
construction of Roe Highway stage 8 will have some adverse effects on the Beeliar wetlands—I acknowledge 
that. If construction goes ahead, this is unavoidable. As I understand, the proposal in the public environmental 
review shows that Main Roads and South Metro Connect are serious about limiting the effects of stage 8 on the 
wetlands. Stage 8 allows for the removal of Hope Road west of the Cockburn Wetlands Education Centre and 
the rehabilitation of ecological links between Bibra Lake and Roe Swamp. These links have been damaged, if 
not completely severed, by the construction of Hope Road, but stage 8 will allow for those links to be re-
established. The western portion of stage 8 in the Beeliar Regional Park follows the existing alignment of Hope 
Road, minimising the impact of construction on existing bush and wetland. Furthermore, 14.5 hectares of 
existing road reserve not required for stage 8 will be transferred to the Beeliar Regional Park to help offset the 
required areas. This results in a net increase of the parkland by nine hectares. I would have thought that Hon 
Lynn MacLaren would be happy about that. 

I move to the third area of concern that has been raised with me—that is, the impact on wildlife. Where stage 8 
does affect ecological linkages between the different lakes and swamps, pedestrian and fauna underpasses will 
be constructed to minimise the impact on the links and provide safe public access around the parklands. I 
understand the alignment of the project has been planned to take into account the main feeding and breeding 
grounds for the most vulnerable species—species such as the famous Carnaby’s black cockatoo and the forest 
red-tailed black cockatoo. Where possible, it has been altered to avoid those areas. The nearest known nesting 
zones for these birds are 27 and 47 kilometres away, so the project’s primary impact will be on foraging grounds. 
Offsets have been proposed to provide alternatives when clearing will adversely affect wildlife. 

The fourth concern raised with me relates to the clearing of natural habitats. My recollection is that Hon Lynn 
MacLaren mentioned the danger Roe Highway will pose to wildlife as they attempt to cross the highway to 
move between Bibra and North Lakes, but, that being the case, I do not recall Hon Lynn MacLaren saying 
anything about the existing danger they already face from the presence of Hope Road. The Roe Highway stage 8 
route takes into account the presence of wildlife, and I understand that Hope Road goes straight through the area, 
with barely a thought for safe ways for wildlife to move within the park. In contrast to that, the construction of 
Roe Highway stage 8 will primarily be along the current alignment of Hope Road and existing powerline access 
tracks, to minimise habitat removal. Bridges will be built over a portion of Roe Swamp and between Bibra Lake 
and Horse Paddock Swamp, which is designed to minimise the impact on natural habitats and provide north–
south linkages for fauna. These will be built in a top-down method requiring minimum ground-level clearance. 
Damage to habitat will be repaired and restored as best as possible. The interesting thing is that the median strip 
between the carriageways will be reduced to four metres. That reduces the required bushland to be cleared. In 
place of embankments, retaining walls will be employed, further minimising the required width of the project. 

To conclude on that point, just over half of the bushland required to be cleared for the project is already 
classified as degraded, or worse. Hon Lynn MacLaren, being somewhat of an expert in this, will no doubt correct 
me if I am wrong. The clearing of that land will have minimal effect on the wetlands as a whole. The honourable 
member mentioned that 78 and 73 hectares of land to be cleared affects the foraging ground of the black 
cockatoos. South Metro Connect, in the documentation I have read, points out in its public environmental review 
that only 38 hectares of this land is considered intact native vegetation. The other 40-odd hectares is the 
degraded land that I mentioned earlier, but Main Roads has proposed to replace that degraded land—not just 
78 hectares of it, but it intends to apply a six-to-one ratio. In the public environmental review, it proposed to 
replace every one hectare of land to be cleared with six hectares of new land to be set aside to offset the damage. 
This is 468 hectares of suitable land that Main Roads has offered to acquire, to serve as foraging and nesting 
ground for the black cockatoos. Again, that is something I would have thought Hon Lynn MacLaren would be 
happy about. In summary, Main Roads will make significant efforts to minimise the effects of this project on the 
environment and surrounding recreational and residential areas. Where proposed effects have been unavoidable, 
a number of offsets, as I have mentioned, have been proposed in the public environmental review. That has been 
done to compensate for that. 
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The final concern raised with me was that the project is too expensive. We heard Hon Ken Travers mention that 
several times this afternoon. When I hear people’s concerns that it is too expensive, I ask myself: are you pro or 
anti the environment? I suppose the project could be done cheaply, but then it will not be very environmentally 
conscientious. Yes, it will be expensive but that is because we are taking the environmental considerations 
seriously. Interestingly, in my research into this matter I noted that a large portion of this cost, which the likes of 
Hon Ken Travers love to complain about, will be due to the methods employed to reduce the impact on the 
natural environment, and in the rehabilitation and restoration work. I would like to quote my friend and 
colleague Hon Simon O’Brien in his remarks on this matter — 

It is at that point, immediately west of Kwinana Freeway, that the access is most critical, and that is 
where the genuine environmental concerns are contained; they are contained in that immediate part 
there. That is what makes the project so blinking expensive. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren has been fond of quoting the cost of $100 million per kilometre. I understand that the bulk 
of the costs for the project are tied up in the first kilometre or two. But of course we can thank the Australian 
Labor Party for a nice portion of those costs. I am reminded of an article by the member for Riverton, 
Mike Nahan, published on PerthNow on 23 February 2012. He was referring to opposition to the project when 
he said — 

It built the complex junction at the intersection of Roe and the freeway to act as a barrier against future 
development—adding at least $100 million to the cost of any extension. 

If Hon Ken Travers and co are not happy with the cost, I kind of think they need to blame themselves. Why did 
they make the junction at the end so complex? Was it on purpose? I do not know; I was not here in those days. It 
seems pretty unsatisfactory to now come along and say, “It is too expensive.”  

Hon Simon O’Brien: It was deliberate. That has been confirmed!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. That is disappointing.  

I also note in the article that I referred to from the hardworking member for Riverton, that he said —  

The Roe 8 Extension will be costly and will require a Commonwealth funding contribution, just as the 
Commonwealth has contributed to the previous extensions of Roe Highway. There is no doubt that the 
Roe Extension must be built, otherwise community access to our new world-class, public medical 
facility will be made difficult due to the congestion on our local roads. 

This is a member whose constituents are directly impacted and affected by this. We need to take due note and 
consideration of his concerns.  

As I conclude, it is my view that Fiona Stanley Hospital is only one reason the Roe Highway stage 8 extension 
must go ahead. The economic and public safety reasons also demand that this expansion goes ahead; otherwise 
we will see existing access roads to Fremantle becoming more congested and less safe each year. The 
environmental concerns the Greens (WA) have with Roe Highway stage 8 can be adequately met by the methods 
developed by Main Roads through past road construction through environmentally sensitive land. With those 
comments, I support the amendment moved by Hon Helen Morton. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.30 pm]: I rise to oppose the 
amendment moved by Hon Helen Morton and to support the motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren. One of the 
points made by Hon Simon O’Brien in his contribution to the debate was that he had spoken on this issue in this 
place many times. He has been here longer than me, so he has probably spoken more than I have, but I have also 
spoken on this issue many times in this place because this issue has remained unresolved for a long time. There 
has been much media coverage of the decision to build Roe 8; both local and statewide media. One of the most 
telling media headlines on this saga—to Roe 8 or not Roe 8—ran in the Melville Times on 3 January this year. It 
read “Roe 8 debate far from settled”, and that is where we stand today. 

The government presents Roe 8, on the one hand, as a fait accompli; it is definitely going to happen. If that is the 
government’s position, it raises an interesting question about how it sees the role of the Environmental 
Protection Authority in respect of the independent advice that it is going to provide to the government later this 
year. What role will that independent advice play if, indeed, it is the government’s position that Roe 8 is going to 
happen? It is the case that the community is divided on this issue; there is no question about that. There is 
however community agreement that we need to get the balance right between managing traffic, road congestion 
and the movement of freight, against protecting areas of land with significant environmental value; that is what 
the community wants, and Roe 8 does not get that balance right. 
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There would be serious environmental consequences if Roe 8 were to proceed, and they were ably set out by my 
colleague Hon Sally Talbot on behalf of the Labor Party. There are also important freight and traffic logistics 
issues to be resolved, and Roe 8 does not resolve those either; those issues were ably set out by my colleague 
Hon Ken Travers, including the fact that Roe 8 would just shift the problem from one area to another without 
actually reducing the congestion on Leach Highway. 

Hon Nick Goiran just made a point about being a member for South Metropolitan Region, and his connection to 
this area. Members will be aware that my electorate office is in Willetton, at Southlands shopping centre. 
Depending on whether I am coming to work from home or from the south, I get to Southlands by coming off 
Leach Highway either at Vahland Avenue, or Karel Avenue if I am coming from the south. Either way, I 
frequently travel that stretch between Vahland and Karel Avenues.  

Hon Nick Goiran also raised the issue of cost, which is, I think, important to know about. So far, what we know 
is that the government has allocated $20 million, and I do not think all of that has been spent yet, although 
someone on the government side might want to correct me if I have not got that right. Meanwhile, the price of 
building that 6.8 kilometres—I think it is 6.8kilometres, depending on which set of numbers we are to believe—
continues to increase; about $100 million per kilometre. 

I refer to Hansard of 28 March. I asked the minister representing the Minister for Environment by way of 
interjection whether she was in a position to tell us whether the EPA had formally provided its recommendation, 
because we were expecting it in February. The minister went on to outline the timetable, and she said — 

The Office of the EPA has provided the proponent — 

That is, the government — 

with all of the submissions received and a summary of the issues raised in the submissions. I understand 
that the proponent is now required to prepare a written response to the issues raised in the summary of 
submissions to the satisfaction of the EPA. It is expected to be received in June 2012. 

That is, the EPA will receive the written response from the government in June 2012. The minister continued — 

All environmental issues raised in submissions will be taken into consideration by the EPA as part of its 
assessment of the proposal. The EPA’s assessment of the proposed extension will take into 
consideration the environmental values within the subject area, which include native vegetation and 
flora, fauna and amenity issues. Indeed, the types of issues raised by the member — 

Hon Lynn MacLaren — 

will be considered and reported on as part of the EPA’s report and recommendations to the Minister for 
Environment. The EPA’s report and recommendations will, of course, be subject to appeal.  

The government will decide whether to proceed with the Roe Highway extension when the potential 
environmental, social and economic implications have been assessed and the appropriate statutory 
processes have been completed. 

The minister is saying that the government is going to wait until it receives advice from an independent agency, 
the EPA, before it makes a decision. Now, that is appropriate; it is important to take into consideration advice 
from the independent agency. But there are two messages coming from members of the government, because 
some other members of the government are saying that Roe 8 is going to happen: “Like it or not, folks, Roe 8 is 
going to happen”. If that is the case, what does that say about what the government thinks about the independent 
advice of the EPA; or is the government anticipating what that independent advice may be? I do not know, but 
the government cannot have it both ways. The government cannot say, on one hand, “Here is due process; here is 
the timetable in which government will receive advice from this independent agency,” but then on the other hand 
say, “Roe 8’s going to happen; the government is going to build Roe 8.” Which one is it? 

The member for Riverton in the Legislative Assembly, Mike Nahan, has been quite categorical in saying that 
Roe 8 is going to go ahead. He made a promise to people that Roe 8 would be built. Indeed, he has said that the 
bulldozers will be working on stage 8 before the next election. When talking about whether the federal 
government would make a contribution to the funding for Roe 8, he said that he did not know whether the 
federal government would fulfil that promise, but that even if it did not follow through, Roe 8 would be built. He 
said that it was a requirement for this government. 

Let us take the member for Riverton at his word and figure out how he is going to deliver on that promise before 
the election on 9 March 2013, given that the minister representing the Minister for Environment has said that the 
proponent’s response to the independent EPA will be received in June. That is when the EPA will get the 
government’s response. 
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According to the minister, the government will then decide whether to proceed with Roe 8. What are the steps 
for getting to that point? The EPA considers and prepares its independent advice based on what it gets from the 
proponent. It provides that advice to the minister. The minister takes the advice to his colleagues—and by that 
point, I would say, an increasingly antsy member for Riverton—and makes a decision. The decision is made, and 
the decision is appealable, but let us say that there is no appeal. Let us just put the question of appeal completely 
to one side. The government makes a decision and it needs to do the engineering planning; it needs to consider 
the scope of any tenders; and it needs to put the tenders out and give the private sector time to lodge tenders. It 
needs to then consider the tenders and make a decision about the respective tenderers and then, according to the 
member for Riverton, it needs to get the bulldozers digging up the site and turning up the ground before 9 March 
That is assuming there is no appeal. How will that happen, unless he was wrong and the information given to us 
by the minister representing the Minister for Environment was right and the government is going to listen to the 
independent advice that it received from the EPA and duly consider it? If that is the case, there is no way we can 
complete that process and have the bulldozers turning up the ground, as promised by the member for Riverton, 
by 9 March next year. There is not enough time to do it. Who is right? Irrespective of what comes out of the 
independent agency, will the government go ahead with Roe 8? Even if the member for Riverton is right and the 
government does not feel bound to follow whatever the advice might be or, on the other hand, already knows—is 
the government suggesting that it already knows what that advice will be?—how will the government meet the 
timetable the member set himself and promised his electors of Riverton by 9 March? 

Hon Lynn MacLaren interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is one conclusion we can reach. The other conclusion we can reach is that he is 
wrong and the government is going to do what the minister told this chamber a few weeks ago, which was to 
follow the due process, in which case he made a promise he was in no position to keep because the government 
had to follow due process. Which one is it? That is a question that the electors of Riverton are entitled to ask.  

It takes us back to that headline—“Roe 8 debate far from settled”. Despite the fact that the member for Riverton 
made a promise that Roe 8 will be built, on Friday, 20 March 2009 he was reported in the Canning Examiner as 
having said that it is a requirement for this government. That flies in the face of what the representative minister 
said to us just a few weeks ago about waiting for the advice of the independent agency. Earlier in my comments I 
put aside the question of an appeal. Let us say there is an appeal. How will we get bulldozers digging up the site 
before 9 March if there is an appeal? There is absolutely no way that can happen. It cannot be done. We will 
have run out of time.  

The most accurate headline on this matter in all the time that I have been a member for South Metropolitan 
Region is the one in the Melville Times in January this year—“Roe 8 debate far from settled”. 

HON PHIL EDMAN (South Metropolitan) [3.42 pm]: I want to make some brief comments. As the former 
owner of a business in the Cockburn commercial park, one thing that I do not think has been discussed is the 
existing roads in that area. A lot of businesspeople with commercial vehicles—I would not say trucks because 
the roads are a little small—come off Farrington Road, take a left down Bibra Drive, go along Hope Road to 
Progress Drive, drive up Forrest Road and get on to North Lake Road. Those who live in that area would know 
that a lot of traffic already uses those streets, mainly to dodge the traffic lights. There is a set of traffic lights at 
the intersection of North Lake Road and Farrington Road, so people zigzag around, off they go and they are in a 
commercial park. Growth has occurred in that area. Before I was a member of Parliament, I was in that area with 
my business for 25 years, and I have seen that area grow, especially around the wetlands. My business carried 
out work on the kitchens of a lot of the houses in that area so I am very familiar with that lake. I definitely 
appreciate that lake. It provides a lot of family enjoyment, not only because of the local wildlife but also because 
it is a fantastic place for a picnic. It is also a great place to go for lunch if one wants to go off for half an hour as 
it has fantastic views. I have noticed that the watertable has dropped over the years. I am very proud of our 
government for bringing in the winter sprinkler bans. I am not a scientist, but I believe they have contributed to 
the rising water level.  

The southern metropolitan region is expanding. There is a lot going on with the expansion of industry. We have 
Latitude 32 and the Australian Marine Complex as well as the Kwinana industrial strip. That area is now called 
the western trade coast. There is definitely a higher demand for roads in that area. Hon Ken Travers said that we 
have not done anything. We are actually widening Kwinana Freeway at the moment. That is very frustrating for 
some people in my electorate because it is very hard to get up and down that freeway at the moment. No-one in 
this place is keener than me for it to be finished. It is frustrating but hopefully when those extensions and the 
widening of that freeway are finished, some of the traffic congestion should ease.  

A lot more definitely needs to be done with roads. The last time we sat I moved a motion to get the Mundijong 
Road extension underway. There is more to be done than just the extension of Roe Highway. Roe 8 is another 
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important project that needs to be undertaken. If the extension to this highway is built, that will take pressure off 
the little local roads that are already under pressure. Those members who have not driven on those roads should 
go for a drive around that area and they will see the amount of traffic in peak hour periods especially when 
people sneak through the local roads to get home. They also use it during business hours to dodge the traffic 
lights. Spearwood, which has had an industrial area for a considerable number of years, has now been expanded 
with the Cockburn commercial park, a development done in conjunction with LandCorp, which is being further 
expanded. Factories are going up everywhere because there is obviously a big demand for factory space. 
Because of all the great work that has been done by this government with local content recently, we are starting 
to see the effects of that in the area. The majority of businesses that I speak to are at full capacity. The problem 
we now have is finding people to fill the workshops to do the work. I believe we are in complete reverse.  
I am also concerned about the environment, despite the debates and conversations Hon Lynn MacLaren and I 
have had about a project in Rockingham—the Mangles Bay marina. The environment is the very first thing that 
whoever is in government needs to consider. I believe that this government is doing that. I have a quote from 
South Metro Connect that I have taken off its website. I will quote what is proposed and how the environmental 
impacts will be reduced. It states — 

• Alignment of the project along the western section of Hope Road, between Bibra and North lakes, and 
along the existing high tension power line corridor to minimise the clearing footprint 

• Maximised use of degraded vegetation areas to avoid impacts on high and medium quality vegetation 
• Use of a minimum width highway median to minimise the clearing footprint 
• As much as possible, avoidance of Carnaby’s Black Cockatoos potential nesting sites 
• Relocation of the original Bibra Drive interchange to a new location (Murdoch Drive Extension 

interchange) in cleared government-owned land to the east. This is to minimise impact on conservation 
category wetlands (including Roe Swamp) and high quality vegetation and fauna habitat 

• Replacement of embankments and batters with retaining walls to minimise footprint in high 
environmental and heritage value locations 

• Retention of minimum widths of existing vegetation to maintain ecological linkages in key areas 
• Inclusion of bridges over a portion of Roe Swamp and south-east of Horse Paddock Swamp to minimise 

interruption to surface and potential subsurface flows. This will also maintain ecological linkages for 
fauna species and long-term genetic transference of flora species 

• The use of top-down construction methods to build the bridge at Roe Swamp. This will reduce the 
clearing footprint by removing the need for ground level access by machinery and vehicles, which is 
especially important in this high-value ecosystem 

• Reconfiguration of the Kwinana Freeway interchange to retain areas previously set aside as 
environmental offsets for Roe Highway stage 7 

• Bioretention basins to treat road runoff and provide recharge to local wetlands via groundwater 
recharge. The basins were designed such that existing trees will be retained and already cleared, open 
space will be excavated for the basins, which will be rehabilitated to develop a reconstructed wetland 
environment.  

Just reading those things on the South Metro Connect website says to me that obviously, with this project, the 
government is very concerned about the environment. At the end of the day, I guess that anything we build in 
Western Australia, a marina, roads or rail, or any piece of infrastructure, has to be environmentally acceptable. I 
believe that this government is headed down the right road, literally, in relation to that topic. 

Things are going to build up and get busier. The South Metropolitan Region is growing rapidly, and we need to 
put the necessary infrastructure in place. We have a hospital that is about to be finished. Obviously, we have the 
western trade coast, where two ports are proposed for the area—an intermodal facility. A lot is going on. At the 
moment, the western trade coast turns over some $16 billion and employs some 15 000 people. That is probably 
going to double in another five to six years, and the infrastructure needs to be put in place. It is about economic 
sustainability, but it is also about making sure that we look after the environment, and we respect that. 

Therefore, I support this road. I will not support Hon Lynn MacLaren’s motion, but I would like to have it on 
record that I care about the environment. I like this wetland and this lake. I am definitely one of the residents 
who loves using them, but I am also very concerned already about the number of roads there and the amount of 
traffic that is already on them. Thank you very much. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]: I would like to know how much time I have. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Nine minutes. You are talking to the amendment only. 
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Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I would like to oppose the amendment. Then how much time do we get for the motion? 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Eight minutes and 35 seconds, at which time I will interrupt the debate to put the 
question. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: All right. I want firstly to oppose the amendment, and in so doing perhaps make a 
couple of comments about members’ contributions to the debate thus far, because this may be the only 
opportunity I have to do that. Is that all right? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: No. The member has to stick to the amendment. She has spoken on two occasions 
before. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: No, I have spoken on only one occasion. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is right. Hon Lynn MacLaren is the mover of the motion. I am sorry; she 
moved the motion and then spoke to it. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I am the mover. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: But the member can speak only to the amendment. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Okay. Let me speak to that amendment then. Hon Helen Morton has moved to amend 
the motion that I put forward and basically strip from it the focus on rezoning that road reserve and bring the 
focus back to the environmental process that we have before us. It is my view that the way in which the 
government’s amendment proposes to amend my motion is unnecessary because we are already in an 
environmental assessment process. What the minister who is representing the Minister for Environment has 
moved will keep the status quo—let us just keep things rolling as they are and feel very happy about that! In fact, 
we do not accept that, and that is the reason why we have put this motion forward. We put this motion forward to 
try to amend the metropolitan region scheme for the reasons that were outlined by several speakers, including 
me, some time ago—about a month ago. The motion clearly stated that for environmental, social and economic 
reasons, and because of transport impacts, we do not want to build this road; we want to rezone the land to parks 
and conservation reserve, as the Environmental Protection Authority ruled back in 2003. The Minister for Mental 
Health representing the Minister for Environment has asked us to reflect on the EPA’s assessment process and to 
let the EPA do it. In fact, it has already done that. In fact, in 2003, it clearly stated in a document entitled 
“Environmental values associated with the alignment of Roe Highway (Stage 8)” — 

… the EPA is of the opinion that the overall impacts of construction within the alignment, or any 
alignment through the Beeliar Regional Park in the vicinity of North Lake and Bibra Lake, would lead 
to the ecological values of the area as a whole being diminished in the long-term. Every effort should be 
made to avoid this. 

It went on to say — 
… that if a decision is made on environmental and planning grounds not to proceed with Roe Highway 
Stage 8, the road reserve be removed from the MRS and the area bounded by the Beeliar Regional Park 
be reserved as Parks and Recreation in the MRS and incorporated into the Regional Park. 

The minister’s amendment to my motion is unacceptable because it strips out that entire decision that the EPA 
has already made and the recommendation that it has already made. All that this Parliament assembled is trying 
to say to the Barnett government is that we want that land rezoned. At any point—Hon Sue Ellery made this 
really clear—the bulldozers can come out if they ignore the EPA. They could do it today if they ignored the 
EPA. But we have rules in this state that have been passed by our elected members over many years that say that 
the environment does matter, and they say that we can only through a very well argued case build a road. In this 
case, no matter how much is spent—$11 million!—to say that an alignment is acceptable through this area, the 
EPA has already said that there is no way it can happen. 

This area has to be rezoned. The Labor Party was tardy earlier when it had the power to rezone it. It did make 
some very good inroads in deciding where we could put our transport infrastructure before it went and deleted 
the road. I think, to its credit, that today the Labor Party has argued very strongly that that road is unnecessary in 
the transport network, not even taking into account the fact that we want to preserve the environment. So I most 
vehemently oppose the amendment that the minister has put forward. Bring it on.  
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford) casting his vote 
with the noes, with the following result — 
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Ayes (17)  
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien  

Noes (12) 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Brian Ellis Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon Liz Behjat Hon Linda Savage 
 Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robin Chapple 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (17) 

Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien  

Noes (12) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Hon Brian Ellis Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon Liz Behjat Hon Linda Savage 
 Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robin Chapple 
Question thus passed. 
 


