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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1203/41 — PERTH WATERFRONT — 
DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [11.28 am]: I move — 

That metropolitan region scheme amendment 1203/41, “Perth Waterfront”, under the Planning and 
Development Act 2005, a copy of which was laid on the table of the Legislative Assembly on 18 
October 2011, is hereby disallowed. 

Members, this is one of the worst of the litany of very bad decisions that this government had made. This 
amendment we are being forced to endorse today is a bad decision on planning, environmental, heritage, 
transport and fiscal grounds. The closure of Riverside Drive is the project’s biggest failure. Let us be clear: if 
members of the government and alleged Independents vote for these amendments—which we have been asked to 
vote on today—they are voting to close Riverside Drive. Be very, very clear about that. We will ensure that the 
communities of members who vote for this will be informed that their members did this. I know that there is 
great disquiet within the Liberal Party and the government about whether Riverside Drive should be cut off. We 
know that the Premier himself expressed great reservations. We know that the member for South Perth, who 
correctly represented the views of his constituents, has expressed his grave concerns and stated categorically that 
Riverside Drive should stay open in some form. I know that other Liberal Party members have privately said the 
same thing because they know it is a bad decision on the grounds of not only transport but also tourism. A 
number of times when we pick up visitors at Perth Airport and show them Perth, we drive along Riverside Drive 
because it is one of the great tourist routes within this state.  

Most Western Australians accept that some change on the heritage-listed Esplanade Reserve could be supported. 
At the other end of our exposed land to the Swan River is the four-hectare Riverside project, which is a much 
better piece of planning. I am not sure whether the government will introduce a metropolitan region scheme 
amendment for that or if there is a need to, but that is a very, very supportable project. It is modest in not only 
scope but also impact; there will be no incursion on traffic flows and public transport in the area. It will open up 
the beach in that area in a sensible way. It will open up that area to the river in such a way that it will not end up 
with the massive environmental problems that the Perth Waterfront project will cause the river. What is most 
disturbing about this metropolitan region scheme amendment, which the Labor Party strongly believes should be 
disallowed, is that the government has not provided information to back up its decision making. Not only is it 
bad decision making, but also the government’s failure to provide the evidence behind the process in the 
decision making is deplorable. It goes to the core of what this government is getting wrong in planning. It is why 
the Directions 2031 plan is such a dud and why it is being lampooned within local government.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: By whom? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Within local government. The minister knows local government has been to see him. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Which local governments? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister knows very well. 

Mr P.T. Miles: Name them! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I will not spoil their thunder. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I can’t think of too many actually that are lampooning it at all. If you are aware of any—there 
may be a few between here and the Indian Ocean—tell us exactly who you’ve got in mind. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It is good enough that we are passing the government’s legislation and getting that through. I 
should not be doing the job of consulting with the government’s core constituencies.  

“Directions 2031” not only has basic population data that is hopelessly out of date, but also is a document that is 
purely for physical planning. Where is the great cultural advice found within a true vision document? If we are 
looking at Perth in 2031, it is not just about roads and the density of buildings; it is about how they interact with 
our community, particularly our creative community. There are severe deficiencies in the Directions 2031 plan 
and we see that in the microcosm of the Perth Waterfront project. Where else in the world would a government 
extol the benefits of a project in which it is not actually doing anything except digging a hole? All we have are 
would haves, could haves and maybes.  

The key attractor of the Perth Waterfront project will be an Indigenous museum, but until the government 
actually commits to that key attractor, there is no incentive for the private sector to create buildings of great 
beauty and to create activities within those buildings that will be special. Businesspeople and developers within 
my own electorate have been to talk to the East Perth Redevelopment Authority and have tried to talk to people 
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within the government about its vision for the project. The government cannot tell them what attractors will be 
there. The government cannot tell them the starting date or when a cafe will be there. It cannot tell people who 
have a commitment to an office or retail space when other free activities will be there. What exactly will the 
traffic flow be and what will be the impediments to get people in there? In many ways I am actually quite 
delighted because a major developer has decided to purchase an older heritage block in Murray Street and is 
redeveloping that. But he was very, very interested in having retail space in the project if it was going to be a 
goer. I think that is what has been lacking; the government has not instilled confidence in either the general 
community or the business community that its vision from this scheme amendment will deliver a project of 
lasting significance to WA.  

When the government put out the original metropolitan region scheme amendment, the minister told the people 
of Western Australia that there would be a full debate. It ended up that the opposition had to use our time to 
enable the minister to have a chance to comment on this. The Minister for Planning was unable to detail exactly 
what the $440 million will be spent on. He kept saying that it is all there, it is all accounted for and it is all within 
the $440 million, but when we asked about the specifics to ensure that the government has solutions to the water, 
sewerage, roadworks, public transport and environmental impediments to development of The Esplanade, the 
minister was not able to provide the costings and the solutions. As the shadow Minister for Water rightly detailed 
during that debate, the government has been silent on the true costs of the expensive sewerage and water pipe 
repair work and relocations. As well as failing to commit one cent to the Indigenous cultural centre, which 
should be the main attractor of this project, there is not one cent for the cable car project. Again, it is a pretty, 
little drawing on the project plan, but there is not one cent for it. When we drilled down to other associated non-
funded non-commitments on the plan, of course, the Minister for Transport had no idea what the future train 
station development on top of the Esplanade train station precinct will be. He could not tell us whether there will 
be light rail. Clearly, if a Labor government is elected in March 2013, people from Perth will get light rail 
between East Perth and West Perth. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: When? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: If people vote for a Labor government. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Okay, you come into government in March 2013, so when will it happen after that? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has to provide the answers for this project during the election campaign. Bring on 
the election early. We will be ready the moment it is called. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You’re making a promise, so tell us when. Is it within five years or within 100 years? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: After we are elected. This is from a minister who is trying to get details of the opposition’s 
policy—a minister who cannot tell us when the first cafe will be opened, when the first office worker will be in 
the waterfront project or when the first building will be constructed. This is because there has been an absence of 
an explanation of what the train station development on top of the Esplanade will look like. The Minister for 
Transport has no idea. Will it be a tram, will it be transit-oriented development related, will it be light rail or will 
it be the terminus for the airport line? The other great thought bubble was that people will be able to get from 
Perth Airport to the CBD by road without going through a traffic light. That was the Premier’s commitment 
made on 6PR radio. Has the minister provided any details — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Jet packs on the back. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It may be jet packs. There may be some technology from the soon-to-be-departing Minister for 
Environment, who is a great engineer. He may have some great technology that will enable the Premier’s 
commitment to be realised, and people will be able to travel from the CBD to the airport without going through 
traffic lights. That will be so much fun in the 2013 election campaign. The government has not justified how 
rushing into this Perth Waterfront project will prove to be a good decision for the people of Western Australia.  

Future development of the train station at the western side of the Esplanade was to occur. On the eastern side, the 
other future development was to be the new Supreme Court building. Here we are right on the Perth Waterfront 
project. A developer would be thinking, “Hello; I am going to put in an amazing cafe, because I know these 
lawyer types. There’ll be thousands of them working in the new Supreme Court building. They will be able to 
walk across Barrack Street into my cafe.” What happened last week? The Attorney General dudded the minister, 
because he announced that the Supreme Court administration will be right up on the hill behind the old Treasury 
building. The minister’s own plan that he put out, the very data that we are asked to vote on in the metropolitan 
redevelopment scheme amendment, shows the future Supreme Court building in one location, but it is not going 
to be located there any more. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Where does it say that? Where do we say there is going to be a Supreme Court building in this 
project? 
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Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Where? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Right alongside it. As I explained, minister, it is not exactly what is in the 10 hectares. If a 
developer is thinking, “Okay, what sort of retail will I put here if I am going to build a tourist attractor? Will I 
have the transport, the ability to get tourists in? If I am going to do a cafe or restaurant, will I have the 400-metre 
transit-oriented development zone where other office workers will work?” It relates to not only the people within 
this 10 hectares; it is the people directly alongside. A developer is thinking, “Hello; the Supreme Court 
administration building is right next door to Barrack Street between the waterfront project, so I’m going to pay a 
premium for the waterfront site on Barrack Street that will face towards the Supreme Court because all these 
office workers will come across.” Now we discover—no, that is not going to that location. That was in the 
minister’s scheme amendment. That was on his plan. Again, it is another strong planning reason to vote for the 
disallowance of this amendment. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You really don’t want this project to go ahead, do you? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: No, we want a waterfront project. We have said that very clearly. We just want the government 
to get the right one. This is a bad decision, and the minister knows that. Listen to the people at CityVision. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: What do you want? A little beach where you can have a few buckets and sandcastles and that is 
about it. That is about the only thing you support. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister knows that is wrong. Has the minister seen Max Hipkins’s proposal? 

Mr M.W. Sutherland: I’ve seen more proposals in my time on the Perth City Council than I have had hot 
breakfasts. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Gee; that’s a lot! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We are talking millions then, member for Mount Lawley! It is good to see that the member is 
in his own seat and commenting on the CBD, too. 

There is the opportunity for the minister to reconsider this proposal. In effect, he is spending $440 million on 
digging a hole. The most contentious issue and worst decision of the minister’s waterfront project is the closure 
of Riverside Drive, and he will not start doing that until just after the March 2013 election. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You would not change the road transport arrangements. In other words, you would leave 
Riverside Drive as it is essentially in whatever way you might do this; is that right? Is that what you are saying? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Minister, three years ago there was an election. We are not the government; you are 
government. We are saying to you — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You’re the alternative government. You are criticising Riverside Drive being closed.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Correct! 

Mr J.H.D. Day: So are you saying you would leave it open? Is that what you are saying? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: If the minister delays this project, and he does nothing, a new Labor government will 
incorporate access along Riverside Drive. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: How? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Oh! Now the minister is getting — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Now I am actually asking for a bit of detail. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It is what the member for South Perth and a number of Liberals who have mysteriously gone 
scuttling out of the chamber want. The minister knows that he has been told by members on his own side—by 
his own people. The Premier is very, very concerned about the minister’s cul-de-sac-ing of Riverside Drive. The 
minister knows that it is the fatal flaw in this project. We will be telling everybody in South Perth, Morley, and 
other Liberal-held seats that this is the mob that has choked up the city and got it wrong with this bad decision. 

Mr M.W. Sutherland: Didn’t Minister MacTiernan’s plan also cut off Riverside Drive? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: No, not at all. That is why the member needs to talk to CityVision and others because there was 
connectivity. That was five years ago. This is really alarming; the government is still spooked by Mayor 
MacTiernan—by the vision of Mayor MacTiernan. 

Mr F.A. Alban: You’re worried that she’s not here! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We are not.  

Mr F.A. Alban: You need the help!  
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Mr J.N. HYDE: No, not at all. Again, what we are not hearing from government members is their justification 
for why the house should accept these amendments and why their waterfront project is 100 per cent ridgy-didge 
correct. They know it is bad planning. They know it is a bad outcome in terms of tourism. We are not even aware 
of the project’s environmental aspects yet. The Western Australian Planning Commission’s only comment is that 
the EPA will receive a full impact analysis. We are voting today on these scheme amendments, and the EPA has 
not even done the full impact analysis. The government is making a major change in terms of water and water 
access on our Swan River, and the government has not done the impact analysis yet. Again, it is getting 
everything the wrong way round. What are the dredging impacts? What are the impacts on the Swan River’s 
water quality? What is the impact on the stormwater discharges from the Mounts Bay main drain and the 
associated catchments? What about the acid sulfate soil and contamination? What about the displacement of 
marine fauna? Let us look at the concerns of the History Council of WA. The minister knows he has had 
representations from that body regarding its great concerns about what we are doing in Bunbury. Again, we 
agreed to the two very sensible scheme amendments there, but to the minister’s credit, he withdrew the third 
contentious scheme amendment on the Bunbury waterfront after the opposition pointed it out to the minister and 
lobbied very effectively. The Bunbury community said to us as an opposition, “Stop the Barnett government 
from making this bad decision!” The minister has withdrawn that scheme amendment. Do the people of Perth 
not deserve the same courtesy? Will the minister not give credit to the people of Perth who have mounted 
logical, sensible arguments about why this scheme amendment is wrong? No; he just does what the country party 
tells him and withdraws a scheme amendment in Bunbury. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You are obviously captured by those who want nothing to change in Perth and who want it to 
stay in the 1950s. This is where the alternative government, the opposition of Western Australia, currently is. 
That is what you are making very clear. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: No; the minister is attempting to verbal me again. The minister has not read what has been put 
to him by the opposition and by CityVision. It is not about no development; it is about proper development. In 
order to have proper development, information on the various aspects needs to be fully disclosed. The minister 
has not addressed the heritage aspects of The Esplanade. The Heritage Council still has not made a decision, so 
the minister is bashing through this amendment with no analysis by the Environmental Protection Authority or 
the Heritage Council. We have revealed the minister’s solution for state heritage–listed Florence Hummerston 
house: he does not know where he is going to put it, but he knows it is of state significance, so he is going to 
delicately take it down brick by brick, floorboard by floorboard, cornice by cornice and wrought-iron piece by 
wrought-iron piece. The minister will have to bring in as a consultant the member for Swan Hills, who is an 
expert in sensitive heritage demolition and relocation, so that he gets it right. Of course, because of a conflict of 
interest, the minister will not be able to use the member for Swan Hills, so the other people in town will fleece 
the minister on this one. But the minister will not tell us what the costs will be to relocate Florence Hummerston 
house, where it will be located or what his vision for it is. More importantly, there are also the heritage aspects of 
open space, yet the minister is making this decision without a full and proper analysis by the Heritage Council. 
The minister will probably join me in my electorate in a couple of weeks at the West Australian Symphony 
Orchestra concert under the stars on The Esplanade. If we want to go there in a couple of years, we will have to 
take snorkels and flippers! It could be the Dubai option. We will have a symphony under the water in the 
aquarium. It is being billed, quite rightly, as the last opportunity for the WASO under the stars. That is a great 
value-adding cultural heritage activity, and it is available to the people of Perth because we have that public open 
space. The Esplanade was used for the Armistice Day celebrations in 1819 and the gathering two centuries ago 
for those people who went off to the Boer War. Of course, significantly, it was the original spot from where 
Captain Stirling and others proceeded up the hill for the tree-chopping ceremony. There are tremendous heritage 
associations with this space. The Department of Sport and Recreation made very strong representation in the 
submission on the scheme amendment about losing that space and commented that it is important for public 
recreation and sport. The minister has not addressed those issues. We will lose many of the iconic Moreton Bay 
figs that have been growing on that reserve since the 1880s. Will they be relocated or will they just be removed? 
The minister has not been able to give us those details.  

Again, the heritage aspects concern not only this 10.8 hectare site. We have the Lawson Apartments, one of the 
major remaining heritage residential buildings in the CBD, which is also on the cusp of the waterfront. What are 
the minister’s plans? He will put up a giant WA Salvage building in front of it. He will destroy the heritage 
context of the Lawson Apartments and the other heritage buildings in that precinct. That is why the 
government’s Perth Waterfront project is wrong and that is why Parliament should vote against this amendment. 

We want to enable time for this debate. I am happy to stay here until midnight at least to enable not only the 
many speakers on our side, but also members such as the member for South Perth and other members of the 
government to justify their support for not only this scheme amendment, but also the Perth Waterfront project 
and the closure of Riverside Drive. It is very important. Let us call on the Independents to show that they are 
independent. This is not an issue about supply for the government. The government will still be the government 
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tomorrow if this Parliament exercises its strong democratic right to vote against this bad scheme amendment. Let 
us see whether all the Independents can include the future of Perth in their thinking and make it a priority for 
them and vote with the loyal opposition to disallow this amendment. 

The minister is—I seek a non-unparliamentary word—a little non-committal about how he will get from the 
$270 million cost, which he announced on 22 May, to $440 million, which we know is the true commitment of 
taxpayers’ money. He keeps saying that the difference will be recouped, but he will not tell us how it will be 
recouped. Again, it goes back to the core issue of the waterfront project: why will the private sector invest that 
missing $170 million if it does not truly know what will be the return on its investment? We know that this is 
probably going to be the most expensive land that a developer has ever been called on to purchase in Perth. We 
know that because the minister is trying to load on to the developer the very expensive liability for building on 
former river land and for building on land that may have many environmental hazards, including not only 
poisons, but also other environmental hazards, because it was, in effect, the CBD’s rubbish tip at one stage. The 
minister is saying to the private sector, “We need you to fix the $170 million budget black hole on this project. 
We are going to give you no guarantees on the stability, health or environment of the land that you are building 
on, and we are giving you no guarantees on what public infrastructure will be in there. Yes, we will have an 
Indigenous cultural museum, but we will not actually build it or commit a cent to it until you build your office or 
residential buildings.” Major developments by the private sector are currently happening with the Perth Link 
project—son of Northbridge Link—and in the areas that the East Perth Redevelopment Authority formerly 
controlled in East Perth for the waterside project. Again, the minister has only announced the initial four hectares 
of the waterside project. We still do not know what is happening with Gloucester Park, but we know it will 
require massive private investment for it to work. The Minister for Lands cannot tell me how many blocks of 
land the government owns in my own electorate of Perth—the central business district. The government is sitting 
on a mountain of undeveloped land in the inner city. Some of this has been rolled into Treasury, and Building 
Management and Works, but much of it still sits with individual government departments. There is a massive 
underutilisation of state assets, yet the minister believes that he will go to the private sector, and it will pay above 
top dollar to invest in the waterfront. If this is prime real estate and if this waterfront project will be a key 
gateway to Perth, we will have exciting architecture. Exciting architecture is very expensive.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: Not necessarily.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: This is the voice of the Grollo family in Melbourne; with his very trite analysis of their true 
costs of building there.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: What are you insinuating in that?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: During the debate last time he tried to make the point that the Grollo building was cheaper than 
the Perth Arena.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is because he does not pay tax!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, among other things. It is a very simplistic argument. 

This government is not offering those sorts of benefits. As this side of the house has explained, the government 
cannot commit to the first cafe or the first apartment; it will have to put its hands in its pocket to make this one 
fly. The government has to be up-front with the people of Western Australia about these financial commitments.  

Let us go back to Riverside Drive, because that is the key argument here. It is the argument the member for 
South Perth and many other Liberal Party members have identified. The Premier himself has been the key 
problem with the project. I put questions on notice to the Minister for Transport regarding his department’s 
submission to the scheme amendments we are voting on today. This is the answer the Minister for Transport 
provided — 

The Department of Transport’s submission did not identify traffic as a significant issue for the project. 
It focussed on the growth in inner city traffic due to the City of Perth experiencing one of the most 
transformative periods in its development history. 

Let us not worry about what is happening on the waterfront project, but gee whiz, let us look at what is 
happening around this area in the City of Perth. There has been mammoth growth in inner city traffic. A 
reasonable person could not argue that what the Minister for Planning proposes, in cutting off Riverside Drive, 
will exacerbate inner city traffic problems. The member for South Perth very fairly articulated the problems for 
residents in his area and how it will impact there. Members for Cannington and Victoria Park, and down that 
corridor, who use Riverside Drive —  

Mr J.H.D. Day: You know there will still be a through route! It is simply a diversion of traffic. The road will be 
effectively rerouted. There will still be a through route. Do you actually understand that?  
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Mr J.N. HYDE: If the minister looks at what he calls a through route, there are a number of doglegs, right-hand 
turns and traffic lights. If the Premier thinks that will be part of his route into the city, the number of traffic lights 
there will be almost in the league of the member for Mount Lawley’s hot breakfasts in terms of number! The 
minister knows that. His plan means that what is left of Riverside Drive, as it doglegs through Mounts Bay Road, 
will also now be a two-way road! Not only will we lose four lanes of traffic along Riverside Drive, it will now be 
shared in two lanes going both ways, plus Transperth still has not made up its mind whether it will bring all 
buses along the Riverside connector into the bus station from there, or whether it might go along Mounts Bay 
Road. Clearly, there are impacts in creating dedicated bus rapid transit services and there clearly will be issues 
for the 60 000 to 70 000 people a day who use Riverside Drive. The minister says, “Look, it’s going to take 
30 minutes longer and you’re going to go through 27 doglegs and 54 traffic lights — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: So you are the shadow Minister for Planning in the alternative government. The election is just 
over a year away—what would you do? How would you handle it?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I will be delighted next year, when government time is provided, to articulate our plan and 
vision.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: You have government time now; why don’t you make a start! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We have government time today! All your mob over here are saying, “Hurry up; we want to go 
off for the crayfish and drinks with the media.”  

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is untrue.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: You have 23 minutes. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I have said that I am prepared to stay here until midnight.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: We will stay here as long as we can, I assure you! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I will be here until midnight. We should not be voting on this today. The Minister for Planning 
is smart enough to know that he should take the time over the summer to get this right. Today we are debating 
the scheme amendments.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: Tell us what you would do. You want to disallow this scheme amendment. You are effectively 
opposing the whole project. You don’t like the traffic arrangement. What would you do?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister knows very well we are debating disallowance. I do not want to have a point of 
order from the member for Ocean Reef on relevance because I am articulating the greatest planning vision this 
state has ever seen when it would not be relevant to this debate because we are debating scheme amendments.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: It would be relevant, but highly unlikely we will get it! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Next year, if the Leader of the House is still the leader, he can provide me the time to 
articulate —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will still be the Leader of the House. I wonder if you will still be the shadow planning 
minister!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Will I? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I wonder. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Okay; very good.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: After this performance, I would not think so.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Oh really! That is good.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: He is contemplating matters of competence and responsibility at the moment—I wonder why!  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am contemplating the incompetence from members on the other side!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Incompetence—the opposition has done its job, it has listened to stakeholders, it has listened to 
the people who understand planning, it has listened to the people of Perth who understand heritage, it has 
listened to the people of Perth who understand the environment, it has listened to the people of Perth who value 
making a waterfront project the best possible project it can be, and we discover we have a government that is 
forging ahead with a bad decision, and it still has not got the analysis from the Environmental Protection 
Authority.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Did you not say the same thing about the Northbridge tunnel? I saw you at the end of the 
tunnel demonstrating. You should go and tell the motorists out there now that you were opposed to it! You 
would not have the guts to.  
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Mr J.H.D. Day: They completely opposed the tunnel! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Isn’t this interesting! They do not want to discuss — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Only the member for Perth has the call. Interjections are 
unparliamentary; I ask that he be heard in silence.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am very keen to discuss this. It is very telling that the minister keeps throwing up diversions. 
He does not want to discuss the issue in this disallowance motion. The issue is: the minister has made a dud 
decision, this is a dud proposal, and members of the government should support this disallowance. I want to sit 
down in a minute and give other members the chance to speak. I want to hear from Liberal Party members. I do 
not want them to prattle on about the Liberal Party’s visionary planning policies for the next state election or to 
talk about ancient history, unless it pertains to artefacts within the Perth Waterfront project. I have maintained 
relevance. I have kept to the topic. We want members of the government to speak on the relevant issues of this 
terribly, terribly bad planning — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It is your motion; we won’t be spending a lot of time on your motion.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Well, you have provided government time for it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: We have.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: And you should be providing time for your ministerial colleague so that he can do the proper 
homework over the summer and then bringing the matter back for us to debate on the first day of sitting next 
February. Let us do it properly when we have the Environmental Protection Authority’s analysis and the 
Heritage Council’s legal analysis. The government legally has to get this advice from its agencies and it has not 
done so. We need the information from the Department of Transport. We need the accurate traffic modelling. 
We need to know whether or not the Public Transport Authority is putting buses down this link, that link, this 
road or the other. Where is the future train station going to be? What are the starting dates for the Indigenous 
cultural museum? What are all the other attributes that make these four scheme amendments into a waterfront 
project? That is what the minister has failed to do. That is what the Barnett government has done with this very 
bad decision, in a government that is rife with bad decisions.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [12.11 pm]: It is 1 December and we are moving 
into the silly season. The opposition is obviously seeking to kick things off with great enthusiasm!  

What we are debating here is a disallowance of the metropolitan region scheme amendment that is proposed to 
facilitate the Perth Waterfront development. The disallowance has been moved by the opposition. What the 
opposition is saying in effect is that it is not supportive of this project. Some weasel words were used about 
supporting a project, but the scale, concept or details of such an alternative project would at best be absolutely 
minimal. I really do not think that anybody could form a view that the opposition has thought through this issue 
to any reasonable conclusion or in any detail whatsoever. Presumably this motion is supported by the opposition 
as a whole—is that correct?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes; I have said that already. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The opposition—the alternative government of this state—is opposing the Perth Waterfront 
development. That has been made very clear.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: We are seeking to disallow the scheme amendments. You know that very well. It is your bad 
project. Come back with a good one.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Let us look at what this scheme amendment actually does—the process and the decision that 
the opposition is saying should not happen. What is actually happening is that the metropolitan region scheme is 
being amended to facilitate the Perth Waterfront project. In particular, it affects approximately 19.75 hectares of 
land and waters currently within the metropolitan region scheme, including 6.147 hectares of parks and 
recreation reservation, 8.454 hectares of waterways reservation, 2.278 hectares of primary regional roads 
reservation and 2.866 hectares of other regional roads reservation. The amendment proposes that these areas be 
rezoned to public purposes (special use) reservation, which would enable the development of the nature that has 
been detailed quite extensively in the public arena and in Parliament and would facilitate a project that has been 
talked about in one form or another for at least 30 years.  

It is worth noting that in early 2008, the then government put out a concept for a development on the Perth 
waterfront in the same location. It was one that attracted quite a lot of attention and comment. Many people had 
the view that it was excessive in terms of its scale and density right on the waterfront. It was sometimes known 
as “Dubai on Swan”. We came into government in September 2008 and had the view that the proposal needed to 
be modified, but, essentially, in terms of what is broadly happening, what is being proposed and is actually being 
committed to by this government, and for which the major construction aspects will commence around April 
2012, will in essence achieve much the same thing as was proposed by the previous Labor government.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 1 December 2011] 

 p10373b-10385a 
Mr John Hyde; Mr John Day 

 [8] 

One point made by the member for Perth related to Riverside Drive and the road traffic arrangements. It is the 
case that at some stage Riverside Drive essentially will be rerouted around Barrack Street and then across The 
Esplanade and down William Street. There will still be a through route available to road traffic. Obviously it will 
not follow the exact same route as at the moment. It will also presumably take a little longer for people who want 
to travel that particular route once the changes are made. However, it needs to be remembered that the Graham 
Farmer Freeway and the tunnel were constructed by the previous coalition government in the late 1990s for the 
purpose of taking traffic volume away from Riverside Drive through the freeway and the tunnel. The tunnel has 
been very effective in doing that. It is heavily used and strongly supported by the public. It is worth remembering 
that the then opposition as a whole, including the current member for Perth and the then opposition spokesperson 
for planning who became Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, were very negative about the tunnel project 
that was being undertaken by the previous coalition government. Similar to the waterfront project, from my 
recollection the opposition did everything it could to undermine, oppose and reflect a very negative view about 
the tunnel project. Do we hear any of those sorts of sentiments coming from the opposition now? Does the 
member for Perth believe that the Northbridge tunnel and the Graham Farmer Freeway should not have been 
constructed?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Relevance, minister; I don’t want to interject.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The silence is deafening. 

Mr M. McGowan: He’s got you; relevance!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: We are talking about planning arrangements and traffic management in Perth, and particularly 
traffic management along Riverside Drive. The Graham Farmer Freeway is directly relevant to that. However, 
the silence from the member for Perth in response to that question is very notable. I am sure that once this 
project has been constructed by this government and in future years—five or 10 years from now—there will be 
exactly the same view as there now is about the Graham Farmer Freeway and the tunnel; namely, that all of the 
naysayers, opponents and negative comments from the opposition will have faded into history. Indeed, they will 
be considered irrelevant because we will have an exciting, vibrant and very high quality development that will 
better connect the Perth CBD with the magnificent Swan River, ensuring a much better engagement between the 
two than we have at the moment. I refer to the concept plan put out by the previous government in early 2008. 
Guess what? Riverside Drive was going to be rerouted to the north of the project that was being planned by the 
then government, so the traffic would have needed to travel around to the north and then down William Street, 
similar to what is being proposed at the moment. Indeed, I quote from an article in The West Australian on 
14 February 2008 in which it was stated — 

Barrack and William streets will be extended down to the foreshore and traffic on Riverside Drive will 
be diverted behind the development. Supreme Court Gardens will be expanded towards Perth Concert 
Hall. 

That was the intention of the previous Labor government, the previous Premier, Alan Carpenter — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Not here. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: — the previous Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, Alannah MacTiernan — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Not here. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: — and presumably supported by the member for Perth, who is still here! Is that the case, 
member for Perth? Were you supportive of the then Labor government’s proposal? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Minister, do I have to call a point of order for relevance? You are again dealing with ancient 
history. Deal with these amendments.  

Mr M. McGowan: He’s got you there! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The only thing that it would be appropriate for the member for Perth to call a point of order on 
is embarrassment of himself. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Which standing order is that? There is no such standing order. See—you don’t even know your 
standing orders. Come on, you are better than this, minister. 

Mr M. McGowan: Which standing order is that? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is probably one that should be developed to protect people like the member for Perth from 
completely digging a hole for themselves.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’re the one digging the hole, and that is the problem! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: Let us go through some of the other comments of the member for Perth. Talking about digging 
a hole, he did in fact say—if I recall correctly—that we as a government are not doing anything except digging a 
hole. That is what the member for Perth said. He clearly does not understand or does not want to understand 
what this project is actually all about. An inlet will be created from the Swan River extending closer to the Perth 
central business district, reflecting the original foreshore river line prior to the changes that were made in the 
early part of the twentieth century. Some very high quality and active public spaces will be created for people 
who work in the area, live in the area, live in Perth more widely and live in Western Australia more widely, and 
for visitors to Western Australia to actually enjoy and recreate in. They will be able to enjoy the river, have a 
coffee, have a meal, walk around the area, take their children to play in the playground and all those sorts of 
things. That is the reality of what is being created by this project the opposition disparages and strongly opposes. 

I want to go through a bit more of the process in relation to the metropolitan region scheme amendment that the 
house is considering and will vote on today. When it came to office, the government committed to the delivery 
of the Perth Waterfront project—not only planning for it and putting out concept plans and glossy pictures and 
making announcements, as was so much the wont of the previous Labor government in relation to a range of 
projects, but also the completion and delivery of the project. In August 2009, the government requested that the 
Western Australian Planning Commission and the Department of Planning assume lead agency responsibilities. 
The Planning Commission and the department have prepared a revised master plan under the oversight of the 
Perth waterfront ministerial task force, chaired by Stuart Hicks, the chairman of the East Perth Redevelopment 
Authority Board. The master plan was released by the Premier and me in December 2009 and was followed by a 
submission to cabinet of a project business case for consideration in March 2010. In June 2010, cabinet 
requested the Planning Commission and the Department of Planning to further progress the detailed planning, 
the design and the statutory approvals necessary for commencement of the project construction in 2012. Cabinet 
further noted that EPRA would work closely with the Planning Commission and the Department of Planning on 
the expectation that responsibility for the implementation of the project would transfer to the Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority, which will be established from 1 January next.  

The metropolitan region scheme amendment was then advertised for public submission from 22 February 2011 
to 27 May 2011. During that public comment period, 56 submissions were received, of which 26 were in support 
of the amendment subject to conditions, 20 objected to the amendment and 10, mostly from state government 
agencies, contained neutral comments, non-objections or general comments on the amendment. Of all these 
submissions, 13 were supported by a hearing that was held by the relevant committee of the Planning 
Commission on 28 July and 2 August this year. It has been an open, transparent and accountable process. Not all 
may agree with the outcome; that is the case with many, if not most, planning scheme amendments in this state. 
There is the ability for members of the public to make comment about planning scheme amendments and in 
some cases people propose amendments. In some cases objections are upheld and scheme amendments do not go 
ahead or modifications are made; in other cases, the objections are seriously considered and listened to but not 
necessarily agreed to or considered to be valid. An open and accountable and transparent process has applied to 
this MRS amendment, particularly given that it is regarded as a major amendment to the metropolitan region 
scheme. No-one can say that this has been rushed through or done in an ill-considered way or without due 
thought and consideration. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: But you have really agreed to only one of the 70 submissions—where you made the change with 
the Department of Transport and the scheme alignment. So you have really ignored 69 submissions. You can — 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: And what is the member’s point? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The point is you are saying, “Look, we are being transparent and we’ve had all these 
submissions”, but you haven’t listened to them. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Incorrect. The submissions have not been ignored, as the member for Perth has just suggested. 
If he were to read the report of submissions, which I can certainly commend to him, he will see that the 
submissions are summarised and analysed and responded to by the Planning Commission. That is the process 
and if the member understands — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You are just not going to do what 69 of 70 say you should do. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Well, is that how the member for Perth would handle the planning system in this state? Would 
the member try to agree to every submission? Would he try to please absolutely everybody, even if they were 
arguing absolutely opposite points? Is that how the member for Perth would handle the planning system in this 
state? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: It is called consultation. We are in the twenty-first century. You guys don’t get it. You don’t get 
consultation!  
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: You are a joke! I mean, if the alternative planning minister in this state is saying that he would 
deal with planning scheme amendments and the administration of land use approvals in this state under the 
Planning and Development Act by responding positively to every comment and every submission made, he is 
living absolutely in another world. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The only submission you have listened to is the one from the member for Mount Lawley about 
the Coolbinia covenants. You came in here all hairy-chested saying how stupid it was and that you were going to 
get rid of it and then you were called under by the member for Mount Lawley and had to kowtow, didn’t you? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Objections are — 

Mr M. McGowan: I saw that!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am about to give an informed response. Objections are listened to and, as I just made the 
point, sometimes they are agreed to. And sometimes scheme amendment recommendations are made by the 
Planning Commission but are not agreed to by me or are, to some extent, modified. That is not a very common 
occurrence, but sometimes when very good arguments are made by a particular proponent or by objectors—
whatever the case may be—changes are made in the final decision. That never happens lightly. It never happens 
without very careful consideration. But a very thorough and well-considered process is applied to planning 
scheme amendments because the effect of amendments—in other words, what is proved to happen on a 
particular area of land—obviously can be far reaching and usually have permanent consequences for a particular 
locality, and in some cases impact significantly on people who are either living on or for some reason using the 
land adjacent to the area under consideration. The concerns that were raised in the submissions that were lodged 
as part of the scheme amendment process have been considered, and they have been responded to—as I detailed 
to some extent in the debate that we had on this issue a few weeks ago; and the opposition has not raised 
anything of any greater substance today than it did then.  

I recommend that anybody who wants further information about the response from the Western Australian 
Planning Commission read its report on submissions, which has been tabled by me. For example, the Western 
Australian Planning Commission report on submissions states, with regard to submission 44, Department of 
Transport, that the department said in its submission — 

The proposed MRS boundaries are not consistent and logical with the proposed layout of the road 
network. The boundaries that are proposed across the freeway ramps do not coincide with any logical 
demarcation line. The boundary also has some diagonal alignments on the northern end where it 
approximates William Street. The northern boundary parallel to The Esplanade is a considerable 
distance from same. This aligns with the special uses area that currently exists.  

That was considered by the Planning Commission to be a valid issue, following due consideration and analysis 
by Department of Planning officers and the Planning Commission. The report on submissions goes on to provide 
the following response to the Department of Transport’s submission — 

The comments provided by the Department of Transport are noted.  

Further discussion has occurred with the Department of Transport to determine the appropriate 
alignment of the western boundary of the proposed MRS amendment. This discussion has focussed on 
the need for the road network entering into the Perth Waterfront precinct to reflect a city environment, 
while also accommodating regional transport objectives.  

It goes on further to say — 

Given the above considerations, the Committee recommends that the western boundary of the 
amendment should be modified to a position immediately east of the proposed Bus Port intersection and 
west of the future indicative development site (south of the Esplanade Train Station). The Committee 
considers that the modification to the amendment represents only a minor change and will enable both 
the city planning and regional transport planning requirements to be better coordinated. 

Therefore, the amendment as tabled by me is slightly different from what was originally put out for public 
comment, because the Planning Commission has taken into account the valid concerns that were raised as part of 
the process. 

To finish off with my explanation in relation to the process, the Planning Commission adopted the report, which 
I have tabled, on 14 September this year. The amendment was considered by cabinet on 3 October this year, and 
then by the Governor on 4 October this year. I tabled the MRS amendment in the Legislative Assembly, and it 
was also tabled in the Legislative Council, on 18 October this year. Close to the expiry of the allowable time for 
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a disallowance motion to be moved, the opposition has come in, at the last moment, almost, and moved a 
disallowance motion for, in my view, very flimsy reasons.  

A lot of the argument put by the member for Perth centred around Riverside Drive and the fact that there will be 
a change to the way traffic is routed through that part of Perth. As I have explained, there will still be a through 
route. Traffic will be deviated around Barrack Street and The Esplanade, and then William Street. I believe that 
is a very small price to pay for what will be a very effective and high quality, and I think very broadly publicly 
supported, development on the Perth waterfront. Under this MRS amendment it would also be possible for a 
future government to install a tunnel to take traffic from Riverside Drive—from east to west, or vice versa—if it 
made a decision to do that. I do not think that installing a tunnel would be good value for money, and it would be 
very difficult to see that a future government would make a decision to do that, but technically that would be 
possible.  

Given the negative comments, and the comments essentially of opposition to this project that we are getting from 
the alternative government of this state, it would be interesting to know whether there has been any serious 
conversation with the City of Perth about this project, and with the Lord Mayor of the City of Perth in particular. 
All of my understanding, both from direct conversations, and from what I see reported, is that the City of Perth 
and the Lord Mayor in particular are very, very supportive of this project and want it to happen. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Are you going to give them all the money they want for the compensation for the Florence 
Hummerston building, for The Conservatory and for the WASO building? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Compensation for the WASO building? What is the member talking about?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: For that building on The Esplanade.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is not compensation for this project. There is a proposal for the WA Symphony Orchestra 
to have a headquarters near the Perth Concert Hall, but that has nothing to do with this project.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: No, no, no; for Symphony Under the Stars. 

Mr M.W. Sutherland: That is run by the City of Perth, not WASO.   

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes, exactly, and the City of Perth wants compensation, former deputy mayor, for that building, 
which will now be dug up and be under water. You know that they have asked you for compensation.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No, I do not, actually. Where have they said that they want some financial compensation for 
this project? Where have they said that?  

Mr J.N. Hyde: So you have not been talking to the Lord Mayor, then! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Where have they said that? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: We debated it last time, and you seemed to indicate you understood. Okay. Well, I will be 
straight on the phone to the Lord Mayor — 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is not the City of Perth that is seeking compensation for the Chinese restaurant in the 
Florence Hummerston building. There is certainly a private business operator in the Florence Hummerston 
building with whom conversations are occurring—negotiations as I understand it are occurring—in relation to 
the cessation of the lease that that business has in that building. But that is not the City of Perth. I just do not 
think the member understands what is going on. 

The opposition is very much putting itself at odds with the City of Perth, and the Lord Mayor in particular, in 
relation to its opposition to this project. The Lord Mayor of the City of Perth is very keen for this project to get 
under way. She understands and is very much an advocate for revitalisation and high quality development in the 
Perth central business district, as is the state government of Western Australia—clearly unlike the opposition.  

The member for Perth also said that the business community does not support this project. I would like to know 
where that comes from. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: How many have signed up to it? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Signed up? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes. How many firm commitments from developers have you got? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: There has not actually been the opportunity for developers, for proponents —  

Mr J.N. Hyde: I rest my case! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: — to sign up, as the member puts it, so far. That process has not started off. It has started off 
for the Perth City Link project — 
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Mr J.N. Hyde: So you have not done a feasibility study? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: There has certainly been a business case prepared. If the member wants me to table it, I do not 
intend to. He can request that through the FOI process. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: No, through the Auditor General. You have just refused to do that, so you are going to have to 
tell the Auditor General why you are not providing it to Parliament. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: This project was such a good idea and worthy of so many glossy pictures and announcements 
when the former Labor government was in office, was it not? But now all of a sudden it is a project that should 
not be proceeded with! Is that what the member is saying?  

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: They put up signs and they announced things! They put out media statements and they had 
media events. They had glossy advertisements in newspapers and magazines. They had very pretty 
advertisements on television and so on. That is what they did. They announced things. They spent a lot of money 
on advertising. But actually doing things was another matter. 

Mr P. Papalia: So you have never ridden on the Mandurah railway? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Mandurah railway project was actually started by the previous coalition government. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is a matter of fact that the previous coalition government commenced the Perth–Mandurah 
rail project. I well remember sitting in cabinet at the time when the project was being discussed, and there was a 
financial allocation to the project to start it off. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is also true that the particular route that would have been followed by the previous coalition 
government is different from what the former Labor government put in place; that is true—I acknowledge that. 
But the project was started off, and an allocation was made by the previous coalition government.  

Several members interjected.  

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members, there is only one person who has the call, and 
that is the person I would like to hear—nobody else. So, minister, if I could hear you, please.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In relation to the business community, I repeat a quote I mentioned in this place in question 
time on Tuesday from the property section of an edition of The West Australian a couple of weeks ago. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Tedious repetition. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Well, it might just be rubbing it in for the member for Perth just a little bit too much — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: No; you have to read from the newspaper! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: — because he has said that the business community does not support this project.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Table the business case! Don’t read from the paper!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No; have a listen to what one senior member of the property industry —  

Mr J.N. Hyde: I want to see the business case, where they’ve got to stump up the pennies! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The member for Perth does not want to hear it.  

This is what Mr Paul Craig, managing director of Savills, had to say — 

Bring on the Waterfront, bring on the City Link — they will be great for Perth … 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Wow! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: To quote Mr Kevin George from Jones Lang LaSalle’s leasing section — 

The demand from resource and resource-related tenants continues to drive vacancy down and rents up 
in the Perth CBD.  

There is clearly support from the property industry for this project to go ahead. 

The member for Perth also made reference to the view of the Premier. I can tell the member for Perth that the 
Premier is very, very keen for this project to get underway. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: He said he’d resign if you hadn’t built it by March next year—remember? 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: That maybe demonstrates to the member that he is very keen for this project to get underway. 
There is very much an alignment of views in relation to this project, I can assure the member.  

In relation to the information the member was talking about—detailed transport studies and so on—some 
detailed information is available on the website for this project. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: No, you know that that’s not good enough.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I think I have tabled it in Parliament, but that information is available on the website for 
everybody to see.  

The case has certainly not been made by the opposition that this metropolitan region scheme amendment should 
be disallowed; to the contrary, it should be very much supported by this house. Most people in the community 
actually want to see this project delivered. This government is actually delivering it, and as indicated by this 
MRS amendment, we are keen to get on with the project. A lot of detailed planning and design work, and the 
approvals process, is underway. I put on record my and the government’s appreciation to all officers of the 
Department of Planning, who have been putting a great deal of hard work into this project. Mr Glen Finn, the 
director general Eric Lumsden, other officers of the Department of Planning, and many other staff as well, have 
been working very hard to ensure that the government’s policy of ensuring that this project is actually delivered 
is realised. The motion is very much opposed by the government.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (26) 

Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr M.J. Cowper Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter  

            

Pairs 

 Ms R. Saffioti Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Mr P.C. Tinley Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P. Abetz 
 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr J.E. McGrath 

Question thus negatived. 
 


