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“PUBLIC TRANSPORT FOR PERTH IN 2031” 
Motion 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [1.36 pm]: I move — 
(1) That the Council note that — 

(a) the Liberal–National government released in July 2011 a “Draft for Consultation” of 
their plan “Public Transport for Perth in 2031”; 

(b) the draft plan proposed two transformational projects by 2020 — 
(i) the fast-tracking of the northern suburbs railway extension to Yanchep; and 
(ii) construction of a central northern corridor/Curtin/UWA light rail; 

(c) the draft plan identified that the following infrastructure was required in the next five 
to 10 years — 
(i) a new rail station at Karnup (near Paganoni Road); and 
(ii) upgrades to Canning Bridge and Stirling Stations; 

(d) the draft plan proposed a number of on-road bus rapid transit projects be built by 
2020, commencing with a bus rapid transit system between Ellenbrook and 
Bassendean and across to Morley. 

(2) That the Council calls on the government to — 
(a) explain why it has taken two years to release the final version of this plan; 
(b) outline whether it is still committed to the projects and the timelines outlined in the 

draft plan; and 
(c) provide detailed reasons, including passenger modelling, for any changes it has made 

to priority projects or their timing. 
Interestingly, notice of this motion was given some three years ago to try to find out what had happened to the 
government’s public transport plan that had then been sitting around and not finalised for two years. Another 
three years has been added to that timetable and we are none the wiser. This government has spent more money 
on transport planning than it would cost to build many of the pieces of infrastructure we are talking about. The 
government has been in office for seven years. When Hon Simon O’Brien was shadow Minister for Transport in 
2008, he promised the people of Western Australia that there would be a public transport plan. He then spent 
millions of dollars to develop the draft plan that was released for public comment in July 2011. It went out for 
public comment for three months. People were given just three months to comment and yet, now almost five 
years later, we are still waiting for the government to outline its plan, its vision for public transport in 
Western Australia. We know that many of the elements outlined in that original plan have now fallen away and 
definitely will not be completed in the time frame that was outlined. From this government today we need an 
explanation of what happened to them and why that has been the case. 

Back in July 2011, the original plan predicted that by 2031, Perth would have a population of 2.2 million people. 
Anyone who follows the history of Perth knows that in 2016 we already have over two million people living in 
the Perth metropolitan area. In fact, when the report was released all those years ago, even before some of the 
members in this chamber today were elected to the Parliament of Western Australia, we knew then that those 
population projection figures were wrong. They were inaccurate and one of the things that local government, in 
particular, highlighted and expressed at the time was that this plan simply does not reflect the population growth. 
If the population is growing faster than projected and part of the aim of our transport plan is to get more people 
using public transport rather than congesting our roads, we need to do more, sooner. But, of course, this 
government has done less. 
Let us go through a little bit about this plan. Before I do that, it is worth noting that even “reckless Eric”, 
a former Minister for Transport, was able to actually finalise some not very enlightened transport plans. The 
Liberal Party is always good at developing a state transport policy, a metropolitan transport strategy and a Perth 
metropolitan freight transport strategy. Those were all done back in 1996 and 1999. I am happy to go through 
and share some of the enlightened thinking back then. Thankfully, we had a Labor government in the intervening 
years, because if we had stuck with those transport strategies, we would be in an even worse position today, in 
terms of congestion, than we currently are. Even a National Party member who did not really care much for the 
city was able to finalise transport plans, whereas this government has shown it is completely inept at doing it. 
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I want to take us all the way back to 14 July 2011, which was also a significant day for me, because it was the 
first time I met Ivan Leung, the “Ivanator”, at a press conference. I remember him turning up as I was providing 
my response to Hon Troy Buswell’s announcement of the 20-year public transport plan. I will quote from his 
press release from Thursday, 14 July 2011. Can members remember  what they were doing that day? I can 
remember back that far, but I doubt many members can. Hon Troy Buswell stated at the time — 

The introduction of light rail, development of bus rapid transit services and extension of the rail line to 
Yanchep are the State Government’s priority projects to meet Perth’s public transport needs for the next 
20 years. 

He boomed that out. He went on in that press release to state — 
“Our two key transformational projects to redefine travel and development patterns are the extension of 
the Northern Suburbs Railway to Yanchep and a light rail from Mirrabooka to the CBD. 
“The extension of the rail line north to Yanchep will support the development of the Yanchep City 
Centre, with a station at its centre, and the fast-tracking of this line will provide developers with the 
certainty they need to proceed with higher density development. 
“By 2031, the Central Northern corridor connecting Perth to Mirrabooka and suburbs to the north has 
a projected patronage equivalent to that on the Fremantle, Armadale or Midland railways, and light rail 
is the most feasible rapid transit option to provide this service.” 

That was after two years of work, bringing in experts and spending millions of dollars. They arrived and they 
announced this plan. Where are we today with those two transformational projects? I know that some of my 
colleagues will go through in more detail different parts of this plan and how it is now affecting those areas. It 
was reported at the time, on 19 July 2011, in the Donnybrook–Bridgetown Mail, of all papers—a great paper. It 
is interesting that even a paper like that saw it was worth reporting on the 20-year public transport plan for Perth. 
It repeats a lot of the other comments that were made by Mr Buswell in his press release, but on page 14 of the 
paper of 19 July 2011, it stated — 

Mr Buswell said extending the Joondalup railway line to Yanchep as soon as possible would help the 
booming area flourish. 
“[In] that north corridor ... there’s going to be massive growth in the population of that area. If we can 
do the planning now around the provision for rail, our view is that it will help provide good land use 
outcomes in that area and good commercial outcomes in that people will have confidence to invest 
knowing there’s a train network coming,” he said. 

He was right. I did not often agree with Hon Troy Buswell, but on this point, he was right. Getting in early with 
the development of the Yanchep railway line was going to be crucial to how this city would develop over not 
just the next five years but also the next 30 years. We are heading for a disaster right across the northern suburbs 
if we do not get it right. The window of opportunity to influence the design outcome and how that corridor 
functions, compared with other corridors in Perth, so that it is more sustainable is rapidly closing. In that article, 
Mr Buswell also went on to state — 

“I have a limited pool of funds—I need to invest that to give the very best outcomes to taxpayers,” … 
He was right. When we sit down to do transport planning, we can come up with an array of projects. Numerous 
projects were outlined in the transport plan that the government released. The government released some lovely 
maps—stage 1, stage 2—showing what would be required when Perth reached 3.5 million people. 

We can always have good projects and we can always find more projects to do in the area of public transport and 
transport in general. They will all be worthy projects. The challenge for a state like Western Australia is to look 
at a number of things. Firstly, what needs to be the priority projects to deal with the immediate demands of 
people in Western Australia? Secondly, how do we influence the design and function of our city? Thirdly, how 
do we fund those projects? Those are the three key elements that we need to look at. It is always about how we 
prioritise. It is absolutely important that we understand how we arrived at the projects that we did, and if we are 
not going to stick with those projects, why we are not sticking with them. It is worth noting that in those projects 
the government had done some base case modelling of the use of public transport corridors. It clearly showed 
that that north–south corridor from Yanchep to Mandurah would still be the major one and that there would be 
growth along the Armadale line. There would be growth out through the corridor along Alexander Drive into 
areas such as Nollamara. Interestingly, it did not predict significant growth, even out to 2031, in the corridor to 
Perth Airport. That is why the government designed the plan it did. 

I want to make some quick comments, directly quoting from the draft plan that all that work had gone into, about 
why those two particularly transformational projects were so crucial to the state of Western Australia. Again, the 
draft plan that went out for consultation calls them transformational projects. It reads — 
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The early development of this line will provide developers with the certainty required to develop at 
a higher density, particularly around train stations and within walkable catchments of services. It will 
support a much more sustainable form of urban development with significantly lower levels of car use. 

If people use cars they will head south onto Mitchell Freeway, Marmion Avenue and Wanneroo Road. We know 
from current projections that those roads will be three of the most congested roads in Australia by 2031. The 
early development of this railway line will help reduce the future costs of those roads. Whether people live in the 
electorates of Joondalup, Burns Beach, Wanneroo, Hillarys, Balcatta, Scarborough or Kingsley, they will be 
affected by whether or not the Yanchep railway line is built early to allow development to form north of the city. 
I will come back to talk about that in a minute. 

The draft plan refers in significant style to why a light rail is needed up the central northern corridor and why 
a Brisbane-style bus rapid transit system will not work. I might leave those elements for some of my colleagues 
to go through. It is worth noting that the document recommended the light rail run from Mirrabooka to 
Curtin University and out to University of Western Australia. Of course, we know that by the time we got to the 
development of the Metro Area Express light rail, it had been shortened to Victoria Park. To take that point 
a little bit further, one of the advantages of us taking so long to debate this motion is that more information has 
become available. After a bit of a struggle with the government, which I often have, it was fortuitous that I was 
able to secure the release through freedom of information of the government’s submission to Infrastructure 
Australia that was put forward prior to the last election about why the early provision of a railway line to 
Yanchep city should be a priority project and why the government wanted Infrastructure Australia to help fund 
the project. I will quote from the document and the proposal summary. The documents begins — 

This initiative seeks to: 

• Improve sustainable transport options for the north west development corridor of Perth; and 

• Support high density housing developments and local employment creation in order to create 
sustainable urban forms focused on public and active transport modes. 

The submission refers to severely congested roads and the government’s shortlist of project options that had 
been evaluated. It used multicriteria analysis to work out the preferred option in the corridor. The document 
continues — 

Under this option, the rail line would be extended five years earlier than minimum demand standards in 
order to support the sustainable development of the area. 

This option will promote the development of high density residential and employment nodes around 
transport infrastructure and cement more sustainable transport patterns for residents with long term 
social, economic and environmental benefits. Extension of the rail line will result in — 

This is important and it is about doing it early — 

50 million fewer private vehicle kilometres per annum on the road network than the business as usual 
scenario in 2031, reducing demand on severely congested road networks to the CBD. 

As I say, those members who have a keen interest in the electorate of Hillarys should be interested in why we 
need to get a railway line to Yanchep. The members who care about Joondalup and Balcatta should be 
supporting a rail line to Yanchep as an absolute priority. It concludes — 

The Public Transport Authority’s Yanchep Rail Extension proposal can be delivered under two 
different scenarios: 

• business as usual — where the rail extension is constructed when demand justifies the 
proposal; or 

• transformational construction - construction of the railway line early to encourage land use 
outcomes in regard to density and employment. 

It continues — 

A master plan will be completed by the end of 2012. The construction of a railway line to Yanchep with 
stations at Alkimos and Yanchep is currently planned to start in 2016 for completion by 2020 subject to 
funding. 

Of course, we know what happened to that. This document goes through that in incredible detail. I hope 
members take some time to read about the benefits that will be achieved by doing the project in a timely manner. 
It will provide travel time savings of 590 hours per week in 2021 and 1.6 million hours in 2031. For those 
members who focus on road safety issues, $67 521 in crash cost savings per million vehicle kilometres will be 
the benefit of an early extension of the railway line to Yanchep. The document continues — 
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The early implementation of a sustainable transport option for Yanchep provides a major opportunity to 
develop a city based around a recognised sustainable transport node. It will drive the development of 
a Metropolitan Strategic Centre that connects people to localised employment options, essential services 
and places for recreation. 

One of the problems that we face in the northern corridor is a very low level of employment self-sufficiency; 
indeed, in the overarching metropolitan area of Perth, the northern corridor has the lowest rate of people being 
able to find local work. The submission to Infrastructure Australia clearly outlines that by getting in early, the 
government can create a Yanchep city centre that will ensure local levels of employment, and that that level will 
get up to 60 per cent. We will get investment in employment and that will act as an attractor to drive jobs coming 
into the northern corridor that will stop the business-as-usual model of people who live in the northern suburbs 
driving or catching the train. It states that if we just rely on people driving down to the existing stations, most 
will drive down the roads but the submission very clearly points out that there will be a major issue with the 
capacity on the existing rail line and why a transport option is needed up the north central corridor. That is 
important to take pressure off existing northern suburbs railway line. 

I could not make a better case for why we need that railway line than the one that government made to the 
federal government in 2012. Paragraph 7.5 reads - 

Lack of transport access to Yanchep will inhibit growth as the catchment population is significantly 
limited as a result. Businesses will be further discouraged from locating in Yanchep as they will have 
poor access to other employment centres and residents. 

The State has been trying to encourage more commercial development in Joondalup for 20 years and 
has to date only achieved 41% self-sufficiency. The lack of strong public transport linkages, early in 
development, sets the scene for the type of housing constructed, particularly in regard to density, as well 
as the likelihood commercial activity will occur in the region. 

In the time available I cannot go through all the many benefits outlined in the document. But I am more than 
happy to provide copies to members afterwards if they want to look at it. It explains exactly why the government 
made it a priority transformational project in 2011, some five years ago. It reads — 

Without an increase in transport capacity: 

• A substantial proportion of residents will not be able to find employment locally; 

• The diversity of employment within the local area is likely to be limited; and 

• There will be separation between residential and employment as a result of auto-dependant 
growth. 

The document continues — 

The forecast increase in commuters has been estimated at 90,000, resulting in a commensurate number 
of additional Perth Central Business District car parking bays. 

The provision of rail access to centres is important to encourage an increasing number of transport trips 
to centres outside the Perth CBD as well as supporting commercial business growth within these 
centres. 

Sadly, I do not think I will have time to go through every one of the benefits outlined in this document, but it 
states that to attract important employment-driver jobs such as through universities and the like, it will need to be 
done. In the northern corridor, a developer is keen to make sure that the city is developed as a functioning, 
vibrant city centre that provides employment locally for people throughout that corridor. The developer is 
working hard to attract industry, businesses and activities to make that work, and this document reinforces what 
that requires. There is no doubt that this document makes a compelling case for why it needs to go ahead as 
a matter of priority. I will conclude with this point from the document — 

There is a risk that the Strategic City Centre does not generate the required employment opportunities 
that will meet the needs of local residents. Should this occur, the Transport Portfolio will need to 
transport the large residential population south to existing employment centres. This key risk can be 
mitigated in the case of rail where the addition of rolling stock will allow greater volumes of passengers 
to access the key centres. Therefore the project to encourage City Centre development is also the 
solution to the problem should it not be achieved. 

If residential development that focuses on public transport does not occur, the State will see significant 
additional demand on the Mitchell Freeway which is already saturated in peak periods. This may 
require additional freeway road construction closer to Perth through constrained land use areas. This 
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may not be possible to achieve and therefore the State could expect a higher economic (transactional) 
cost for road congestion. 

… 

Yanchep City Centre provides a unique example whereby the developer is seeking a centre that is based 
around the provision of an integrated transport system with bus priority transit (with potential for future 
light rail) and a rail station. The policy and planning are in place for this vision to occur should the 
appropriate transport solution be employed. 

It finishes with — 

The State Government of Western Australia considers the early delivery of the rail solution a key 
opportunity to shape future land use in the northern suburbs of Perth with benefit to the State and 
National economies. 

People do not have to live in Perth for very long to understand how important and crucial it is for the government 
to take action to get the economy right and to ensure that the economy grows. 

As I say, I do not want to go into some of the other projects in too much detail. Needless to say, a similar 
proposition was put forward in the government submission to Infrastructure Australia for what it called 
Perth light rail—also known as Metro Area Express or a bus rapid transit system or a bus system or a couple of 
horses and a coach travelling back and forth. 

Hon Samantha Rowe: One bus. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One bus, and to do that, the government had to take buses off the suburbs. There is to be 
one bus travelling along a corridor with no priority at all. Even this document outlines that that corridor is 
underserviced and needs a rapid transit system that will get people into the city. The landform is already there 
and the people are already living there; it is about how those people will get into the city. But, beyond that, the 
east Wanneroo area is a debate for another day. The document states that the buses are already suffering in the 
congestion. The Perth light rail is an important piece of infrastructure for people. 

Interestingly, when the government made its announcements prior to the last state election, 
Infrastructure Australia had already asked questions about the exact nature of the solution for that corridor. 
When the government promised it based on federal funding, is it any wonder that the federal funding did not 
arrive? Of course, that did not stop the government from producing lots of glossy leaflets. I have not seen more 
glossy leaflets than this government produces. It does not produce transport very well, but it does produce a good 
animation and a good glossy leaflet. There are hundreds of them. This leaflet is an overview of the MAX light 
rail project as Perth’s population grows to 2.65 million by 2031. Remember, the original plan was for 
a population of 2.2 million. Now even the government accepts that the population will be 2.65 million and that is 
why it says that it needs a transformational project like MAX, yet the relatively new Minister for Transport is 
telling us that it would be a disaster to have light rail along that corridor. The Premier made an announcement 
before the last election and now the Minister for Transport is openly undermining the credibility of the Premier 
and the Liberal Party as transport planners in this state with his attacks on the work that was done by those who 
came before him and was signed off by the current Premier of Western Australia, Colin Barnett. 

On 5 May, I downloaded from the government web page a document that states — 

The State Government has announced the deferral of the MAX Light Rail project for three years, which 
will see overall completion of the project by late 2022. 

The MAX Light Rail project is a transformational project, and the State Government is committed to 
delivering the project in full. 

I looked that up after I heard the minister say that we cannot have light rail along Fitzgerald Street because it 
would be dangerous. We need a proper explanation from the government about why it has constantly and 
consistently backflipped, double backflipped, triple backflipped and quadruple backflipped. It makes 
a gymnasium grand final appearance look easy with the way it constantly jumps up and down and changes it key 
policies. 
These were the two major transformational projects, but, as I have mentioned in the motion, other important 
projects were listed in the original public transport master plan. At page 23 of the plan, reference is made to the 
need for a new railway station at Paganoni Road. In fact, it states that a new station and interchange facilities 
will be needed on the Mandurah line at Success and Karnup. It also refers to the need for upgrades to 
Canning Bridge station and Stirling station. At page 23 of the original draft, it states — 

Stirling Station is in need of an upgrade to improve the bus interchange and pedestrian access. This is 
compatible with the Stirling City Centre project. 
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Both of these projects — 
That is both Canning Bridge and Stirling stations — 

are needed in the next 5 to 10 years. 
We are there. We are now at the five-year mark and our population is already where the government thought it 
would be in 10 years. Where is the work on Canning Bridge? Will money be allocated in the budget tomorrow 
for the Stirling station upgrade or will the good people of Stirling and Balcatta be ignored and completely 
trashed by this government once again? The government identified the need for these projects, yet we have not 
seen any money for them. In this document there is a mock-up of Karnup station. The government had architects 
draw it, but that is all it has done. It has dropped off the face of the earth yet again because of the way this 
government does its transport planning. 
I dare not get into the next item in the motion. For those members who know, the draft plan proposed a number 
of on-road bus rapid transit projects to be built by 2020, commencing with a bus rapid transit system between 
Ellenbrook and Bassendean and across to Morley. Of course, I have to go back a step: members will remember 
that the original promise from the Barnett government was for a railway line to Ellenbrook and then it was a bus 
rapid transit system. The government spent over $1 million developing a bus rapid transit system. In 
September 2012, the government gave presentations at the Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council about how 
this bus rapid transit system would work. Lovely mock-up drawings were done, ready for the Minister for 
Transport’s announcement, to illustrate what it would look like along Lord Street and what the Marshall Road 
station and the Gnangara Road interchange station would look like. Those documents never saw the light of day 
until I requested them under freedom of information. We have now heard a pre-budget announcement that 
something will happen somewhere out there that does not in any way correspond with what was proposed all 
those years ago. There are plenty of good options. Even if the government does not want to build a railway line 
to Ellenbrook, there are good options for how it can improve the proposed bus rapid transit system to the 
Ellenbrook area. Tomorrow, I expect to see a dog’s breakfast of a proposal from the government. It will try to 
call it bus rapid transit system to cover up its ineptitude and neglect of that corridor for many years. 
Hon Helen Morton: You will have to wait until Thursday. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Isn’t it Thursday tomorrow? The last time I checked it is tomorrow. I am looking 
forward to seeing what incompetence the government has come up with this time. I cannot wait to see it. 
A recent article in the Ellenbrook Advocate was headed, “Nalder says trains to northeast corridor not the 
priority”. The government tries to present that it is all about jobs. The urban form is already in the Ellenbrook 
area. Sadly, if the Ellenbrook railway line had been built when I called for it in my inaugural speech in 1997, it 
would have influenced the urban form out there the same as we now have the capacity to influence the urban 
form — 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: That was more than seven years ago. Even your government did not listen to you! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Because we built a railway line to Mandurah, you goose—golly! You should worry 
about the electors in Hillarys and how they are going to be stuck in traffic for a lifetime! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Order, members! Thank you. There will be calm in the 
chamber. Hon Ken Travers has the call. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to put the record of the Labor Party on the table—the 
Clarkson extension, the Greenwood train station, the Mandurah train line and the Thornlie spur — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Can we continue in a calm fashion? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am very proud of the Labor Party’s contribution during its time in government. We 
made it clear that our next project was the Ellenbrook railway line—matched by the Liberal Party and then 
dumped by the Liberal Party. I have no shame in that area whatsoever. We got the Forrestfield–airport line, but 
we have never had an explanation why that project was chosen over other projects. 
Hon Alyssa Hayden: Why do you think? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it is fascinating. 
Some documents have come my way. One was the original proposal put forward in the middle of 2012. 
A briefing note was sent to the Minister for Transport by his department. Of course it referred to those projects 
we have talked about today. It provided a list of candidates—that is, transport projects that were being 
considered and that the department had done work on for Infrastructure Australia funding. It included the 
Yanchep passenger rail extension. As we have talked about, that will provide transport for ultimately 
a population of over 185 000. That is a massive number of people. It will also have a transformational impact on 
the way that corridor develops. It was on the list. The Ellenbrook bus rapid transit system, at $86 million, was on 
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the list. It is a bit like Family Feud, is it not? Can anyone guess what was not on the list? The airport rail line and 
the rail extension to Canning Vale. They were handwritten on the bottom of it. This is the ultimate compliment: 
I had done some work on why it was important to build a railway line out to Forrestfield as part of the Gateway 
project. The benefit of the two projects being done simultaneously was to bring down the cost. The government 
tried to match that but it had not done the work. The opposition had done the work; the government had not. That 
is why that got on the list. 
We know why the railway extension to Canning Vale was put onto the list. Whoever is in government when 
Perth Stadium opens will have to build that extension. When 60 000 people are at the stadium, or even more 
during a large concert, the transport plan for the new stadium will function effectively only if the extension from 
Thornlie through to Cockburn Central is open. I have no doubt that an announcement to fund that project will be 
relatively high on this government’s list of priorities. It really should have been added as part of the true cost of 
the stadium at its current location. It is fascinating that those projects were added to the list after the event. 
It is interesting, too, that we were told that the government had a fully funded and fully costed plan. It clearly 
had not done the work. It had not done the preparation. It had not worked with the federal government, even 
though it was relying on federal government funding to pay for it. The interesting thing in all of this is that 
money is not actually the reason we have not seen this public transport plan progress. It is not about money. I can 
tally up the road projects that have gone ahead—road projects that were never even promised before the last 
election—at the expense of projects that were promised at the election, projects that were identified in this plan. 
We have never seen the metropolitan freight plan. A debate for another day is the plan the government was 
going to give us about freight. We have never seen it. This government has once again committed to road 
projects at the expense of rail projects. The money has gone through. The government made obvious mistakes. 
They were silly mistakes. It committed to the Perth–Darwin highway but forgot to include the cost of putting 
overpasses in at Collier Road, Morley Drive and Benara Road. The Perth–Darwin highway, or the 
Tonkin Highway up to Muchea, could not be extended. Blind Freddy could have told the government that trying 
to extend that highway and not putting overpasses at those three intersections would have been a nonsense. That 
road would have been a nightmare at those intersections. It is already a nightmare. Labor’s Metronet plan fixed 
that problem because it was going to build those overpasses at those three locations as part of its funded plans. 
But of course this government had to find extra money that it had not committed in its pre-election promises to 
somehow fund those three overpasses when it realised it could not do what it had promised without that money. 
There is also the Perth Freight Link. The government is spending money on hundreds of nonsensical and stupid 
road projects that were never committed to prior to the last election. 
It is not a case of money. It is the case that this government does not like public transport and I think that is why 
it keeps changing its plans. It keeps changing its plans because it simply does not get it, it does not like it and it 
does not want to build it. The government’s solution is to come up with a new idea or a new plan every couple of 
months. I suspect tomorrow we will get some big announcement about how we can flog off all these state 
government income-producing assets that will allow the government to build a public transport network. We will 
get another plan later in the year of its public transport network and then we will see all that change six months 
later as it continually goes through it. 
Dean Nalder was right in one respect about Metro Area Express light rail. He was right on this point: the 
government was trying to do two things with MAX. It was trying to do a transport task of moving people from 
east Wanneroo into the city as quickly as possible. That task is traditionally done by heavy rail, because heavy 
rail is the most effective way of doing that. The government was also trying to do an urban renewal project 
closer to the city to try to increase inner-urban density and infill. Light rail is a master at doing that. It is very 
successful at encouraging high-rise and medium-rise apartments to be built in inner-urban areas so that the 
people who live there do not need to have a second motor vehicle. However, the problem with the government’s 
MAX light rail proposal was that it tried to do both things. If a lot of stops are put on the line close to the city to 
encourage urban infill, it delays the speed at which people on the outskirts of the city can get into the city. 
Therefore, the two are mutually exclusive. Despite the Premier of the day promising and extolling up hill and 
down dale the virtues of the MAX light rail proposal, it had a fundamental flaw. That is why Labor had 
Metronet. Under Metronet, people at Mirrabooka would be picked up on a heavy rail system and they would be 
able to get into the city quicker than they would be able to under the government’s proposed light rail, even with 
the limited number of stops that the government was proposing on that light rail. That is because the task needs 
to be done by heavy rail. The government’s light rail proposal would have been an abject failure when it came to 
doing that task. 

Hon Peter Collier: You should be the opposition transport spokesperson! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am quite happy being a member for North Metropolitan Region. Like the minister, 
I love my North Metro. I want to see the day when people in Yanchep can get down to Perth to watch the 
Falcons play a game of football and cheer them on. If the government were to do its transformational plan, we 
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would probably also be able to get East Perth Football Club to move to Yanchep oval, because Yanchep would 
be a great town centre. Imagine the rivalry of the northern suburbs then, minister. How good would that be! 
Trust me—I am not worried about being the shadow Minister for Transport, because I have a mission and a goal 
in life, and everyone had better understand that. We are going to see a railway line built to Yanchep. We need 
a railway line built to Yanchep. The failure to build a railway line to Yanchep will destine people in Perth to 
poor economic outcomes, poor environmental outcomes and poor social outcomes. The minister’s own 
government made that clear back in 2012. I challenge the minister to lay out to me today the study that proves 
that wrong. Nothing has changed, other than the fact that the population is now larger, and other than the fact 
that we need that rail line to Yanchep even more today, but the window is closing. 

Before I finish, I want to point out that the government’s public transport plan refers to the fact that it would 
require a contribution from the developers in the areas in which it was proposing to put that public transport. In 
2014, a briefing note was sent to the then Minister for Transport, Troy Buswell, about the Yanchep rail line. 
Interestingly, on 20 February 2014, Troy Buswell signed off and approved a proposal for the extension of the 
Joondalup line to Yanchep before 2023. That was just a couple of days before his period as Minister for 
Transport finished. What has happened to that plan? The briefing note points out that Yanchep Beach Joint 
Venture was prepared to make a $200 million contribution to that project. The developers in that area were 
prepared to put in money from their own pockets. Why has that project not proceeded? That was an opportunity 
for the government to save money for the state by getting the developers to contribute to that project. The other 
big developer in that area is the government itself at Alkimos. The government should also be putting in money, 
because that is what we need in the northern corridor. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.24 pm]: What a wonderful pleasure it is to 
hear Hon Ken Travers wax lyrical on his favourite subject—transport. That is something we have not heard for 
quite some time. May I personally state that I think it is a crying shame that Hon Ken Travers is not the 
Minister for Transport — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Jim Chown: Correction—that he is not the opposition spokesperson for transport, because he is very 
passionate about the subject of transport. 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you want to be my parliamentary secretary? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon JIM CHOWN: He is obviously passionate about the subject. The world according to Hon Ken Travers 
with regard to transport is not always correct, but it is always entertaining. Hon Ken Travers has called us to 
account on more than one occasion, and we on this side of the house also appreciate that. 

With regard to this motion, the government does acknowledge that there has been a delay in the finalisation of 
a public transport plan for the metropolitan area. 

Hon Ken Travers: Delay? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I have a fair bit to say on this subject, so if the member would just prefer to be quiet and 
listen to what I have to say, he may be able to appreciate it. I should point out to members that since the release 
of the draft plan, there have been significant changes in factors that influence not only the priorities of projects, 
but also the form and function of projects. As Hon Ken Travers has mentioned, this plan was released for public 
consultation in 2011. This demonstrates that this Liberal–National government cares about our constituents and 
provides them with the opportunity to give feedback on their priorities. This consultation was targeted at all 
stakeholders, including government bodies, local governments, government departments, public and industry 
advocacy groups, university developers, and planners. Unlike the opposition, we have the courtesy and respect to 
test our plan against not just what we think people need, but what people actually want. I note, in comparison, 
that the opposition went to the last election with a plan that had no consultation, no input and very little planning. 
Hon Ken Travers: Are you sure about that? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: There was no public consultation on Metronet, as we will call it for want of a better word. 
In fact, when that transport plan from the Labor Party was challenged, it was found on the costings alone to be 
out by at least 50 per cent. The costing from the Department of Treasury came out at about $5.2 billion. 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I am more than happy to table the response. 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Thank you. We will have some quiet in the chamber. 

Visitors — Statement by Acting President 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): I will just take a moment to welcome the employees of 
the Department of Treasury into the public gallery. You might find this debate interesting and entertaining. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I am more than happy to table the costing advice on the Metronet plan. That cost of 
$5.2 billion did not include upgrades, for example. The costing advice states in part — 

The significant increase in the number of services proposed in Metronet may also have an impact on the 
capacity of the Perth Station. The Perth Station may need to be upgraded to cater for these additional 
services, and the cost of this has not been assessed. 

I am fairly certain that my colleague Hon Peter Hon Peter Katsambanis will have more to say on this subject. It 
is obvious that there was no costing and no consultation on this Metronet plan.  
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, did you just offer to table that? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes. I am more than happy to do that. It is a public document. 
Hon Ken Travers: I have got a copy of it anyway. 
Hon Peter Collier: You can table it when you have finished. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Thank you. 
We all know that this transport proposal, on which there was no consultation whatsoever with the public at large, 
was firmly rejected in the 2013 election. I assume that at some stage in the future it will be resurrected by the 
Labor Party. I also assume that under the provisions as outlined by me and by the Department of Treasury, all we 
will see in the future, because of the enormous costs, is a change in delivery of stations, trains and buses, all 
labelled as Metronet. 
I digress. In mid-October 2011, at the end of the consultation period for our draft public transport plan, there was 
a period of consideration to determine whether the feedback received in this process aligned with the priorities 
identified in the draft plan. Over 1 000 submissions were received during the three-month consultation period. 
The comments that we received were substantially in support of the plan, and many of the submissions 
advocated that elements of the network should be built sooner. 
The railway to Perth Airport was a particularly popular subject. Concerns were raised about some links between 
activity centres, the timing of projects, and population forecasts. In relation to population forecasts—
Hon Ken Travers mentioned this in his previous contribution—the Western Australian Planning Commission 
released revised Western Australia Tomorrow forecasts in February 2012, which predicted that Perth and the 
Peel region would grow significantly faster than previously forecast in the draft public transport plan. The 
demand modelling for the draft public transport plan was based on a population of 2.2 million by 2031. This 
figure was aligned to WAPC’s “Directions 2031 and beyond: metropolitan planning beyond the horizon” 
document, released in 2010, which provides a spatial framework for the growth of the Perth and Peel regions. 
Obviously, the population has changed significantly since the plan was first introduced. The revised 
WA Tomorrow February 2012 — 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Be quiet! The revised WA Tomorrow February 2012 figures raised the 2031 Perth and Peel 
regions’ population forecast to 2.7 million, as Hon Ken Travers has mentioned. 
This news of a new population forecast obviously had an impact on public transport priorities. One impact of 
particular note is the concept of a train line to the airport, which we know today as the Forrestfield–Airport Link 
project. The draft public transport plan showed a train line terminating at the consolidated airport because this 
was the thinking at that time. In September 2012, the government released details of the preferred airport rail 
route alignment. At this time, after further planning had progressed, we announced that the train line would 
extend through the airport precinct out to Forrestfield, to open up that part of the metropolitan area to 
a magnificent public transport facility. The tender documents have just been signed. It was a Liberal government 
initiative to not only build a line out to the airport but also extend it to Forrestfield. Of course the opposition 
includes the FAL as part of its Metronet policy. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I asked for some respect to Hansard so that it can record the 
debate accurately. Hon Jim Chown has the call. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I have already indicated that I will not be taking 
interjections, so if you could assist me in that, I would appreciate it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you, Hon Jim Chown. I will do the chairing, you do the speaking. 
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Hon JIM CHOWN: As I indicated, when we debated the Forrestfield–Airport Link bill, I made it very clear—if 
anyone wants to refer back to Hansard—that this was a Liberal–National government initiative. The Labor Party 
has tagged onto the back of that initiative, as it does with a lot of our initiatives. I shall move on. 
This government is a government that takes these responsibilities seriously. We are more than happy and willing 
to spend, and will spend, a fair deal of money in consultation with the population at large to ensure that we get 
our transport planning initiatives correct. 
After the release of the draft plan the government was advised that the airport line project would benefit 
significantly from an extension. In the lead-up to the 2013 election the government announced an election 
commitment to build a train line out to Forrestfield. It is true that we revised the completion time frame to 2020. 
It is also true to say that this was in response to not only changing economic forecasts but also advice from the 
Public Transport Authority that our previous plan to complete the line in 2018 was just too optimistic. The 
government does not apologise for its optimism or enthusiasm. This is a very good and well supported project 
for the Forrestfield community and for the airport. 
The delivery time frame delay for the FAL was just one of the major project adjustments announced in the 
government’s extended fiscal action plan. Although the MAX project definition plan has been finalised for the 
government’s consideration, given the three-year project deferral it is not essential that the government fully 
endorse this project in its current form. I am talking only about the MAX plan at this stage. These options are 
still being developed for the government’s consideration. It should be noted that the state’s financial position has 
changed and therefore the implementation of any public transport capital works must be carefully considered 
relative to the many other pressing needs of the state. 
WAPC also released new WA Tomorrow forecasts last year that further increase the projected population of 
Perth and Peel to 2.9 million people by 2031. We are looking at an increase in the population projection of more 
than 30 per cent. Every time the experts look at the population they envisage by 2050, the number creeps up 
substantially. It is very hard to plan unless we have some firm figure for the number of people we are trying to 
service from a public transport perspective, and certainly from a road perspective. 
As recently as May last year, the WAPC released the draft Perth and Peel@3.5 million suite of strategic land use 
planning documents, aimed at accommodating 3.5 million people by 2050—another increase in the forecast 
population. These documents fill in the gaps to help us understand where people will live and where the activity 
and employment centres that people travel to will be located. 
The four draft planning frameworks for the central, north west, north east and south metropolitan Peel sub-
regions were released for public comment in May 2015. Work to analyse the 1 100 submissions made during the 
three-month public consultation period has now been completed by the Department of Planning and a report on 
submissions is currently being prepared for consideration by the WAPC. It is anticipated that the draft 
frameworks will be finalised in the second half of this year. 
Supporting this significant population growth and delivering an efficient and liveable city while protecting our 
unique natural environment is a significant challenge. That is why the state government has also prepared the 
draft “Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 million” to meet this challenge. The draft green growth plan is 
a twenty-first century approach to integrating environmental protection and land use planning, and is based on 
the largest urban-based environmental assessment ever undertaken in this nation. It has allowed the cumulative 
environmental impacts of growth to 3.5 million people to be considered and minimised at an early stage and will 
deliver a long-term and comprehensive program of conservation actions on a landscape scale. The suite of draft 
green growth plan documents provides a comprehensive approach to the avoidance and mitigation of 
environmental impacts and to a committed conservation program that will deliver significant improvements to 
the protection and management of the environment as the Perth and Peel regions grow to 3.5 million people. 
This plan was open for public comment, and I understand that it is still out there for discussion in the public 
arena. This government likes to ask people what they think of our plans before we force them to accept what we 
haphazardly come up with in the lead-up to an election, as per Metronet. The government is confident about 
where all that planning work is going and we are now in a position to move towards finalising our public 
transport plan. The Minister for Transport has spoken openly and honestly about his intention to release later this 
year the Perth transport plan for 3.5 million people and beyond, and we are still on target to release that plan. It 
will be a comprehensive plan and it will be open for public discussion. I am sure Hon Ken Travers will also have 
some input into what he sees in that plan. 

In summary, to provide a simple answer to Hon Ken Travers’ questions: yes, this government is committed to 
several projects outlined in the draft plan, but not all. However, the expected time frames for delivery and the 
order of priority for some projects has changed as a result of further refined project planning, revised population 
forecasts and distribution and the state’s changing economic climate. It was labelled a draft plan for a very good 
reason. This government aims to release the Perth transport plan for 3.5 million people and beyond, as I have 
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already stated, in the second half of this year. I am sure we will all look forward with great interest to what that 
plan will actually state.  

[See paper 4078.] 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [2.40 pm]: I listened intently to the government’s response to 
this motion and I am in furious agreement with the mover of this motion. Let us put a bit of perspective on this 
matter. We have had the same government for seven years, and it is releasing a draft plan at the end of this year. 
That is appalling! During the time that I have been involved in politics in Western Australia, the 
Labor government had this great visionary process called Dialogue with the City. We moved forward in 
a tremendous fashion. This city has so many academics and sustainability experts who were either born or 
educated here and who have the wisdom that we need to put in place the best transport system in Australia. 
Seven years into a government that was elected — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Lynn MacLaren has the call. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I understand the frustration of members on the other side, because we are all 
extremely tired of waiting for things to happen. I participated in Dialogue with the City when the then 
Labor government put it forward and a lot of really important work was undertaken. In fact, I live in the south 
metropolitan region, the home of Murdoch University that was formed on the basis of sustainability. It is one of 
the leading institutions in Australia for teaching people about what sustainability means and what is a sustainable 
city. Since all these wonderful ideas have been floating around, we have done very little to establish 
Western Australia in this area. Even if we just focused on Perth so that it is a city that can face the future with 
constraints on fossil fuels—hopefully the end of fossil fuels—and be a vibrant and healthy city so that the entire 
state can continue to enjoy its current high quality of life, but we have to have a decent public transport system 
for that to occur. This is part of the plan. We cannot continue to waste money on roads. We cannot continue to 
pave over our biodiversity. We cannot continue to create a heat–island effect in our urban centres that are not 
built for people. We need to develop our city for people who want to live in it, and that means establishing good 
transit corridors that can develop the greenery around them, as I have just experienced in our state capital of 
Canberra on the weekend. All of Canberra’s roads are beautifully landscaped with natural vegetation, not trees 
that were recently planted so they are only three-feet high; I refer to old-growth trees. Canberra was built around 
its existing environment. The best thing is that it is a walkable city, but it also accommodates bicycles. The 
government has inspired me to respond in this way because it is frustrating for people who want to have 
a sustainable transport system to hear that at the end of the year, within months of the end of this government’s 
term in office, we will get a transport plan for Perth. It is just not good enough. I challenge the next government 
to deliver something quicker, and save, if it possibly can, the city from being swallowed up by cars, as occurred 
in Los Angeles in the 1960s and 1970s. That city is now fighting back for its environment so that people in 
Los Angeles can live the lifestyle they want to when they move there. That city is spending billions of dollars 
reinventing its freeway systems, but we are not learning from that process. We are not developing our public 
transport system and putting a moratorium on more freeways and roads. Members will know that I am talking 
about the Perth Freight Link and Roe Highway stage 8 through the Beeliar wetlands. 
The Greens have been amongst those parties that have injected quite a bit of thinking into what a sustainable city 
could look like. We have done a lot work on this that goes back to 2007 when the first light rail package was 
proposed through consultation with the city. Way back then, in Senator Scott Ludlum’s campaign, 
180 000 people received our transport consultation. 
Hon Ken Travers: The Greens were actually following Alannah MacTiernan. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That is exactly right; we are building on what was already there. We are not trying to 
reinvent the wheel. We are trying to keep the momentum going. If members want to know who started it—I have 
not got enough time—I want to talk a little about Perth light rail heritage. I will begin by quoting 
Greens’ Senator Scott Ludlum because he did a significant amount of work to put forward that light rail proposal 
back in 2007. He stated — 

One of the most striking things about city policy in Australia is the divide between good intentions and 
built reality. We know how to build urban centres that are supportive, sustainable, human-scaled and 
creative, but for the most part, we don’t. 

The Western Australian transport system has long been a victim of this ignorance and it needs an overhaul. Perth 
residents spend far too much time in traffic without a viable alternative. This costs the Perth economy billions in 
lost productivity and it is an unacceptable waste of time. For any members of the government who still do not get 
the notion that public transport matters, just look at the bottom line and the cost of the productivity in this city. 
They will then see, when this city is choked by cars, that it is about not only liveability but also profitability. 

 [11] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 May 2016] 

 p2669c-2683a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon James Chown; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

Hon Peter Collier: Go to Jakarta. I just spent the last week there and it is unbelievable. There is no public 
transport there. 
Hon Ken Travers: Is that the minister’s vision for Perth. Is that what he is saying we should accept? Send that 
out to the northern suburbs. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I was recently in San Francisco, which is constrained tremendously by physical 
barriers—it is on a bay and it has hills and many constraints on its population. However, it has still managed to 
deliver a mostly walkable city and a city that is well serviced by buses and trains. It also has fast trains that get 
people out of the city into the country. There are many more examples of great public transport systems that 
enhance people’s lives and do not constrain them. 

The Greens have long had a vision to create a public transport system for the Perth metropolitan area that 
comprises a light rail network complemented by frequent and rapid bus services and an extension of the current 
heavy rail network. An adequate cycling infrastructure to promote Perth as one of the best cycling cities in the 
world is an opportunity yet to be realised. I hope that the next government realises it because this government 
will not be able to do so. We also need infill development plans that contribute to the viability and sustainability 
of the public transport network. Hon Jim Chown mentioned that “Directions 2031 and beyond: metropolitan 
planning beyond the horizon” has identified densification of city centres so that we can provide viable networks 
and people can live close to transport hubs. We have also always said that we need to avoid costly mistakes in 
building infrastructure such as Roe 8 and the Perth Freight Link. These are choices that are made every day by 
the commonwealth department and state government that inhibit our ability to put in place the good things that 
we need long into the future. Deciding to waste money on unnecessary roads, such as the Roe 8 section to the 
Fremantle port, which is only going to last for 10 years and will forever destroy the amenity of that local area, is 
a tremendous waste of creativity and money. What we should be doing now—what we should have been doing 
seven to nine years ago—is to put in place and start building alternative infrastructure for freight in this city. 
Instead, we have reduced our rail freight by closing railways in country areas. I believe this government does not 
have a handle on the decisions that need to be made in order to put Perth on a good footing for the future.  
We believe that the best and most economically efficient way to fix congestion and improve connectivity across 
our vast metropolitan area is to invest in smart public transport and to build vibrant, liveable communities along 
public transit corridors. These are not two distinct issues; this is one issue. Yes, the Department of Transport has 
to put forward its plan and develop the framework, but we also need to have our city planning system in place to 
sit alongside that framework. A feature of this motion is whether we will put in the Karnup station, near 
Paganoni Road. In 2002, we discovered that Paganoni Road was scheduled for this upgrade. BirdLife Australia 
and the entire conservation movement in Western Australia fought back, saying that Paganoni Road is one of the 
few precious areas in that region for birds and we cannot develop it. The government and the Department of 
Planning listened to us at that time; they told us that any future development in that area must protect 
Paganoni swamp. As we know, over time, from evidence of the increasingly threatened status of our native 
animals that live in the urban area, areas like Paganoni swamp are even more precious now than they were in 
2002. It is very important that we protect and preserve those native animals. Any development in that area must 
take that into account. These initiatives will ease congestion, improve productivity and provide transport choice 
for people who live in our beautiful city. 
I want to talk about car dependency. Despite the Dialogue with the City initiative and everybody talking about 
walkability, Perth is still one of the most car-dependent cities in the world, with reports of up to 81.5 per cent of 
urban trips being made in a car. I am guilty of this. It is hard to get around in a fast and efficient manner in this 
city without a car. Some people do it, and I commend them for it, but I am not one of those people. Perth has the 
highest road length per capita compared with Sydney, and United States and European cities. Perth roads could 
stretch the distance of Australia three times over. Currently, congestion is costing Perth $1 billion per annum in 
lost productivity. Think about the number of hours that are wasted in cars on the Mitchell and 
Kwinana Freeways, which become car parks during each and every peak hour period. Increasing the number of 
lanes on our currently jam-packed road infrastructure introduces even more demand on our freeways. The more 
lanes we make, the more cars take them. One headline reads, “What’s Up With That: Building Bigger Roads 
Actually Makes Traffic Worse”. Building more roads, as the current government wants to do, is not the answer. 
It has been proven over and again that we cannot build our way out of congestion. Large cities of the world, such 
as Paris, San Francisco and Seoul, are getting rid of some of the major highways that go through them. In some 
places they are replacing them with rivers, parks and smaller roads, with great success in reducing the number of 
car trips people take a day. 
For some time the Greens have had a vision to transition away from car dependency. We want to see effective, 
viable and sustainable public transport along the urban corridors, including appropriate infill development. As 
I mentioned at the beginning of my contribution, the Greens have had a plan for light rail for some time. Light 
rail will turn main roads into vibrant, liveable high streets—new hubs of activity where people will want to live, 
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work and play. Neighbourhoods will be alive with public transport at residents’ doorways, reducing our reliance 
on cars. It was despairing to hear the Minister for Transport yet again last week bring up that old myth about 
light rail being dangerous to pedestrians. I do not believe the Minister for Transport gets it and I do not know 
whether the parliamentary secretary gets it. We seem to have lost the Minister for Transport; he no longer 
believes that light rail is a viable option in our city for the future. 
I know that the previous Minister for Planning, Hon John Day, visited Portland in the months before I visited 
Portland. Portland, Oregon, is held up as a city that has been able to establish light rail and heavy rail. Portland 
has integrated bikes, so people can ride their bikes, get on a train and then get on a bus. There is no impediment 
to people getting where they need to go or the mode of transport that they choose to take to get there. Our 
Minister for Planning saw that transport model, but has our Minister for Transport seen that model? I know that 
the previous Minister for Transport, Hon Troy Buswell, also visited Portland, but has our Minister for Transport 
seen enough examples of cities with this model? I recall that the light rail in Portland goes through the university 
campus with no risk to pedestrians at all. People would walk around the railcars, which would go through the 
university at a slower pace. There were not even any barriers around the light rail. I think we have a lack of will, 
a lack of understanding about what is needed and, certainly, a lack of commitment to a reasonable time frame. 
Light rail is experiencing a global resurgence, with more than 100 cities introducing light rail over the past 
decade, including Adelaide, Sydney and the Gold Coast. The Greens have a vision to bring light rail into Perth. 
I acknowledge that from time to time members from all parties talk about light rail. It is largely due to the benefit 
of moving people from A to B that makes light rail a better long-term investment, given the right circumstances. 
A cost–benefit analysis of the Gold Coast light rail project found light rail to be more cost-effective over 
30 years than a rapid bus system. Light rail is a better long-term investment, largely due to the higher capacity 
and longevity of the vehicles and the popularity of light rail. That is an important time frame to keep in mind 
because when people plan a city, they look at a 100-year time frame. We are talking about a cost benefit over 
buses that could be realised within 30 years. The minister’s last announcement was about a dedicated bus lane. 
Honestly, that is not visionary, it will not take us into the future and it uses precious road space that our cars are 
using that is already congested. 
The Gold Coast example shows that the Greens’ vision for public transport is better for the community and will 
also contribute to a more economically viable public transport network. Unlike bus routes, which can be moved 
or cancelled, light rail is a catalyst for urban renewal. For example, in Portland, Oregon, a $100 million 
investment in light rail through the city’s decaying Pearl District sparked approximately $3 billion in private 
investment and economic activity within two blocks of the route. These are hard and fast figures that have been 
demonstrated and proven in other places. What is wrong with our Minister for Transport that he cannot accept 
that light rail is a good investment in our city?  

Recently we heard the suggestion that Perth should have a cable car from Elizabeth Quay to Kings Park. A cable 
car that is effectively in use in Portland goes from a private hospital into the city. The private hospital and the 
university students who live in the city benefit from that infrastructure, but it was not built at a cost to the city 
and actually adds to the city. Around the world, cable cars that go from one tourist development to another 
tourist development—monorails have been in similar situations—have closed down because people do not use 
them; they cannot fit them into their routine. We cannot throw money away on novelty transport options at 
a time when we need to invest in sensible transport options. 
As I mentioned, light rail is more than just transport; it is transformative. It will allow regeneration along 
light rail corridors, and retail precincts outside central hubs will become alive and well. It will improve 
employment opportunities and increase liveability by regenerating local communities in which people enjoy 
living, shopping, working, relaxing and eating. 
I want to talk about how local governments are just getting on with the job despite the fact that the state 
government has been so slow to release its transport plan. I have here the City of Fremantle’s consultation report 
for a proposed transit corridor, which is dated February 2011. It demonstrates that local governments are driving 
solutions and that they are already well ahead of the state government. We need the state government to make 
decisions about its public transport plan so that innovative local councils can move forward. If developers are 
interested, they can pursue that. I commend the City of Fremantle for getting this off the ground off its own bat. 
It took two options to people in the consultation phase. I have a document that shows how many people were 
involved in the consultation and the results of that consultation. I will provide a couple of examples from it. The 
majority of respondents—91 per cent—were supportive of a public transit system linking Fremantle train station 
to southern growth areas. Specifically, 63 per cent were either strongly or very strongly supportive. The state 
government had an opportunity to connect the City of Fremantle train station with suburbs further south when it 
put in the Mandurah rail line, but it chose not to and it was never revisited. The City of Fremantle said that it 
needs to be connected to Rockingham and Cockburn and with the huge development at Cockburn Central. It 
believes that it will be cut off from its service area if the government does not provide links from the 
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City of Fremantle into the Cockburn coast development, which is a LandCorp development, or down to the 
sports arena. The City of Fremantle is using its resources to kick this along and get support from the local 
community, because it recognises that to survive as a vibrant city, it would be in its best interests to have a good 
transport link. It would be great if the state government accepted that and worked with the City of Fremantle to 
try to facilitate that, because that would be one less thing that the state government would have to deliver. 
Reports have shown an increase in the safety and security of people and residences along public transport 
corridors. The Greens’ plan to increase public transport will boost the security of neighbourhoods along these 
routes as foot traffic of public transport users and passers-by increases. In addition to creating local jobs and 
a sustainable vibrant community, light rail offers an opportunity for private investment in public transport 
infrastructure through land value capture and developers buying rights to build transit-oriented developments, 
which are called TODs, on this route, similar to what was recently announced in White Gum Valley. An 
integrated light rail network that connects our major transport hubs with strong links to rapid and frequent bus 
services is important. Connectivity of such services is crucial in developing active living and utilisation of open 
spaces and maintaining their viability by increasing their use. 
Light rail could be the catalyst and key to the success and viability of our vision to transform Perth, which 
proposes to turn our main roads into vibrant and liveable high streets. Combined with a renewable energy plan to 
make 90 per cent of Australia energy renewable by 2030, our electric light rail plan could reduce Perth’s 
dependence on fossil fuels in two ways; firstly, by reducing the amount of cars on the road; and, secondly, by 
powering our public transport with renewable energy. This would contribute to a reduction in carbon emissions 
and hence our climate impact. Reduced fossil fuel use would also contribute to a reduction in air pollution, 
which would have a positive impact on health. I will digress to talk about the public benefits of public transport 
use because we know—this goes back to 2007—that people in Perth travel an average of 573 metres to the 
beginning of their public transport journey. I do not know whether that number has changed since 2007, but at 
that time people travelled an average of 573 metres to the beginning of their public transport journey. That leads 
to a more physical active and healthy society, but a reduction in air pollution would also benefit community 
health. The Greens have a couple of bills coming forward about public health. Most of us have turned our minds 
to issues relating to public health, and air pollution is one of them. Planning a city in which there is reduced air 
pollution will increase people’s health and wellbeing. In fact, the Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and 
Regional Economics estimated that the cost of motor vehicle pollution on our health is $2.6 billion per year. The 
cost of road traffic injury and death in Western Australia was estimated—this was some time ago—at $2 billion 
per annum. I have touched on the other benefits of public transport—reduced traffic congestion, a reduction in 
emissions and a reduction in our vulnerability to oil and the oil industry. Reduced fossil use will contribute to 
a reduction in air pollution, which will have a positive impact on health, as I have said. Exposure to air pollution 
is known to increase the risk of illness such as preeclampsia in pregnant women, rheumatoid arthritis and 
a reduction in our life span. With a reduced reliance on fossil fuels, Perth could become a cheaper and more 
efficient city and not only could we get people off the roads and into light rail carriages, we could also reduce air 
pollution and the time wasted on congested roads, which are inducing more demand than ever. 
The other benefit of light rail—I hope it will be in the draft transport plan when it is released to the public—is 
that it has a much higher capacity than buses, which counters a myth that was recently spread that one light rail 
vehicle takes up to 177 cars off the road. I do not think the death of the car is imminent, but I do think that 
providing fast affordable alternatives will reduce private vehicle use. Indeed, it has become widely recognised 
that light rail is more effective in attracting patronage and enticing people out of their private vehicles. The 
United States Transportation Research Board found that rail attracts between 34 per cent and 43 per cent more 
riders than an equivalent bus service and that light rail regularly exceeds patronage expectations while bus rapid 
transit often fails to meet its targets. The public interest in light rail is also indicative of its popularity. One of the 
beauties of light rail is that it works alongside, not in opposition to, other modes of transport. The Greens have 
a detailed proposal for integrating light rail into the Perth transport network.  
In contrast to the Labor Party’s plan, we would build more than just a light rail between the city and the 
University of Western Australia. The Greens plan would build a knowledge arc that continues light rail through 
areas such as Victoria Park and Bentley and improves links with Curtin University, Technology Park Bentley 
and south metropolitan TAFE campuses. With any luck, that route will actually be in the public transport plan 
that the government will release at some stage. But those are the routes that were identified through the public 
consultation that we did in the lead-up to the 2007 election. 
I would also like to see Perth’s bus network more accessible and efficient. Increasing accessibility will increase 
the number of people who are able to use it and in turn improve the viability and reduce the cost per journey for 
public transport users. They do not work independently; they have to work side by side. Needed side by side 
a rapid bus network is a high-frequency bus network. That broadens the reach of people and one of the things 
that we have learned about public transport in this learning experience has been that people living on the 
outskirts of Perth find it harder to get into the centre of the city or to get to their jobs, and these people have to 
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have a car. If a low-income family is living on the outsides of the city, they have a much tougher life than those 
people who have access to alternatives to public transport or riding in a car, and can also get to their job much 
more quickly and do not have that cost imposed by congestion. 

I saw that the RAC will introduce driverless bus trials in Perth, and I hope that those are successful in delivering 
rapid buses to ease congestion, but buses are only part of the solution. As many people in this chamber know, 
I have been spruiking “Bike Vision—The Greens 2029 Perth Bike Plan” for some seven years in this Parliament. 
In Perth, one-third of all trips are three kilometres or less. Half are five kilometres or less. These trips could have 
been made by bike, if only we had a bike network to support such transport. I hope that our transport plan will 
include cycling infrastructure to ensure people can get to those places that they need to get to. The Greens 
propose to make Perth the world’s best city for cyclists. 

Our policy aims to take three per cent of the state transport budget to fill the gaps currently found in the existing 
bike infrastructure and to introduce a maintenance budget that would see it well maintained. This would allow 
anyone, anywhere in Perth to benefit by being in close proximity to the connected cycle network. That is 
three per cent of the state transport budget, which will be released tomorrow. I will be investigating to see 
whether three per cent of the transport budget will go towards cycling infrastructure. I would like to see a cycling 
network on which people can feel safe and comfortable riding. Many people know that I have advocated for the 
“a metre matters” law so that every road can be safe, but there is no doubt that we need dedicated infrastructure 
and dedicated paths. However, a key part of that is linking cycling with public transport. Therefore, we have to 
introduce bike racks to buses and trains to make travelling on public transport with bikes safer and easier. 

The foundation is there. We already have 300 kilometres of shared paths and bike freeways that are not shared 
with pedestrians. We have two 2 000 kilometres of local bike routes that are well signed and safe for cyclists. 
We have already begun capturing a great deal of data to indicate the gaps in our infrastructure. A couple of 
weeks ago I asked a question about the principal shared path between Cottesloe and Fremantle. It was indicated 
that that will be completed in sometime like 2018. Unfortunately, we have had far too many injures and a recent 
death in that area, and our transport dollars should be put into connecting that path and closing that gap so that 
people can travel safely on a bicycle along that route. 
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