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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1203/41 — PERTH WATERFRONT — 

DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.05 pm]: As the Greens (WA) spokesperson on planning 

and heritage, I have a keen interest in the proposed Perth Waterfront development. As members heard from 

Hon Ken Travers, I have made a submission to the metropolitan region scheme amendment process. I also have 

lodged an appeal to the decision of the Environmental Protection Authority to not assess this proposal, and 

shortly I will have an opportunity to speak to the authority about my concerns. I have consulted very widely on 

these proposed plans; in fact, I have talked with a wide range of stakeholders—planners, councillors, heritage 

professionals, environment groups and cycling advocacy organisations. I also attended the CityVision forum on 

the topic; I believe I was the only member of Parliament there. I have also attended forums by the National Trust 

of Australia and the History Council of Western Australia. 

I have been concerned to unveil the detail in this proposal. Among these stakeholders, there is overwhelming 

support for some kind of development along the waterfront. Some people feel that we can enhance the amenity 

and can better use the waterfront. However, there is a commonly held belief that the current plans for the 

waterfront are overambitious and ill thought out and will damage the heritage and the amenity value of the 

waterfront rather than enhance it. From a Greens perspective, we would love to see an iconic, state-of-the-art, 

sustainable development on the waterfront—one which is pedestrian friendly and which celebrates the location 

of Perth on the scenic Swan River. However, as many members will have seen, there is much public opposition 

to this development. 

In mid-March 2011, Channel Nine‘s A Current Affair screened a program on the Perth Waterfront development. 

It did a for-and-against poll; there have been many polls on the waterfront over this time. At that point, 67 per 

cent of participants—that is two-thirds—were against the proposal. I fear that was a damning response. The 

recent CityVision forum on the project re-emphasised the concerns that were brought up on the Channel Nine 

program. In my view, one of the most disturbing aspects of the waterfront development is the lack of genuine 

public consultation on this proposal. When the metropolitan region scheme amendment was put out for public 

comment this year, a series of concerns were raised during the submission process, as Hon Ken Travers 

mentioned. A number of non-government organisations and members of the public also spoke out at that time. I 

want to summarise these issues in my remarks today. Hopefully, the minister representing the Minister for 

Planning can address some of these issues. 

I am aware that a lot of the detail of this development has not really come out into the public arena, and I hope 

that the debate on the disallowance motion is an opportunity for the government to put forward its best foot, as it 

were. To date, there are many concerns and lots of evidence that point to an unsustainable development with 

serious environmental concerns. One of the concerns that I want to mention first-up, off the bat, is the adverse 

impacts on our Aboriginal and European heritage, with the development impacting on two registered sites, the 

Esplanade and the Swan River.  

The ―Register of Heritage Places — Assessment Documentation‖ clearly identifies the following — 

While Esplanade Reserve displays the framework of the Paradise style in the selection and arrangement 

of planting, modifications to the place have introduced the more eclectic elements of the Plantsman‘s 

Gardens style … 

The 1928 kiosk is a fine example of the Federation Arts and Crafts Style, composed of interlocking 

octagonal forms with elliptical arched windows … 

The variety of planting and landscape features at Esplanade Reserve provide a range of aesthetic and 

spatial qualities which are valued by the community for their enhancement of the urban environment …  

These are heritage values that the people of Perth want to see honoured and respected, and in some way 

preserved. I feel that the Minister for Planning‘s direction on this matter has somehow left them wanting. Some 

of the most well respected heritage professionals in this city are now speaking out and saying the plans are not 

good enough. Removing Florence Hummerston Kiosk is not good enough. There has to be some celebration of 

heritage in this important area.  

At the History Council of Western Australia forum that I went to, some elderly gentlemen spoke eloquently 

about their memories of going to the Esplanade Reserve and standing on the soapbox. There used to be a 

soapbox at the Esplanade, and people could go there to speak on any issue that they wanted to speak on. It was a 
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public space that was treasured by the community in the early days of Perth as a city. This development could 

hark back to those days by having a speaker‘s box, or a place where people could speak out in a public forum. It 

would be helpful, I think, to the people of Perth, when we try to develop this area, to say, firstly, that we 

acknowledge that this area has heritage values; and, secondly, that we have a really good idea for how to 

incorporate that into our city so that we do not lose it for all time, as speakers before me have mentioned in 

relation to that beautiful building, The Esplanade. 

The adverse impacts of this project are not just to our European and Aboriginal heritage. There are also 

significant trees that are under threat. In its submission, the History Council argues that The Esplanade, as one of 

the earliest infrastructure projects in this state, has huge cultural and social importance. The council argues also 

that it believes that the master plan is out of step with international best practice for heritage conservation. What 

a shame. We should be providing state-of-the-art heritage conservation in this state. This state has a booming 

economy through mining. Let us spend that money wisely and honour our heritage. 

The National Trust has also raised concerns about the adverse impacts of this project and has argued against the 

removal of the Florence Hummerston building. I note that the National Trust is not at this time opposing the 

metropolitan region scheme amendment for this project. There is a difference between the MRS amendment and 

the master plan. The MRS amendment merely deals with the zoning for this area and allows us to use this area 

for urban development. The master plan deals with what we plan to put into this area. My concerns rest largely 

with the master plan. But the problem is that we have had no opportunity to comment on the master plan—

thanks to the planning system that we have set up, in which a committee talks to another committee—and to look 

at how we will develop this precious iconic area in Perth. So, instead I am left to debate the zoning of the land on 

which the government is proposing to build whatever it is that it decides to build.  

The National Trust has commented on the waterfront project in its magazine, trust news, dated November of last 

year. Many members will receive the National Trust magazine. I will show members what the cover looks like 

so that they will recognise it in their mail pile. Briefly, it notes — 

Western Australian Premier Colin Barnett claims that the ‗expanse of lawn‘ — 

That is an indirect quote — 

cuts off the Swan River from the city. The development, he claims ‗will assist Perth to mature as a vibrant 

and sophisticated capital city, providing an attraction for locals and tourists‘.  

The National Trust is very eloquent in noting — 

However, a truly ‗mature city‘ is one that recognises and honours its past and the past uses of a place. The 

proposal does not recognise the significance of the land it seeks to develop. Every vestige of heritage value 

will be eradicated, while the control of Perth‘s most important public space is passed to private developers.  

Public space is also my concern. The loss of important public space was a key concern for not only me, but also 

many submitters, including the Department of Sport and Recreation. This is an important space and it has great 

importance. It hosts many cultural and social events. It also provides that breathing space between the 

skyscrapers and the river. Apart from Hon Kate Doust and Hon Ken Travers, I do not recall any members who 

were there on the waterfront at that Sunday rally when the City Gatekeepers spoke about the value of the space. 

One chap could not help himself; he jumped up on the stage at the end of the rally and said he had to speak. The 

young man, who works in a building nearby The Esplanade, said, ―I have to tell you, I use this space every day. 

My mates and I come down here and we exercise in our lunchtime and we are going to miss this opportunity. 

No-one seems to have acknowledged that we care about this space and we want it retained.‖  

Hon Ken Travers: The Department of Sport and Recreation does care about it, but its care is ignored in the 

response.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: As Hon Ken Travers found out earlier when he asked people whether they had read 

the submissions to the MRS amendment, not many people have. The Department of Sport and Recreation made a 

submission. It was clear that the area has value to the department, yet we are not hearing about any of the 

decision-makers figuring that into their plans.  

Hon Ken Travers: Even the responses about planning fail to understand the nature of cycling and what impact 

this will have on the cycle routes.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The issue of cycling also concerns me.  

I go on to mention the scale and nature of this development. Many submitters believed that the proposed 

development was over-scale and would result in overshadowing and wind tunnel effects. Among others, 

Winthrop Professor Jenny Gregory advocated small-scale development at the water‘s edge, graduating higher as 

it moves away from the river. Rather than connect the city to the river, the proposed development will create a 
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barrier. I do not know whether members or even you, Mr Deputy President, have received the beautiful 

illustration—I will table it if you will permit me—that shows how we could graduate a development along that 

foreshore so that the river is not overshadowed by these big buildings, plans for which we are regularly seeing 

published and modelled at 140 William Street and the City of Perth. We have seen those models everywhere. 

These massive buildings right there on the waterfront cause an overshadowing of the river. The graduation of the 

development in this illustration is at, I think, a 30-degree angle. We could easily accommodate lower scale 

buildings at the waterfront to give people that sense of human scale, which I think is another common criticism 

of this. People would like to have a human scale on the waterfront. 

I seek leave to table this illustration. 

Leave granted. [See paper 4289.] 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I will comment on the environmental impacts. Concerns have been raised about the 

river‘s biodiversity. I have some concerns about the drainage management plan, which came up in question time 

today. Page 25 of the water quality report for the Perth Waterfront development states — 

Pathogen levels were generally low, however concentrations recorded near the Mounts Bay Main Drain 

outfall … exceeded the primary and secondary recreational contact guidelines at times of moderate to 

heavy rainfall …  

We looked at the National Health and Medical Research Council reports on this. ―Primary contact‖ means 

swimming in the river. ―Secondary contact‖ is described as ―activity in which only the limbs are regularly wet 

and in which greater contact (including swallowing water) is unusual.‖ That is boating and wading—things that 

will supposedly be created in this beautiful public space inlet; that is, a safe and accessible opportunity to paddle 

around in the water.  

According to the drainage management plan for the development — 

To allow the PWP to proceed as proposed, the MBMD will be realigned to discharge at the base of 

William Street, outside and downstream of the proposed inlet.  

However, this is still very close to the proposed development. Page 69 of the waterfront plan shows a tiered 

walkway that goes right down to the river, in proximity to the proposed outlet. It is not clear from the documents 

what potential impact the Mounts Bay main drain will have on the water quality in the inlet. Again, this is an 

opportunity for the minister to address those concerns so that people who might be looking forward to a paddle 

in that waterfront inlet might feel safe about doing so.  

Hon Ken Travers has extensively outlined the traffic impacts that we worry about in relation to this. Concerns 

have been raised with me. The chap who best described the impact of closing Riverside Drive, or even diverting 

Riverside Drive around the back of this development, was Ken Adams from the CityVision group. Ken Adams 

distributed a paper to us entitled ―The Perth Waterfront—Myths and Realities‖. It sets out several scenarios 

dealing with transport options that might be in the transport study. Rather than deal with hypotheticals, we 

should really find out how traffic will flow through our city after this development. I am also referring, as a 

Green, to pedestrian and cycling traffic. How will traffic flow through the city in that area? I would love to hear 

whether there is a medium-term plan—I would prefer it to be a short-term plan—for some light rail connections 

through the city, up Barrack Street, so people can come down to the waterfront and enjoy it without congesting 

the area with traffic, which is already an issue there. I will briefly quote from ―The Perth Waterfront—Myths and 

Realities‖ about the traffic consequences — 

The diversion and throttling-back of Riverside Drive has consequences in the short term and very 

serious long term strategic implications.  

Riverside Drive—in addition to its vital traffic functions—has since the 1930‘s been part of a 

continuous scenic vehicle route tracing beside Perth and Melville Water. (Prior to the 1959 advent of 

the Narrows interchange this ran both ways via Mounts Bay Rd—which the proposed plan will resolve 

by a new two-way road link between William Street and the Narrows.) This scenic route runs all the 

way between the Causeway and Crawley and offers marvellous changing views of the city — 

We all know that. In fact, we were told at the briefings how important it is to retain that along Mounts Bay Road 

and Riverside Drive, even if there is a little diversion around the development. According to CityVision — 

The new plan will sever this flow, a critical element in the functioning of the city.  



Extract from Hansard 

[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 March 2012] 

 p589d-615a 

Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Robin Chapple; Deputy President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon 

Kate Doust; Hon Ken Travers 

 [4] 

Increased traffic congestion due to this severed artery will be damaging, not only at peak periods, but 

throughout the day, as otherwise bypassing traffic is forced either into CBD congestion or to the single 

alternative—Graham Farmer Freeway.   

I would like to get some confidence through assurances from the minister that these traffic impacts are being 

addressed and that people will be able to move around the city. The last thing we want is the creation of more 

traffic congestion when today‘s transport planners know pretty well how to avoid that. The Greens (WA), of 

course, would like to see how we are planning for sustainable options such as light rail. We need significant 

improvements to our public transport services, such as the completion of the Knowledge Arc Light Rail line, to 

ensure that traffic congestion problems do not occur in this area. Even some of the people involved with the 

Perth Waterfront development use the cyclepath in the proposed development site. Many people approached me 

after the rally and said that we must retain cycling in this area. The answers to my questions in Parliament have 

revealed the number of people who use that cycling path as a commuter route every day. Let us not put barriers 

in the way of cyclists. Let us make sure that we create more opportunities for cyclists to get to their destination 

more quickly and to get cars off the road and out of the city. Let us not create problems for them. 

Finally, I want to touch on sustainability and the susceptibility of the project to the effects of climate change. I 

raised this matter in the briefing and in questions in Parliament. How far back from the current level of the river 

will the development have to be built to ensure that the severe storms and sea level rise that we will suffer do not 

undermine this new development? Have we adequately addressed that concern? My colleague Hon Robin 

Chapple will expand upon this notion. We need to hear about the plans built into the design of this project to 

adapt to climate change. Likewise, what energy star rating will the buildings be required to have? Will we use 

things like the north–south orientation and all the passive energy design knowledge that we have to ensure that 

this is a state-of-the-art development that we can be proud to showcase to the developed world and that can be 

enjoyed as a tourist destination as well as a place in which to live and work? 

These are some of the concerns that were raised in the submissions. What was the government‘s response to 

these constructive and well-informed comments? In my view, and in the view of many of my constituents, the 

government‘s response has been underwhelming. No major changes have been made to the metropolitan region 

scheme amendment as a result of the public submissions. The only change to the MRS amendment is the 

modification of its western boundary to retain that section as part of the primary regional roads reservation. The 

government has done nothing to address the concerns raised by the key heritage stakeholders about the loss of 

public space. In fact, the Western Australian Planning Commission claims in the submission that — 

… over 60 per cent of the development will remain accessible to the community and will continue to be 

held in public ownership.  

I tried to—as members say—unpack that. What does that mean? When I questioned these figures, the Minister 

for Planning admitted that the ―publicly accessible area‖ includes all aspects of the public domain, including the 

promenades, islands, roads and the inlet. I do not think that replacing the gathering spaces for the people on the 

Esplanade with roads is an adequate trade-off of public open space and nor do I think that the government should 

be counting the roads as public open space. I even question the inclusion of the promenades. To what degree will 

the commercialised area be privatised? I recently visited South Bank in Brisbane and felt that it was public open 

space; I did not feel that it was privatised space. However, I have been to places where commercial enterprises 

have been built right down to the waterfront. Auckland in New Zealand is a good example of that where quite a 

few restaurants have been built up to the waterfront and it felt as though I was walking through people‘s dinners. 

Development and setting aside places where we, as Perth individuals, feel as though we can hang out regardless 

of what commercial venture is happening behind us does matter. My conclusion, following the questions that I 

asked about the public open space, was that roads and the bits under the water were included in the calculation of 

how much public open space will be provided. I have noticed on some of the drawings that there is a bit of jetty 

and marina. To what degree is that going to be sold off to people who are residents of the penthouses? Is that 

going to be a public marina or is that going to be a place for private boat owners? I do not know. We would like 

to hear those details. According to the government‘s ―Key Facts—Perth Waterfront‖ fact sheet, of the 

6.147 hectares of parks and recreation reservation excised for the project, only 1.5 hectares are promenade, and 

the 0.7-hectare island will remain as public open space. In other words, only 36 per cent of this space will be 

preserved, not 60 per cent, as the government was claiming. I know that even since we prepared these notes for 

my speech, the government has announced an extended promenade. It would be good if, when the government 

comments on the metropolitan region scheme amendment disallowance motion, it would advise us about 

whether it has increased the public open space as a result of the public concern about that. 

The government also failed to address public concerns about the scale and the nature of the development, and the 

environmental and transport impacts. Finally, the government has failed to incorporate cutting-edge 
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sustainability principles into the design, including the adaptation to rising river levels. Now, prove me wrong, 

gentlemen. I would love to be proven wrong on this, and I would love to hear them defend the sustainability of 

this state-of-the-art new development, because that is what the people of Perth would love to welcome, and I 

would be happily proven wrong if this development is going to deliver in that regard. 

I want to quote from the CityVision paper ―The Perth Waterfront—Myths and Realities‖ just to bring it home 

and remind members that, no, I am not opposed to any development in this area, as most speakers are going to be 

telling them. What we are concerned about are certain key values that we feel are not being reflected in the 

public information that is coming out about this project. Even CityVision is suggesting, and from day one it has 

suggested, alternative approaches to accommodate us. These are people who want to work with the government. 

I would like to wax for a long time about how this process is making it difficult for the public to be engaged, and 

it is making it difficult for these people to put forward their alternative approaches, so here they are relying on 

Hon Ken Travers, at the eleventh hour, with a disallowance motion for the metropolitan region scheme zoning 

amendment. But so be it. I will put their points in this paper, which states — 

An alternative approach is therefore to consider, in detail, a much less expensive development approach 

which involves much simpler structures and earthworks and allows for only lightweight buildings (up 

to, say 3–4 storeys, or more if super-lightweight) that do not require deep piling but ‗float‘ on the 

ground. This is technically entirely feasible, will involve the Government in much lower risk and 

expenditure and a can be built over a much shorter time frame. 

THE REALITY: 

This is their conclusion — 

A redesign of the current plan is required. This will be painful—the current project team would much 

prefer to get something done, no matter what. 

However, the shortcomings of the current plan are serious enough to warrant some retreat and re-

consideration. 

It is now the responsibility of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority to produce a new plan. They 

have both the mandate and resources to undertake it. 

However, new planning must have some constraints that are not obvious in the current design solution. 

The constraints and objectives would include: 

 Ensure that the regional function of Riverside Drive as a main by-pass route for the CBD 

is preserved; 

That is the controversial one — 

 Maintain the objective of providing better connection and access between the city (at St 

Georges terrace) and he river, but measure and judge this very carefully; 

 Improve cyclist and pedestrian amenity, including allowing for both commuter and 

recreational cyclists in separate bike paths away from the road traffic; 

I think the design team is part of the way there on this, but we need to see the proof —  

 Investigate, in detail, lower cost and simpler public realm design and low-rise alternatives 

for development sites 

The final point is something that is dear to many people in this city— 

 Incorporate heritage items into the plan. 

We should find a way to make the plan reflect our heritage.  

I believe that the development of the Perth waterfront at this time in our state‘s history is an opportunity to 

showcase sustainable design and improve the enjoyment of the Swan River for all at a time when an increasing 

population and economic growth places much more pressure on public open space. However, by failing to 

adequately take on board community concerns and feedback on the government plans, I am concerned that the 

government will end up commissioning an expensive eyesore that destroys the heritage value and amenity of the 

Perth waterfront.  

I will wind up by making some remarks about the process. Some serious concerns about the process have been 

raised with me by constituents. The last day that submissions were accepted by the Department of Planning, the 

department was moving its offices. One of my constituents went to the Department of Planning to get a copy of 

the metropolitan region scheme report so he could make a submission to it. When he turned up at the office, no 
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reports were to be found. It is the legal responsibility of the Department of Planning to have those reports 

available for people until the time submissions are due.  

Hon Helen Morton: Was that the day before submissions were closed?  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Apparently, it was the day submissions closed. I can understand that when moving 

office, it is hard to keep across all the detail. Eventually this constituent got a submission form. Did the 

department meet its legal obligation? I am not sure. I know that it was raised in the transcripts and it has been 

raised before. I am concerned that the integrity of the process is retained. Was the MRS report available from the 

department when it should have been made available as part of its legal responsibility, and was that good 

enough? 

In several submissions, including my own, the comment from the planning department is ―submission noted‖. Is 

―submission noted‖ a reasonable response to a submission to a metropolitan region scheme amendment? I am 

making the argument that it is not. Indeed, I have been advised that regulation 17 of the Town Planning 

Regulations 1967, as found on the State Law Publisher‘s website, states — 

… the responsible authority shall, within — 

(a) 6 months of the expiry of the period specified … 

(b) 42 days of receiving a statement delivered …; or  

(c) if the responsible authority makes a request under … of the EP Act … 

The main point is that when a submission is received, the commission must — 

consider all submissions to the Scheme and in respect of each submission shall consider whether the 

Scheme should be modified accordingly or whether that submission should be rejected. 

After reading that, I would suggest that simply noting a submission is not good enough. In the view of my 

advisers, the commission has not met its legal obligation to make a decision to either take a submission into 

account or reject it. I know it is polite to note them but perhaps it is not the responsibility of the commission. 

Maybe the commission has to have a view and put in the report why it has rejected the points raised in the 

submission or even that it rejects the submission. In other words, by just saying that it is noted, how do we know 

that the very real concerns of departments such as the Department of Sport and Recreation have been taken into 

consideration and that the plan has been amended? Each of the departments, authorities or agencies that took the 

time and the effort to comment on this metropolitan region scheme amendment did so because it has a statutory 

obligation to comment, and those comments should be responded to by the responsible authority, in this case the 

Planning Commission. I want to know what is failing in our system if these treasured and significant agencies, 

having made valid comments on a proposed amendment, have for all intents and purposes, and for all we know, 

been completely ignored. I would like to hear the minister‘s response on that.  

Likewise, I understand that this is the very first project by the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority—even 

though we tried to get that detail when we passed the legislation establishing that authority and we were not 

given that information, now it seems to be their first project. Some of the individuals who sit on that authority 

are the ones who proposed the plan, assessed the plan and now are implementing the plan. I ask members: what 

has happened to our system of checks and balances when the same individuals are the judge, jury and 

executioner? I do not think that this planning system is standing up, and that is why there are so many people 

concerned about this development and why we have a metropolitan region scheme amendment disallowance 

motion before us now. I would rather be in this place debating the nature of the development: whether it is 

honouring our heritage values; whether it is standing up to sustainability principles; whether we have enough 

public open space; whether we have activated the waterfront; whether we are using the ferry system; and 

whether we have made it safe and accessible for all pedestrians of any age or ability. I would love to be here 

talking about those issues; instead, I have to argue whether the government is allowed to rezone crown land—

public land which was vested in the state for our enjoyment for recreation—and to sell that off to developers and 

potentially, miraculously, develop something that we want. Frankly, that is not good enough! Our planning 

system was set up in a much better way, with checks and balances; but those checks and balances have been 

systematically removed from our planning system in the vain hope that the government could somehow get 

something done around this town and get—I hope—iconic, beautiful and useful developments in this city in a 

time frame that was acceptable to developers and investors. What we have here is the first example of that, and it 

seems to have fallen down.  

I really look forward to hearing how the minister can defend not only this plan and the aspects of this plan but 

also the protests at how it is being rolled out in the city. That is why we have constituents who are not traditional 

Labor or Greens supporters who are very frustrated with how this whole plan has been rolled out. The Perth 



Extract from Hansard 

[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 March 2012] 

 p589d-615a 

Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Robin Chapple; Deputy President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon 

Kate Doust; Hon Ken Travers 

 [7] 

Waterfront project should be rejected, not because it is not a brilliant idea—there are lots of people who think it 

is a brilliant idea—but because the way it has been rolled out, unfortunately, is letting us all down and letting our 

checks and balances down. That is why the Greens are going to support this disallowance motion.  

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [5.44 pm]: I have great interest in standing up to speak to this 

motion. From time to time we get an opportunity for great humour. The fact that the Labor Party is opposing its 

own plan is providing me with substantial humour! This motion has got to be a joke! I have press releases here 

that I am going to have great pleasure reading out. The first one was on 13 February 2008 by Alan Carpenter, 

MLA, Premier of Western Australia, and then, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, MLA, as Minister for Planning and 

Infrastructure.  

Can anyone remember her? She was the superstar! She was the guru of planning in the world! She was the 

world‘s best planner! She flew above the Swan River like a golden swan! And now she is a feather duster—

gone! All of her plan—gone! This is just a miraculous piece of Western Australian history. I hope you can stay 

in your seat, Mr Deputy President (Hon Col Holt) as I read some of this press release of 13 February 2008 — 

Premier Alan Carpenter … today committed the State Government to a spectacular redevelopment of 

the CBD‘s Swan River foreshore. 

… set to create an exciting business, tourism, residential, entertainment and activity hub for locals and 

visitors to enjoy. 

I will not read all of the press release. The comments are selective but I will table it for the information of 

members if any member wants to read the rest of it. It continues — 

Mr Carpenter said Stage One of the Perth Waterfront project would transform the Esplanade and 

waterfront between William Street and Barrack Square. — 

Sounds familiar — 

Specifically, the State Government would undertake significant engineering and earth works, — 

Sounds familiar — 

road realignments, — 

Good grief, ―road realignments‖ in the press release! Amazing stuff — 

landscaping and create a new water‘s edge in preparation for private sector investment. 

The concept designs … reorient the city towards the waterfront and bring new life to this under-utilised 

area … 

Planning for the Waterfront project will begin immediately — 

Immediately; this is in 2008 — 

… It is expected that major works for Stage One will commence during 2011–12 … The total cost is 

estimated at this stage to be about $300million — 

Is that figure familiar? Does anyone recall that sort of figure? It is very familiar to me — 

… and is expected to be recouped through land sales. 

…  

―The first stage of the project will transform the Esplanade and the waterfront between William Street 

and Barrack Square into a round-the-clock activity precinct. 

… 

The new Esplanade precinct features two major public places: Esplanade Square and — 

Lo and behold — 

Esplanade Circle. 

Guess what the Esplanade Circle does? It takes Riverside Drive away. What we heard from Hon Ken Travers 

today was precisely the opposition‘s plan. I will go on and refer to what the opposition said about that — 

Together, the square and the 500m circumference circle will give the best of the river experience and 

the best of the city in the same place. — 

What has changed in the past year? It may be that going from government to opposition has caused the change. I 

cannot think of any other change — 
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The Premier said public transport was the key — 

The key, Mr Deputy President — 

to the success of the project. 

This is a wonderful line; members will appreciate this — 

―This project has the advantage of brilliant public transport access with a bus port and ferry terminal 

both on site,‖ … 

Can I ask a question of the Labor Party? Where did that brilliance vanish to in 2012? It was ―brilliant‖ in 2008 

when no vehicles would use Riverside Drive. It was brilliant then because no cars would be there; the project 

would be serviced by a busport and ferries. There is no mention of vehicles. That is therefore the answer to Hon 

Ken Travers‘s question. It was Labor that put up this — 

Hon Peter Collier: Dubai by the Swan. 

Hon Helen Morton: Dubai on the Swan. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Yes, Dubai on the Swan. Nevertheless, what was Labor‘s plan in those days? It was 

not a problem in 2008, and all of a sudden in 2012 it is an amazing problem. Back in 2008 the Esplanade was not 

required because we had ferries and buses—what else did we require? The press release continues —  

Planning and Infrastructure Minister Alannah MacTiernan said the State‘s stellar economic 

performance was attracting people to Perth from cities all over the world, many with their own active 

waterfront precincts and bustling central business districts.  

―The quality of the city experience is crucial to our continued growth and economic success,‖ … 

I wonder where that has vanished to. It continues — 

―If we are to be a competitive global city we have to deliver first class public space. — 

Where also has that vanished to? It states further on —  

―Perth is changing and more high intensity active spaces are needed to meet community aspirations.  

Where have the community aspirations vanished to? It states further on — 

―The future development of Stage Two will offer a mixture of hotels, apartments, offices, restaurants 

and cafes linked by footpaths and bike lanes along Mounts Bay.‖ 

That is the other form of transport.  

There was a brilliant plan in 2008, which did not include vehicles or the Esplanade. All of a sudden in 2012 it 

does.  

I will read a couple of other press releases, one of 25 March 2008, which reads in part — 

Western Australians have responded strongly to the opportunity to have a say on initial concepts for a 

spectacular new waterfront for their capital city. 

... 

―Of these, 67 per cent have been positive and 20 per cent against; other comments have been neutral or 

unrelated to the project.  

―Our aim is to have the final plan ready by the middle of the year, —  

This is 2008.  

so we can then begin statutory processes for planning and environmental approval,‖ 

... 

―Development of the waterfront circle — 

That is the crucial part of it because that cuts the road.  

would then begin the following year, with Stage One of the project, which does not include building 

construction, completed by 2013. 

―It is estimated Stage One will cost about $300million …  

The only other press release I will quote from is of 6 May 2008, which begins — 
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Environmental testing into soil and groundwater conditions has begun at the Perth Waterfront 

development.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren—she is not here but she can read this later—there is no mention of vehicles and there is no 

mention of heritage. As Hon Lynn MacLaren said, we need a microscope to tell the difference between the 

Labor plan and the current government plan. This has to be a joke. There has to be something happening here 

that I do not know about. Some tricky manoeuvring must be going on somewhere because what I have been 

listening to has no relevance. The current plan was developed by former minister Alannah MacTiernan—agreed, 

marginally altered—all the rest is the plan of the members opposite. Here we are today being asked to vote 

against their plan. Who is asking us to do that? Members opposite are. That has to be a joke. The National Party 

will not support this motion; clearly, it is a joke.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.53 pm]: I rise to speak on this issue, not because it is in 

my electorate, but because I have an interest in heritage. As a member of the Australian Archaeological 

Association, I quite often get to look at these sorts of issues. Like many members, I have received lots of 

submissions from members of the public. One that I will speak to shortly is the submission from Jenny Gregory, 

AM, Winthrop Professor of History. I had the pleasure of working for Jenny at the National Trust some time 

ago, so I greatly value her contribution. I think a holistic view needs to be taken in the development of any 

plan—an engineering plan, a new town plan, or part of a town plan—and what I see here is a bit of a monolith. It 

is a plan of the moment, a plan of the time, and in my view it really does not take into account a whole range of 

issues, including the future development of the city‘s transport mechanisms such as light rail.  

From an archaeological perspective, one of the things we deal with is establishing what has been on the ground 

before. Around Perth, around the river, are plains that were part of the riverine system about 2 000 years ago; we 

know that the area was inundated with water as recently as 1 500 to 2 000 years ago. About 17 000 years ago, the 

sea level was about 140 metres lower than it currently is, and then there was a major inrush of water that started 

to slow only in the last part of the previous century. Sea level reached a peak about 2 000 years ago, and South 

Perth and the foreshore area in Perth was inundated with water, but when the waters receded we could tell what 

went on by evaluating shell material in the foreshore and other areas. We now know that the ocean is rising 

again, and, over recent times, rising at about 3.4 millimetres a year; sea level rise has been exponential over the 

past four or five years. Interestingly enough, the sea level around Derby is rising significantly, more caused by 

tidal amplitude.  

Sea level is rising again. Recently, when talking to somebody about this development, I raised the subject of the 

rise in sea level, and they basically said not to worry about it because a seawall could be built. It seems really 

rather funny to me that part of the consideration of this development is that we will build a seawall, should there 

be a problem. I find it a bit funny that that is part of the long-term strategic planning.  

We need to remember that the area has significant heritage value. In 2003, Esplanade Reserve was recognised as 

having significant heritage value to Western Australia and was included on the Register of Heritage Places. In 

1881, Esplanade Reserve was established as a park for recreational use. It has been associated with a number of 

important and historic events and activities, including the proclamation of self-government in 1890. The Perth 

Anzac Day parade has been held there since 1916, and the commemoration of the 150
th

 anniversary of the 

foundation of Swan River Colony was held there. Over time, it has been an important place of recreation and a 

traditional rally point for many public protests. 

The proposed creation of a waterfront inlet and surrounding buildings will impact on the cultural heritage values 

of Esplanade Reserve. These impacts could be mitigated by reducing the space removed from the public domain. 

Following on from what my colleague said, we are not necessarily opposed to the development, but the 

community values of the area should be recognised. It is proposed that the Florence Hummerston building will 

be relocated from Esplanade Reserve to the Supreme Court Gardens, which flies against a basic premise of 

heritage. Heritage is an association with a place; we do not pick up Stonehenge and move it somewhere else.  

Hon Helen Morton: You do in Esperance! They have done that; apparently it is fantastic!  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Do not get me going on that one either, please! I think that is one of the greatest 

sacrileges the state of Western Australia has had foisted upon it! 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Good evening, members. Let me add my welcome back to a new 

parliamentary year. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  
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Just before the dinner suspension I was going to remind people in the house about the principles of the Burra 

charter. The Burra charter is the guiding principle that deals with heritage at a state level, as well as nationally 

and internationally. We are talking about the location of things such as the Florence Hummerston building and 

considering other issues about this relocation. The Burra charter, article 9.1, reads — 

The physical location of a place is part of its cultural significance. A building, work or other component 

of a place should remain in its historical location. Relocation is generally unacceptable unless this is the 

sole practical means of ensuring its survival.  

Leaving the Florence Hummerston building at its location is now required under the Burra charter because 

nothing threatens that building. Article 9.3 reads — 

If any building, work or other component is moved, it should be moved to an appropriate location and 

given an appropriate use. Such action should not be to the detriment of any place of cultural 

significance. 

The relocation of the Florence Hummerston building to the Supreme Court Gardens will lead to the loss of the 

heritage values of the building and significantly impact on the garden‘s capacity as a community venue. The 

objectives of the Perth Waterfront master plan do not necessitate the relocation of the Florence Hummerston 

building, and therefore its retention at that location should be considered. The relocation of the Talbot Hobbs 

Memorial has been under consideration for a number of years. If the memorial is to be relocated, it provides an 

opportunity to restore its ceremonial role on Anzac Day.  

I do not think the issues involved with this development have been thought through in great detail, and the public 

may or may not have had input into the process over a limited time. But when dealing with the redesign of a 

significant proportion of our city and a very, very important heritage icon for the community—I would assume 

that all members have received the hundreds of emails and letters from community members concerned about 

this issue—we must consider that we need more time to strategically develop what will be our foreshore into the 

future. We must look at this proposal not within a four-year election time frame, but as a long-term 

developmental process that includes the development of the whole of Perth—it is not just the foreshore, but the 

city, the use of its freeways, and the use of what was referred to as the tunnel, the Graham Farmer Freeway—and 

the way we will develop Perth into the future. In my view, to do things in isolation is not good strategic 

planning. We have Professor Peter Newman out there saying that we really need to look at the whole 

development of Perth and the way that we have transport, the way we access the city, the way we use our city 

and how to make it more vibrant and people-friendly. Just having — 

Hon Donna Faragher: We‘re trying to make it vibrant by having the Perth Waterfront—you‘ve got to live a 

little! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: But it is not in the concept of a complete design of the city; it is an isolated issue. We 

are selling off valuable assets—which have been community assets from the very, very beginning—to, in 

essence, the big end of town, to get a cash refund for the state government. If we really want to have a plan that 

involves the whole of the city, let us have some strategic long-term planning for the whole of the city that deals 

with transport, liveability, inner-city living — 

Hon Helen Morton: Have you been asleep? Haven‘t you been noticing what is going on? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have not seen much, I must admit. 

Hon Helen Morton: Don‘t you know about the Northbridge — 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I know about the sinking of the rail line, yes.  

Hon Helen Morton: Don‘t you know anything that is going on at the moment? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: But strategic planning is more than just isolated issues; it is having a plan in which 

the community is involved, and embraces, for the long term. This is not long-term thinking; long term is 50 to 75 

years. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is 1 000 years according to you—thousands of years. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry? 

Hon Helen Morton: Thousands of years, 2 000 years you‘re talking about. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, I am not talking about 2 000 years, I am talking about 75 to 100 years. This plan 

is nothing to do with that. 
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The issues that have been raised with me and with many other members, as members would know, came from a 

whole range of people. I really want to point to the comments made by Winthrop Professor of History Jenny 

Gregory who I think articulated some of the really serious points in her correspondence to us. She states — 

… After it was reclaimed during the 1870s, the Esplanade was given to the City of Perth in 

permanent trust in 1880 as a reserve for the recreation of the people of Perth. Since that time it 

has continuously used by the people for that purpose. In this plan it will be handed over to the 

private sector and dug up. 

… The proposed 36 storey high rise towers to the north will overshadow the development and will 

block the sun in winter 

… The 36 to 24 storey high rise towers around the inlet will trap the prevailing southwesterly winds 

... The proposed development of high-rise towers overshadowing a windy inlet will not create the 

hoped-for urbanity that has been talked of. The experience of any European city — 

This is where I go back to the words of Peter Newman, who has visited those cities and promoted designs for 

Western Australia, and this has not been talked about — 

and the most urbane parts of our own city make it clear that urbanity is found in places where the 

buildings are of human scale and where interactive activities are encouraged. 

… The cutting of Riverside Drive will have a major adverse impact on city traffic. Only limited 

traffic studies have been undertaken. 

… There are large quantities contaminated materials under the Esplanade, including asbestos. 

Documents show that only a small number of test sites have been drilled and that scientists are 

alarmed about the expected contamination of the river once dredging begins. 

… If the Esplanade is dug up much of the exposed material will be toxic and will have to be handled 

with extreme care. The contaminated material will need to be trucked to landfill sites thus 

adding to the cost. 

... The project costs are $900m, with expected long-term revenue of $500m from the sale of public 

land to developers. Cost overruns are likely. 

… The proposed development ignores the reasons for the permanent registration of the Esplanade 

Reserve on the State Register of Heritage Places.  

The Esplanade Reserve is of immense historical importance. It was the site of the proclamation of 

self-government in 1890. Six thousand people (eighty per cent of the then population of Perth) gathered 

here to hear the acting Chief Justice, Sir Henry Wrensfordsley, read the preamble to the Constitution 

Act, in the presence of the Governor Robinson, and to celebrate the birth of Western Australia—now a 

self-governing state with two houses of parliament. In 1881 the Perth International Exhibition, which 

encouraged the search for gold in the colony, was held there.  

With the exception of two years, when the William Street was being constructed, Anzac Day parades 

have been held there since 1916. Over many years it has been a site of protest—the great rallies at the 

height of the 1930s depression, secession meeting in the 1930s, scores of union meetings, nuclear 

disarmament meetings of the 1980s, and the recent rally protesting against the mining tax were all held 

on the Esplanade. It has also been the site of much celebration—for Federation in January 1901, 

Armistice Day at the end of WWI in 1918, George V‘s jubilee in 1935, the visit of the Apollo 11 

astronauts in 1968, the America‘s Cup celebrations in 1983 (which attracted 100,000 people), and the 

recent CHOGM Barbeque for the Queen (attended by 120,000 people). And of course the Australia Day 

Skyshows when people have packed the Esplanade every year since 1985.  

It is those sorts of historic heritage issues that Jenny Gregory attested to in the letter that she wrote to me and I 

assume to all other parliamentarians. She urges me and other members of this house to vote to disallow 

metropolitan region scheme amendment 1203/41, Perth Waterfront, so that the current plan can be rethought. 

Certainly, I am sure that Jenny, like us, supports the development of the Perth Waterfront, but let us do it in a 

way that reflects the heritage values of the area and the values that we as Western Australians attribute to our 

foreshore on the Swan. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [7.43 pm]: One of the most 

enjoyable moments that I had when I was parliamentary secretary to the Premier was when he asked me to sit on 

the working group for the Perth Waterfront development. I had a really terrific briefing because I needed to be 

brought up to date with what people were already doing. Unfortunately, I did not last very long with the working 
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group because I went on to do other things. However, the time I had there was a revelation to me because I had 

not taken as much notice of the waterfront development as I started to at that point.  

I want to really make sure that people are aware of what we are talking about because I know for a fact that there 

are still a lot of misconceptions in the community around what precisely is being talked about. One of the things 

I think worthwhile noting is—I have a diagram with me that I am happy to table if members would like—that all 

this land that we are referring to is reclaimed from the river. All the land we are talking about was actually part 

of the river at one stage. I do not know whether members can see it from their seats, but all this land up to the 

dark yellow line on the diagram is reclaimed. The Perth coastline is more than 300 kilometres. However, the 

total distance along the Perth foreshore that people are generally discussing is about nine kilometres, which is, I 

guess, the distance from Mounts Bay Road across Riverside Drive and up to the Causeway. The distance that 

people are overly concerned about is 300 metres. The distance that will be taken out of ―The Drive‖—if 

members want to put it that way when they see the diagrams that I have seen of how the route will be 

realigned—is minimal, and I am told that there will even be improvement in terms of the distance for getting 

from the Mounts Bay Road area through to the Causeway if that is the way that anyone wants to go to the airport 

from the western suburbs. However, I assure members that if I lived in the western suburbs that is not the route I 

would take to get to the airport. I would go through the tunnel. The issues around the amount of distance — 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you have the times as well as the distances? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The time and the distance. I assure you, Hon Ken Travers, that if you went through 

the tunnel, you would get to the airport quicker than by going along Riverside Drive. 

Hon Ken Travers: As well as the difference in distance, do you know the additional time it will take during 

peak times? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: A person who wants to travel to the airport during peak times would not go along 

Riverside Drive. Who would go that way? They would go through the tunnel, which is by far the most 

appropriate way. 

I am hearing from opposition members just how all over the place they are on this development. Amazingly, as 

Hon Max Trenorden has said, there was a time when the opposition supported this major redevelopment, 

although not this particular version. The opposition, the then government, wanted a much bigger, more 

complicated development with similar impacts on the redirection of traffic and changes to the skyline. Those 

skyscraper changes were the reason that plan was dubbed ―Dubai on Swan‖. Minister John Day told Parliament 

that our government wanted a more modest redevelopment than Labor had proposed, and we started to scale 

back the development to a more appropriate size for Perth, Western Australia. The opposition‘s planning 

spokesperson at the time, Mark McGowan, said that Labor‘s plans for the waterfront were more exciting, that we 

should have progressed those plans and that he feared Perth would end up with something far less imaginative. I 

do not believe that is so. When I looked at the plans for ―Dubai on Swan‖ I thought the proposed development 

was absolutely abhorrent. Now we have something that is far more realistic and will be a fantastic celebration for 

generations to come. Undoubtedly, the majority of young people in and around Perth are saying that this is what 

they want. 

The key points are that Western Australia is experiencing a once-in-a-lifetime period of unprecedented economic 

and population growth. Each year more than 30 000 people move to our state, and by 2026 the state‘s population 

is expected to grow to more than three million; that is more than 600 000 additional people on today‘s 

projections. Perth will face critical shortages in residential, office, retail and hotel accommodation over the next 

10 to 15 years unless the government takes action. The Perth waterfront is just one such opportunity to meet 

Perth‘s future needs. It is also a project that is supported by a majority of Perth‘s residents. When members 

understand the information around some of the submissions, they will recognise that this project development 

has majority support. People not only recognise that Perth and Western Australia cannot stand still and cannot go 

back to how it was many years ago because it has already significantly changed, but also that it is both necessary 

and possible for the state to mature and yet retain a uniquely Western Australian feel. 

The state government is continuing to work on a range of statutory and land assembly milestones that will see 

major site works begin in April this year. The state government has fully and transparently addressed all matters 

raised by departments and agencies as detailed in the metropolitan region scheme report on submissions. The 

MRS process is an extremely transparent process that affords all agencies and community members an 

opportunity to make a submission. They can also request to attend a hearing subsequent to the submission being 

made, and some people did that. All the submissions via the MRS amendment report on submissions are 

subsequently tabled and considered by Parliament. 

Hon Ken Travers: No, they‘re not. Your members haven‘t read them; you haven‘t even read them. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Is that right? How would the member know that? 

Hon Ken Travers: Because I asked. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, but I do not have to answer the member. 

Hon Ken Travers: So have you read them? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Does the member realise that every one of those things goes — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! Perhaps if the minister would like to direct her 

comments to the Chair, there would be a better outcome for everybody. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would like to remind members opposite that these things are also tabled in cabinet. I 

can assure them that there has not been a cabinet submission that has gone forward that I have not had a good 

look at since I have been there. 

Hon Ken Travers: So she hasn‘t read the submissions. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have actually read most of those submissions. I do not know whether there are some 

I have not read, but I have certainly read the report. 

The project has attracted a high degree of interest across the development sectors—commercial, residential and 

hotel—and there is a growing anticipation of land release. The state government has consistently outlined that it 

will commence construction work in April 2012, and we are well and truly on track to achieve that, with the 

works to create the public domain expected to continue until mid-2015. The government‘s new waterfront will 

become a major destination for locals and visitors and will help to ensure that Perth remains a contemporary, 

liveable and globally competitive city. 

I want to talk for a few minutes about the amendments to the MRS. Submissions on the MRS were open for 90 

days from 22 February to 27 May. As Hon Lynn MacLaren mentioned, one person had difficulty getting some 

documents but that person did get those documents. The report on submissions provides the Western Australian 

Planning Commission‘s general response to key issues raised through the consultation process, but also provides 

a planning comment on aspects of individual submissions that were not covered under general submissions in the 

main submissions report. Further to the comments of Hon Lynn MacLaren, she would note that submissions 

noted in the report are taken into account and that the commentary sits underneath the section by the Department 

of Planning prior to the word ―noted‖. There is a commentary on every one of the submissions that have been 

made. 

Hon Ken Travers: But some of that commentary acknowledges the problem, but it does not provide a solution. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is the member‘s take on it and that is fine because he is in opposition; I 

understand that. The report on submissions is provided to all submitters and is made readily available to the 

general public. I have answered many questions in Parliament on this issue — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Minister for Mental Health has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will continue to direct my response through you, Mr Deputy President. 

I have answered many questions in this place on behalf of the Minister for Planning, and all parliamentary 

questions posed by members about the budget and time frames have been answered transparently. Amendment 

1203/41 to the metropolitan region scheme was tabled in Parliament on 18 October 2011. This designates the 

Esplanade and the surrounding area as public purpose special use, reclassifying the land to enable the 

development to proceed. There is a legislative requirement to conduct a public consultation process, and the 

results of the process are freely available on the Department of Planning‘s website. It provides an opportunity for 

all interested parties to comment on the fundamental proposition to change the use of the land on which this 

important new part of the city will be built.  

Importantly, the amendment process also provides an opportunity for individuals or organisations to comment on 

aspects of the proposal that they either support or have concerns about. As I said, the amendment was advertised 

for 90 days, from 22 February to 27 May 2011, and the WAPC received—wait for it—56 submissions, all of 

which have been published and can be found on the Department of Planning‘s website. Moreover, two hearings 

were conducted, on 28 July and 2 August. Out of those 56 submissions, 26 submissions supported the 

amendment, with some conditions; 10 submissions were entirety neutral; and 20 submissions objected to the 

amendment. Given the scale of this project and the number of people who could have submitted if they had any 

violent objections to the project, this is seen as a very positive result.  
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The Department of Planning is working closely with key government agencies to address any issues to ensure 

that the project achieves the long-held aspiration of reconnecting the city to the river. One of the other elements 

of my new understanding of the Perth Waterfront project when I went onto the working group was an 

understanding of how long the city has stretched from an east–west perspective, and how this project will enable 

the city to start to develop along a north–south axis. This element will join up with the sinking of the railway and 

the connection of Northbridge to the city. It is all part of a total scheme, which, to my mind, is exactly what we 

need to be doing in Perth. I do not know how anybody could assume that something like the Darling Harbour 

development in Sydney is not a wonderful advantage to that city. If we can achieve half as much as that in Perth, 

I think we will be doing a fantastic job.  

The main issues in the submissions were the removal of roads and the impact on local roads; the high density 

and form of the buildings; the loss of the Esplanade; the heritage issues on the Esplanade; and the Swan River 

water quality. As I have said, the whole point of this process is to consult key stakeholders, both private and 

government, in order to identify any potential areas of concern and attention.  

I understand that the member opposite who moved this motion is the shadow spokesperson for transport, and he 

would have wanted to make this issue a transport issue if he could have. However, I would say that he is barking 

up the wrong tree. The transport portfolio agencies and the City of Perth are working jointly on a central 

business district transport plan, in close consultation with the Department of Planning. That plan is focused on 

detailed traffic modelling. I would like to just say that the modelling has been undertaken at regional and local 

levels to understand the implications of a growing city on the current network. The waterfront modelling was 

undertaken at three levels—the regional, local and city level. The report on the outcomes, for those people who 

are interested, is on the website. So if the member wants to know more about that modelling — 

Hon Ken Travers: So you are going to tell us to go to the website, just like the President told you not to today? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Do not get upset! The member has had plenty of time to look at this. I have had just 

today to know that this is on the website, and the member can go and get it if he wants it. 

Hon Ken Travers: Where is it on the website, because I have seen some of the modelling on the website, and it 

is not the detailed modelling; it is a summary?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member can go and check that out or he can ask some more questions about that 

if he wants to. 

Hon Ken Travers: At least give me the proper web address! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will give it to the member after we close today, if he likes. 

The Perth Waterfront will be one of the most publicly accessible parts of the metropolitan area, connected to bus, 

train, CAT, ferry, cycle and pedestrian networks. Is this not what the opposition is always asking for? This is an 

amazing situation and the best of public transport will be provided in this area.  

Hon Kate Doust: We have not yet got the best of public transport.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The opposition can get it if it goes along with this.  

For those people who are overly concerned about a tunnel, the advice I have is that the traffic predictions at this 

stage do not warrant a tunnel. However, should that prove to be otherwise in the future, it will not be difficult to 

build a tunnel in the area we talked about. The advice I have is that the traffic requirements do not necessitate it 

at this stage.  

The Public Transport Authority has been involved in the planning of Perth Waterfront project for several years 

and will continue to be closely involved as the project is implemented. The PTA stated that it was supportive of 

the amendment. It noted that further investigation into the development of the Perth Waterfront area should be 

undertaken with the PTA; that is already occurring.  

One of the issues discussed in the submissions was high density and form. That has not been raised today, so I 

will not spend too much time on it. The project is not at the stage of considering issues relating to form and 

design. These comments will be considered by the Western Australian Planning Commission at the appropriate 

stage in the process.  

Another issue that has been raised concerns open space. The Esplanade reserve forms part of some of the most 

wonderful open spaces along the city‘s foreshore; however, it is not unique. There remains an even larger 

expanse of open space at Langley Park. The waterfront project will create new sorts of public spaces and 

domains; that is something that I am looking forward to. The Supreme Court Gardens are to be upgraded as part 

of the Perth Waterfront project to become one of the city‘s premiere outdoor event spaces. Langley Park, which 
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is currently the main area for active recreation in the city, will remain. It will be there in its entirety. What is the 

issue with that?  

I turn to the heritage issues. Sometimes when I hear Hon Robin Chapple talk, I think that, unfortunately, he 

would like us to go back to the caveman stage and live in caves! The WAPC will work closely with all heritage 

stakeholders and work will proceed with the necessary approvals in place. Applications have been made to the 

Heritage Council and the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee.  

Comments were made about water quality. The WAPC document ―Perth Waterfront Environmental Assessment 

Report — Report on Submissions‖, which is publicly available, has identified water quality risks, which are 

rated low to medium when managed. Water quality is a key issue and an extensive series of data collection and 

analysis continues to be undertaken to inform the management response and to militate against any issues that 

may arise during or after construction. The full outcome of this analysis and associated management strategies 

will be included in the inlet construction development application to the Environmental Protection Authority.  

I turn to the issue of cycling. I know that the honourable member who moved the motion is a keen cyclist 

because I sponsored him once in a big cycling fundraiser. By the way, is Hon Ken Travers doing that again 

soon?  

Hon Ken Travers: No, but I brought a number of riders in for lunch the other day to help their fundraising.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member were to do it again, I would sponsor the member again.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think he was raising funds for Youth Focus.  

Hon Ken Travers: Yes. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a good cause—why would I not sponsor him?  

Hon Sue Ellery: That is not what you just said—you said you would not! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I did not. I said I would sponsor him again. 

Hon Ken Travers: I knew what you meant! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would sponsor him again for Youth Focus. 

It is also worth adding that planning for the waterfront has focused on the importance of pedestrian and cycling 

movement. When I heard from the other side about the interruption to cycling and everything, I kept thinking, 

―Gosh, something has happened to this development since I last looked at it‖, which was not that long ago. I 

wondered what happened to the bridge from the island where the cyclists can move across the bridge and 

continue — 

Hon Ken Travers: Is that the swinging bridge?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it is not a swinging bridge. Cyclists can move from Mounts Bay Road, if coming 

from the western suburbs, across the bridge, across the island, and continue along Riverside Drive, or do it the 

other way if coming from the eastern suburbs. Cyclists might have to go a tiny bit slower. Cyclists may not be 

able to cycle at high speed across the bridge because they will probably run into somebody who is walking—

such as pedestrians who are enjoying it—but there is still a continuous opportunity for cycling across the bridge.  

Hon Ken Travers: Is that on that squiggly path? Is that the one you are talking about? It is a slalom course!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Some people might enjoy that. It does not have to be speed all the way. Cyclists can 

actually enjoy the vista and enjoy the waterfront as they cycle across.  

Hon Ken Travers: Cyclists have to get off and walk over the bridge down in East Perth, which I do not have a 

problem with —  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Good; that is terrific.  

Hon Ken Travers: We do not have that problem at the moment, so you cannot say commuter cyclists will be 

able to use that path—they will have to go on the road.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member does not have a problem with it, he should not raise it as an issue!  

With respect to project budget allocations, it is not possible to provide the detailed budget breakdown as this has 

significant potential to prejudice contract tendering processes that are underway, and the marketing and sale of 

sites. The budget allocation of $438.5 million covers all costs associated with the construction of infrastructure 

and the public domain, with the exception of the Indigenous cultural centre and the cable car.  



Extract from Hansard 

[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 March 2012] 

 p589d-615a 

Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Robin Chapple; Deputy President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon 

Kate Doust; Hon Ken Travers 

 [16] 

Hon Kate Doust: On that plan, that does not exist anymore. On your plan, the Indigenous cultural centre will 

not be built.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is considered a part.  

Hon Kate Doust: It is still not there. It is not budgeted for and it is not part of the plan. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is not drawn in, but do not worry; I have said that it is not covered under that 

budget.  

The estimated revenue of $170 million will be generated from all land sold to the private sector. The Perth 

Waterfront development project has an estimated total cost, taking all of those things into account, of around 

$2.6 billion, with an estimated net cost to the government in the order of only $270 million. This is an amazingly 

good outcome for government.  

Hon Ken Travers: What about the $60 million announced on the weekend to widen the Graham Farmer 

Freeway?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Members opposite will probably also want to try to include the cost of the extra 

length of the freeway up to Brighton, and the extra this and the extra that. It would be very easy for anybody to 

suggest that any bit of road development or transport development in the metropolitan area at the moment could 

somehow or other be included in the cost. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! If the minister continues her remarks through 

the Chair, that would be good. It is not a question and answer session; it is a debate. The Minister for Mental 

Health has the call.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I also recall that the mover has a 15-minute reply, which he can use. I will be trying 

very hard not to use the same bad manners, in terms of interruption, that he is doing to me.  

Hon Ken Travers: Because you never interjected in opposition! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! We had a good start, but let us go back to the topic and address 

remarks through the Chair. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The comments I have made so far are the ones I most want to make. I would like to 

add some extra comments that were raised during the session. I think Hon Lynn MacLaren raised the issue of the 

Mounts Bay main drain. That is part of what will be covered in those costs, and it will be moved west. The issues 

she raised about that have already been addressed in this process. I have talked about the cyclepath. Another 

concern Hon Robin Chapple raised was storms and sea levels. This has been addressed and the project is 

designed to comply with the state policy on sea level rise. I have answered a dozen or more questions on that 

topic in the past six months. People either do not read the answers or they do not believe them. The star rating 

and passive energy design will be covered by the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority policy on green 

building. If members want to know more about that, it is also on the website. A question was raised about 

whether the jetty and pens in the marina would be publicly or privately owned. They will all be publicly owned. 

That is the last point I would like to make, other than to say again that this is a fantastic opportunity. If the extent 

of the objections to this development are just the 20 people in Perth who objected so significantly to it that they 

were motivated to put in a submission, I am absolutely certain that the government is on to a winner. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.11 pm]: I am very 

pleased to get back in time to say a few words on this disallowance motion and support my colleague Hon Ken 

Travers who moved it. I will focus in particular on the South Perth part of my electorate. The people who live in 

that area, particularly those in the south-east corridor of the city, have started to focus on the impact this 

development will have and what it will do to their access into and out of the city. I listened to only a part of what 

the Minister for Mental Health had to say. Unfortunately, I was away from the chamber and missed the 

beginning of her speech, so I will have to read it in Hansard. Although there may have been only a few 

submissions when this development was going through the process, as we know, today two petitions were tabled 

on behalf of, I think, 8 677 people and another 662 people. They have signed off on those petitions to say that 

although they support some sort of development, they are not too keen on this development because of all the 

problems they highlighted in the key points of the submission. 

As I move around my electorate and talk to my colleagues about the types of issues that are being canvassed 

with them, one of the most striking concerns is the shutting down and cutting off of Riverside Drive. I note that 

the submission by the City of South Perth expressed its concerns. Although the city supports the development on 

the waterfront in principle, it expressed its concerns about the impact it will have on South Perth and on its 
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roads. Earlier today Hon Ken Travers said that he had driven through South Perth, I assume during peak hour, 

and experienced what it is currently like. I drive through there myself and I know that other members in the 

chamber who also live there know how chaotic it is and how it is like a car park during peak times when trying 

to get onto the freeway from Mill Point Road or from Labouchere Road or to get off the freeway in the evenings. 

That will be exacerbated by the extra 15 000, 20 000 or 30 000 cars that will try to find alternative routes into the 

city because they will not be able to go along Riverside Drive and disperse into the CBD or go along Riverside 

Drive to get to the other side of the city to go to university or work, or a business engagement or social activity 

on the other side of the city.  

This issue will not impact greatly upon people who live on the western side of the city because they will have a 

direct connection into the city, but it will impact on the people who live in the south-east corridor in Belmont, 

Victoria Park, South Perth and anywhere in the electorate of Cannington all the way to Armadale. Those who 

normally drive up Orrong Road, Shepperton Road or Albany Highway to get into the city will be forced onto 

Orrong Road once Riverside Drive is shut down, and we all know that even though the government is talking 

about spending money to widen that road — 

Hon Ken Travers: Float it.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Float it, sorry—that is already a pretty crazy place to go to during peak hour, and the 

traffic is very slow. God help us if a car breaks down or there is a prang. A couple of weeks ago I was caught out 

when I was taking my son to school. A car had broken down and everything stopped, so I do not know how 

people will cope when even more cars are on the road in that area. That problem will build up, because at some 

point soon the government is going to start its Burswood stadium development, so we will have all these trucks 

going into and out of Orrong Road, which will slow the traffic down even further. It is going to start to build a 

new train station in that area, which will slow the traffic down further, and in due course, right across the road, 

the Belmont Park development will commence, which will slow the traffic down even further. So people should 

forget about coming into the city via Orrong Road, unless they want to walk it or bike it. If people want to go 

through Riverside Drive, and that is cut off, where else will they go? They will rat-run it through South Perth. As 

we have already said, that is a very busy area now. A couple of Thursday mornings ago it took me half an hour 

to get from Onslow Street, I think it is, behind the Zoo, down to the freeway entrance because the traffic just was 

not moving. I hate to think how bad that is going to get. 

The South Perth council, in its submission, also expressed those concerns, and it has now come out even more 

strongly, in conjunction with the Victoria Park council, acknowledging that it will have significant problems. It 

is going to be a burden on its roads, it is going to cause traffic chaos, and ratepayers will hate it when they are 

unable to get their cars out of their driveways because the traffic is so great. The South Perth and Victoria Park 

councils have also collaborated with another five inner-city councils, and those councils have also expressed 

their concerns. I know that that matter has already been canvassed. However, this is a significant issue, and I 

know that the member for South Perth has expressed his concern. He has talked about a tunnel. When I raised 

this with him a couple of weeks ago, he said, ―Good luck. They‘re not listening to me‖—he is the Liberal 

member—―so you go for it!‖ So we did, and we have had an outstanding response from people who live in the 

seat of South Perth about the impacts upon their lives and the total lack of consultation—consultation has not 

occurred—with their council about what is going to happen to them. The City of South Perth refers to that lack 

of consultation in its submission. It is very clearly written in that submission that the city has not been consulted 

and it wants to be consulted, and it wants to know what the government will do to take the pressure off its roads. 

It is all very well to talk about discussions with the City of Perth and how the pressure on the CBD roads will be 

dealt with, but all the other suburbs that feed into the CBD will also need to be consulted, because it is going to 

have a disastrous impact upon them. 

Coming back to the member for South Perth, John McGrath, he took up this matter directly with the minister on 

behalf of one of his constituents, and that constituent has very kindly provided me with both the letter from John 

McGrath and the letter from the Minister for Planning, John Day. John McGrath, in his letter, states — 

… the Minister concludes with his belief that the benefits of the project in improving the vitality of our 

city far outweigh the ―minor‖ changes in travel habit that some may experience. 

That is Mr McGrath paraphrasing, I think, what the minister had said. First of all, in his letter to John McGrath, 

the minister says — 

With regard to your suggestion of a combined traffic and pedestrian bridge across the new inlet, I note 

that this option was considered in the earlier stages of masterplanning but was deemed unnecessary. A 

traffic bridge in this location would have considerable urban design impacts associated with the extent 

of ramp structures, creation of an undesirable pedestrian environment underneath and adjacent to the 

bridge, disconnection of the precinct and loss of developable area. 
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I know that the minister just said that at some point consideration may be given to building some sort of bridge 

along Riverside Drive or some sort of tunnel, but that is not what I pick up in the minister‘s response to the 

member for South Perth. 

Hon Ken Travers: It‘s not what is in the report on the submissions, so the government speaks with two tongues 

on this matter. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Two tongues. The minister then goes on to say — 

Further, the bridge would serve to continue, and potentially increase, the use of Riverside Drive as a 

regional thoroughfare, — 

A regional thoroughfare? It is not as though we are in the bush — 

thereby reinforcing the current segregation of the city and the river.  

I understand that there are some members of the community that are concerned about the potential 

traffic impacts of the project.  

The minister has that right; a lot of people are very concerned about the traffic impacts. He goes on to say — 

However, I do believe that the benefits of the project in improving the vitality of our city far outweigh 

the minor changes in travel habit that some may experience.  

I think that is pretty pathetic. I hope that in due course this momentum of people‘s anger, now that they really 

understand what is going to happen when Riverside Drive is cut off, will have some effect.  

The drawing of the waterfront development that has been put out is not actually what it will look like. People 

think that it looks nice and that it might bring a bit of vitality back. We all acknowledge that things need to 

change but people have not thought about how complex this is or the different issues that are involved in this 

project. I note that the members who have spoken before me tonight have all canvassed those various complex 

issues, be they related to heritage, environment, water, shading, light, cost, the access to and exit from the area or 

the use of public space. All of those issues are significant. The issue of access in and exit out of the city is an 

essential issue for people from the south-east corridor. The government should at least entertain another idea or 

come up with a better plan for how it will manage that issue and not just be flippant and say that people will 

adjust or find a different route. We are a growing city and a growing state. People like to drive in Perth. There 

are more cars on the road every day. If we try to condense them into a narrower line, it will get harder and harder 

for people to move around this city. The other thing we have found is that as we come into the CBD now, the 

traffic limit is 40 kilometres an hour. If Riverside Drive is shut off, people will either be forced onto Orrong 

Road and through the tunnel, which will be bumper to bumper or just a car park, or people might chance their 

luck and come up St Georges Terrace. Good luck with that because on a good day the traffic travels at a snail‘s 

pace. 

Hon Ken Travers: Single lane. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Absolutely, while the bus lane is in operation. I hate to think what St Georges Terrace will 

be like when everyone is pushed into a single lane and they are trying to get to work on time, trying to get their 

kids to school on time or trying to get to the other side of the city for appointments. We can just forget it. The 

government has to come up with a better way of managing that traffic. I have not heard anything tonight that 

gives me, or the people who reside in the south-east corridor of my electorate, confidence that they would be 

able to access and exit with comfort, as they traditionally have. I do not think this government is taking those 

matters seriously.  

Over the past few weeks we have seen quite a bit of media on this issue. I want to congratulate the City 

Gatekeepers. They have done a fantastic job in raising this issue over a short period. The City Gatekeepers is a 

group of highly skilled people with a lot of experience in a diverse range of areas across planning and design, 

environment, heritage and so on. They have sat down and had a good look at this and said that they like the idea 

of doing something here, but that it will not work. They asked if the planners could please come up with another 

way of doing it that is more manageable and that works better in the area. When we look at the image of the 

Perth Waterfront project that has been put out for public consumption, it is not what it will look like. If we go 

down to the foreshore and the Esplanade and pace out where the inlet will be cut, it is very small. We will have 

these booming great buildings towering over this very small inlet. I do not think that will be terribly attractive at 

all. 

Hon Robin Chapple: Is it going to be blue water as per the picture or will it be the normal colour of the Swan? 
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Hon KATE DOUST: I understand there is an issue with one of the City Gatekeepers relating to the flow of 

water and whether it will move in or out. I imagine it will be a bit pongy at some point because the water may 

not move in or out as required.  

I think the government needs to be honest in its depiction of what the waterfront project will look like. Putting 

out images such as this is a furphy. It is not true; that is not how it is going to be. It is a big con job that will cost 

the taxpayers of this state a huge amount of money—$440 million, plus the extra $60 million to fix the tunnel.  

Fortunately, there are ways to deal with this. One of the big issues is that the government needs to go back and 

talk to people. It is all very well to say it has put this plan out and it has received submissions. A small number of 

submissions have come from people who have expertise or a very close interest in these matters, but I will lay 

good money that the people who live in Armadale, Cannington, Victoria Park, South Perth and Belmont have not 

had the opportunity to consult with government on how this will impact them. They have not had the opportunity 

to have a say. They should have a say.  

In the last week I was fortunate to spend a few days in Hong Kong on private travel. I visited their new 

parliament house, which I must say is quite spectacular, given it is a legislative council chamber only, so it is 

always very pleasing to visit that. I noticed a lot of development along the foreshore in Hong Kong. Hong Kong 

has a superb underground train system, and I heard Hon Helen Morton say that Perth has an excellent public 

transport system, but I say that she should visit Hong Kong, Singapore or any of those places where they really 

utilise trains and she will understand what an excellent train system is. I asked the person who gave me a tour of 

the Hong Kong parliament what they were going to do with the land when they finished the foreshore 

development. I asked whether they were going to build on it. She said, ―No, that is public open space. We are 

going to lawn it and put gardens in it so that people can have access to the foreshore and enjoy the foreshore.‖ 

All of the buildings were pushed back so that people will be able to enjoy access to the water.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How many Hong Kongs fit into WA?  

Hon KATE DOUST: There are eight million people living in Hong Kong, minister. In Hong Kong, people were 

not happy with the plan they had for their foreshore development. The plan had been put together by a group of 

developers and not by a community. What happened? People kicked up about it. The Hong Kong government 

did not say, ―It‘s too late. We‘re about to roll out the tenders. It‘s too late to do anything about it; you‘re just 

going to have to cop it.‖ The government said, ―Let‘s have a look at this. Maybe we can come up with a better 

plan.‖ So they had, I think, about 70 different sets of community consultations to get a better plan. They have 

now got a better plan and they are implementing it, and people are really excited about that plan.  

Hon Robin Chapple: It is their plan, not the government‘s!  

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Robin Chapple is right: it is their plan with their input. I was very impressed, when I 

visited Hong Kong, with the level of community engagement, not just with their parliament but with their 

decision making. I will talk another time about a fantastic political rally protesting against the alleged corruption 

of the chief executive officer that I saw on Sunday. I am really, really impressed that their government was 

prepared to listen to their community, and say that the community was right and that the government had not 

consulted; that maybe it was not the best plan and maybe it needed to do it better. Members should keep in mind 

that when we make these decisions, the development will take 10 to 20 years. We will be living with a dirt bowl 

on the Esplanade for an extended period. People will be denied access into the city via Riverside Drive, 

permanently. People will have to find alternative routes in and out of the city, permanently. It is not too late to 

come up with a better plan—another way of doing this, a plan that the community is happy with, a plan that 

provides a fully sustainable design in that area.  

The Esplanade has always been a very important rallying place for our community in Western Australia. It has 

been a fantastic gathering point for our community. It was the starting point for the Iraq march. I have attended a 

range of union rallies that started on the Esplanade over the years. I understand that the Esplanade is one of the 

few places in Western Australia where people can gather without a formal permit—the minister can correct me if 

I am wrong. What will happen if we lose the Esplanade and go with the design that is currently on the table? 

Where will people go? There is talk about Supreme Court Gardens and other places, but they are quite small 

places. Where will people go the next time the Queen of England comes along and we are entertaining 130 000 

people at a barbeque? We will not be able to fit them into Supreme Court Gardens, will we? What will happen 

then? People will not move along to Langley Park. The question to government is: what is it doing with Langley 

Park? Once the government deals with this plan, will it then move onto Langley Park? I think the government 

will make it very difficult for people to actually gather. The point Hon Lynn MacLaren referred to earlier, as did 

Hon Ken Travers, is about people using the Esplanade now for sporting and physical fitness activities. We need 

only drive past there every night to see people down there on the foreshore near the jetties and on the Esplanade 

taking part in these activities, and they are there during lunchtime participating in all sorts of corporate fitness 
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events. These are important events. It is an important gathering place for people in the city; it is where people go. 

Once that access is denied and once fences go up and digging and dredging start, people will have nowhere else 

to go. I therefore think this is a real issue. 

The government has not really thought about the long-term implications of this type of design. I am not saying 

all of it is bad; I am just saying that perhaps it could be designed differently. I agree with my colleagues in that I 

am horrified that the Florence Hummerston Building will be taken apart brick by brick and, as I understand it, 

put in storage. What will happen with that facility? Will it be rebuilt somewhere else? What a waste of money 

pulling apart a beautiful facility like that and putting it up somewhere else! 

There are a range of issues in this very complex issue. I know that we have a Premier who likes the grand vision 

and likes to put it out there. He is progressive and he has these big ideas and big plans for our state, but I do not 

know whether he always thinks through the detail. We have seen a number of examples over the past few years 

when he did not think through the detail. We are already seeing that with the new stadium on which he has not 

thought through all the detail on cost and other issues. 

I come back to the other problem of how the government will deal with traffic issues. A lot of people will find it 

very difficult to get into the city when Riverside Drive is closed off. What will happen with all the trucks that 

will be required to dig up the dirt and get it out of the city so that this waterfront project can be built? Where will 

those trucks go? One end of town will be closed off and the other end of town—either heading west up this way 

or down south on the freeway—will be congested with large trucks moving earth so that they can clear the 

Esplanade. That also raises another point. Whilst we focus on the south-eastern corridor for traffic management 

and flow, what will happen further south along the freeway? People will take other ways to get to Perth Airport. 

There will be issues for people from the north trying to get to the airport, but people coming from the south will 

not want to come through the city and then onto Orrong Road. People will think about cutting off at Leach 

Highway and heading out to the airport. There will then be an increase in private traffic competing with heavy-

load trucks heading out to and back from Kewdale Road and the airport. 

Hon Helen Morton: Leach Highway is the way people go to the airport from down there. 

Hon KATE DOUST: My understanding, from people who work in the industry, is that they might take other 

ways to get there. 

Hon Helen Morton: There‘s actually signs up saying ―Roe Highway to the airport‖. 

Hon KATE DOUST: All I am saying is that this is an issue and people will find other ways. If they think one 

way is quieter and quicker, they will go through that way. 

Now that there has been more discussion in the media, people have started to canvass the issue. There have been 

a number of letters to the editor of The West Australian, particularly about traffic issues, members have received 

letters from people expressing their concerns, and people have been talking about options. It is a real shame that 

this government is never prepared to bend, never prepared to look at options and never prepared to say, ―Can we 

do it better? Is there another way we can manage this so that it works better?‖ Here we are with this government 

that is prepared to sign off on a very expensive, long-term project. By the time this project is finished, Hon 

Donna Faragher will probably be sitting where Hon Norman Moore is, and probably at the same age! That is 

how long it will take before this project is fully completed.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected.  

Hon KATE DOUST: It was very nice; it is okay. That is fine, go back to sleep; you will be fine.  

Hon Ken Travers: She said you should stay here until they finish the waterfront project.  

Hon KATE DOUST: That got him! Thank you. 

Hon Norman Moore: I just can‘t work out what you‘re going on about because with the questions you are 

asking, you can give the answer in respect of Carpenter‘s proposal. Same with the track; same with the transport. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am going to say this quite honestly, and some of my colleagues may not like this, but 

just because there was a plan in the past does not mean it was perfect then or that all of us agreed to it. I am 

saying to members opposite that this plan is flawed, and if they want to be good government and want to spend 

taxpayers‘ dollars wisely, they should rethink the current proposal. 

Several members interjected.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr Deputy President (Hon Col Holt), I have a really bad cold and I am trying to speak 

and all these people keep interrupting.  
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Yes, members. I think if you direct your debate through me and not invite 

interjection, we will carry on.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you for that very sound and good advice, Mr Deputy President.  

I refer to some letters to the editor, particularly in the western suburbs newspapers. There has been a lot of 

support for the City Gatekeepers group and concerns coming from the western suburbs. It is always good to see 

people arcing up on these issues. We live in a democracy and people should have a say. A letter from Mr Barry 

Fehlberg from Shenton Park talks about how we should solve the traffic problem before starting the foreshore 

work. He writes a very balanced letter, and on 10 December last year, he says in part — 

Blind Freddy can see that cutting Riverside Drive will cause a massive disruption to east-west city by-

pass traffic.  

That is just one example. Another letter from the Levisons goes into detail about all the problems. They talk 

about cutting Riverside Drive, selling the Esplanade to private interests, and the high-rise towers. Although the 

minister said that nobody had really canvassed these high-rise buildings, it is a significant issue. It is one thing to 

have office space, but why do we need office space down to the river? Why could we not have given thought to 

perhaps providing affordable housing for people so that they can live by the river? Why did the government not 

look to make it a mix of public and private housing?  

Hon Ken Travers: Low rise and high rise.  

Hon KATE DOUST: That is exactly right. Why not have a mix; why does it have to be high rise?  

Hon Norman Moore: That‘s exactly what you were going to do.  

Hon KATE DOUST: As I said, that does not mean it was always right. The City Gatekeepers talk about 

problems with the inlet and ask the government to rethink. They say — 

We urge you, do not be a rubber stamp to the Premier.  

I think this is an issue that will continue until the election. When people get in their cars and realise they cannot 

drive along Riverside Drive to get into the city, they will think about this and they will ask: how will we vote? 

They will think about the Liberal–National government that has cut Riverside Drive and forced them to take an 

alternative route that does not suit them. Members opposite need to think about that. It is a fantastic issue for us 

to campaign on in the seat of South Perth, and I am certainly looking forward to that happening. I do not think 

John McGrath will be. It is his Liberal voting constituents who are kicking up the most fuss. They are the ones 

who are annoyed. They realise what the impact will be and they will be banging on his door asking, ―Why aren‘t 

you fixing this; why aren‘t you taking this up to government and getting some better outcome with some sort of 

better plan for us?‖  

Hon Ken Travers: Where are the Liberal South Metropolitan Region members tonight?  

Hon KATE DOUST: They are not in the chamber, I can tell Hon Ken Travers. 

Hon Ken Travers: I wonder where they are. Out on urgent parliamentary business, I‘m sure!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Where are the east metro members on your side? Oh; they don‘t live in east metro!  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am happy to talk to those east metro members because this is a significant issue for them 

also. We need to have these discussions. What will attract people to this foreshore plan?  

We already know that one of big attracters mooted when the plan was first put out—namely, the Indigenous 

people‘s museum—is not going to happen. It is not on the plan, it is not costed, it is not in the budget—it has 

been deleted. I know Hon Helen Morton said it will happen, but when? It is not there.  

Hon Helen Morton: What‘s that you‘re talking about now? 

Hon Robin Chapple: That‘s what they‘re going to use the stolen wages money for.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I had not picked up on that.  

So, if something like that is not going to be there, what will be the attracter? We note that in the last couple of 

weeks the government has sought to amend or change the plan—to modify it—so that it might be a bit more 

appealing to families to come into the city; it is now talking about having some sort of bathing pools and kiddies 

playground equipment. I do not know whether that will be enough to bring a family into the city. Certainly, if 

people cannot get into the city, that is a problem, and if the city is to be surrounded by high buildings, why 

would people come in? I do not believe that is enough to draw people into the city. I do not believe that is going 
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to be enough to bring people in as a tourism attracter; there needs to be more. It is a real shame that the 

government has not included that museum as part of the development program—a real shame. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Family friendly spaces. Wonderful things in the city.  

Hon KATE DOUST: There should be! There should be! With an alternative plan, that could be done. It could 

be done so that it can accommodate people who want to play sport or recreate after work, and it could be done so 

that families can come in. It could be done so that people can drive in and out of the city from one side to the 

other—or ride or walk. All those things could be done. But they cannot necessarily be done with this plan 

because on this plan, if people are coming in from that south eastern corridor they are going to be deviated 

around the city at 40 kilometres an hour; they are never going to get from point A to point B. People are going to 

avoid the city and block up all the streets. The streets are already blocked up in those areas, so I hate to think 

what an extra 15 000 to 30 000 cars a day will be like on Mill Point Road or Labouchere Road, or any of those 

feeder roads that come off Canning Highway or down through Albany Highway and Victoria Park. People will 

take shortcuts. Members know that, now, whenever people want to get somewhere fast or if they are running late 

or if they see a traffic jam, they will think about how they are going to get there: ―How do I get myself out of this 

position and how do I get to where I want to be?‖ They will find alternative ways to do it and they will rat run it 

through South Perth. The City of South Perth will be asking the government: ―Why aren‘t you talking to us? 

Why haven‘t you consulted with us? Why haven‘t you done something to alleviate the pain our ratepayers are 

suffering and what our roads are dealing with?‖ People will be jammed up and they will not be able to get onto 

the freeway to come into the city, and they will be jammed up coming off the freeway in the afternoon. This is a 

significant issue for people out in the suburbs who will be trying to get into the city. The government has not 

thought about that, probably because it does not really care about the people who live in those sorts of suburbs.  

The whole point is that the government needs to rethink the plan. It needs to come up with a better plan. It needs 

to have a plan that will allow people to access the city and that will not result in the city being clogged up with 

traffic. It needs to take into account all the other projects it is going to have on the boil at the same time that will 

slow the traffic down even further. The government has not taken those considerations into account. We have a 

Premier going out with his various ideas—his thought bubbles—saying, ―This is great! We‘re going to do a 

stadium, we‘re going to do the foreshore, we‘re going to do this, that or the other‖, but he does not think about 

the implications or the detail. Unfortunately, in due course the people of Western Australia will have to bear the 

difficulties resulting from his lack of attention to detail. I think that if he wants to be a truly great Premier, he 

needs to go back and rethink the plan.  

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Listen, if Hon Donna Faragher wants to get up and have a say, instead of sitting there 

mumbling like she usually does, she should get to her feet when I finish!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: She didn‘t mumble; she said you spent a lot of money when you did Perth Arena. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! Every speaker in this debate so far has invited 

interjection, and if you do that, you are going to get interrupted. I suggest you continue to address your remarks 

to me.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you.  

I think I have covered quite a bit of my topics. 

Hon Norman Moore: Yes! 

Hon KATE DOUST: But I might just go back and refresh.  

I know that some members of this place have had overseas meetings with people and asked: where else in the 

world do people have direct access between the city and the water? There is a range of places. I just talked about 

Hong Kong as one example; there is also Singapore. I am sure that if Hon Norman Moore talked about all the 

places he has travelled to during his time, he would provide us with a list of places where people can access the 

waterways directly from the city without being blocked off by buildings or having roads cut off.  

Hon Norman Moore: I‘m going to slash my wrists after listening to your speech. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Listen, we know you are leaving. You do not have to leave that soon. 

Hon Norman Moore: It‘s just absolutely horrendous what you‘re telling me. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is not. I would like to see things happen in this city — 

Hon Norman Moore: I might go and live in some other city—Dubai perhaps, yes. I‘m going to live in Dubai for 

a while and see what it would actually have been like had you been the government. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: I would have liked to have seen the minister live in London. It is a real shame he is not 

living in London. He could have accessed the water directly without the buildings in front of it.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! And I mean all members. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. It is a real shame the minister is not off to London; he 

could have enjoyed that.  

This is about making sure that we have a good plan for the future. This is not about having a short-term plan, 

something that we can come back and revisit in a couple of years and say, ―Oh, that‘s not quite working; let‘s 

change it,‖ because when the government ploughs ahead with this, it is going to expend taxpayers‘ money and it 

is going to be too late; we are locked into this forever. We are going to have this big dirt bowl for many, many 

years. We are going to have all sorts of other implications. Nobody has talked about the asbestos underneath the 

Esplanade. 

Hon Ken Travers: Robin Chapple did, actually.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you for that; I am glad he mentioned that—and whatever other toxic materials that 

need to be removed that may have been dumped there as landfill. It is one thing to have a really attractive design, 

and it is one thing to have a design that is real; this design that we have had put in front of us, this concept, is not 

real—it is not a true depiction for the community.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It is pretty good. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is if you are in fantasy land, minister.  

Hon Helen Morton: Do you wish it was? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I would like to see exactly what the government is proposing, not some wide inlet and 

massive buildings. I would actually like to see what it is going to put there. I would like to know exactly what is 

going to be there, because I think people would go, ―That‘s not what we thought was going to be there. That‘s a 

bit disappointing. That‘s quite small.‖ Go and pace out — 

Hon Ken Travers: It‘s marked on the ground. It is one of their media stunts—they have got it painted. I do not 

know how much that cost them, but they got it all painted. 

Hon KATE DOUST: They have it painted in yellow. People can walk along it and see it is going to be quite 

small. So the images that we have been given, I think, are false images. I think people are being conned. That is 

why I say this plan is flawed. People in the community have not had the opportunity to genuinely explore what is 

going to happen and have their say; it has been quite narrow. We all know that whenever these types of 

proposals are put up it is rare to get massive numbers of submissions. It is usually just a small group. It is only 

after things happen that people go, ―Gee, I didn‘t realise it was going to be like that. Perhaps the government 

should have thought it through better.‖ All we are saying to the government today is, ―Think this one through 

better. Think about the long-term implications. Think about what is going to happen when you start this project 

and when you shut off Riverside Drive,‖ because I know that all those people who have to travel in from those 

areas—through from Armadale, Belmont and Victoria Park—are the ones who are going to be paying the 

penalty because they are going to have to find an alternative way into or through the city to get to work or to 

other appointments.  

Hon Helen Morton: I just noticed Hon Ken Travers was really looking very tired and yawning. I was just 

wondering if he was as bored as some others might be.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Minister, this is a great start to the day. I am sure the minister will be around here for a 

long time, but I really wish she would grow some generosity of spirit, because she can be as mean as mean when 

she wants to be. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Members will direct their comments to the Chair. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: When I am speaking, I would appreciate it if others could be silent. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have only a few more minutes, so I just want to go through and talk about the issues that 

have been highlighted today. A lot of work has gone into the petitions by the City Gatekeepers that have been 

tabled today. They have highlighted three or four key issues that they would like Parliament to look at.  

They have expended a lot of time and money of their own to try to educate the community about the implications 

of this design. I note that although Minister Day said that there were only about 500 people at the rally a couple 
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of weekends ago, Hon Ken Travers, Hon Lynn MacLaren and I were there. I am sure I can count a bit better than 

Hon John Day, and I would say that there would have been 2 000 to 2 500 people. 

Hon Ken Travers: How could he know? 

Hon KATE DOUST: He was not there.  

Hon Liz Behjat: There were 500 at best; I have a photo of it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: There were not 500 people. Unless someone was there, they would not know. 

Hon Liz Behjat: I have a photograph of it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I was there and I say it was more. The Gatekeepers have done a fabulous job to educate 

people. What has come out of that rally is that more and more people are starting to think about this issue. Local 

governments in and around the city are now starting to directly engage. I note a separate petition was tabled 

today, I think, from the Nedlands council expressing its concern about the implications of the project on its area. 

Why can the state government not listen to what local governments are saying? These local governments are 

expressing their concerns on behalf of their ratepayers. 

I now go back to where I started. My initial concern was about this flawed plan and the fact that there has not 

been sufficient or appropriate consultation with the community and certainly not with those councils that will be 

impacted. That is clearly evidenced in the submissions by the City of South Perth, in its more recent press 

releases and commentary, and by the fact that it has been so actively supportive of the work that the Gatekeepers 

have been doing. I am not saying that the alternative proposal put up by the Gatekeepers is the be all and end all 

or is the only other option. All I am saying about looking at alternatives is that the government should look at 

other options rather than just the plan it has. It should look at whether it can be done differently, whether it can 

be done better, whether it can be done so it is more accessible or whether it can be done so it is more affordable. 

Should we be spending this money on this project when we could be doing other things like buying trains, 

building more schools or building more hospitals? Could this money be better spent in other places? Do we need 

to do this right now? These are issues that have been canvassed out in the community. If the government is not 

prepared to actively listen and take on board some of the views now being put out there, in due course it will pay 

the price, and I certainly hope it does.  

I know that in seats such as South Perth this will be a burning issue for the Liberal member, when he cannot 

provide the answers to his community, when they cannot get in and out of their suburb because his government 

refuses to countenance a tunnel under Riverside Drive or refuses to come back with appropriate responses or 

basically says, ―Tough luck, sunshine, some people are just going to have to cop it for the greater good of all.‖ 

That it is the response he gets from his minister and that is the response he feeds back into his community. I am 

pretty sure that come election time, the response from his community will either reduce his margin or remove 

him from the seat. All we say to the government today is that we think it can do the plan better. If the 

government really wants to do this properly for the future of the state, it should listen to the community and 

rethink traffic issues in and out of the city and their implications for the suburbs in and around the city. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.54 pm] — in reply: I was waiting to see if anyone else from 

the other side of the house wanted to have a chat. They all seem to have a view on it, but clearly do not want to 

say anything. I will start with the comments of Max Trenorden and I will make the point that — 

Hon Norman Moore: Order! He has a title. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Max Trenorden. He came into this place and told us that it was time for comedy 

hour. I was waiting for the punchline, but I did not get it. The real issue is that a bad plan is a bad plan. We can 

sit here and try to say that it is Carpenter‘s plan or someone else‘s plan, but if there are faults with it, it does not 

matter who devised it first; it is a bad plan. I think people need to look at some of that earlier documentation 

because one thing that was very clear, going back to the previous Labor government‘s plan, was that Riverside 

Drive was still an issue to be determined. I understand why members on the other side want to try to present it 

politically as Labor being opposed to any sort of waterfront development, but they constantly miss the point that 

the Labor Party supports a waterfront development. We knocked down the old William Street bridge to have 

better activity down there. As part of the railway development, we moved Riverside Drive back and made sure 

that we did so in a way that provided more land between Riverside Drive and the foreshore than was ever there 

before. If members go there and look, they will see that. Therefore, to put forward an argument that Labor is 

opposed to a waterfront development is just arrant nonsense. I said it at the beginning, but I constantly heard glib 

lines being run by members who obviously had been given sheets that will try to say that Labor is opposed to 

any sort of waterfront development. It is simply not true. We support a waterfront development; we want a good 

waterfront development.  
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But if Hon Max Trenorden wants to quote people, maybe one person he should quote is the Premier, who we 

know held the view that we needed to have a bridge or a tunnel. A briefing note obtained under FOI was 

reported on 17 December 2009. In fact, a copy of the article was included in one of the submissions. If members 

on the other side had bothered to read them, they would have seen that against the words about redirecting 

Riverside Drive, with Mr Barnett‘s initials, was the word ―no‖. If members want to talk about other people‘s 

views, Colin Barnett was out there saying, ―No. Don‘t redirect Riverside Drive; we need to build it.‖ We got this 

doublespeak from the other side. Hon Kate Doust read a letter that is virtually verbatim what was concluded in 

the report on submissions and which is completely contrary to what members and the Premier are telling the 

people of Western Australia today. So which one is it? Can we build a tunnel and not have any of these negative 

impacts or can we not? We asked that question at the beginning and in its response the government did not give 

an answer; government members continued to lay out this doublespeak to go on. Is the minister‘s letter right or 

are the Premier‘s comments right? The fact is that the government cannot have it both ways. This development is 

either capable of having a tunnel or a bridge—if that is the case, the government should do the honest thing and 

build it now—or it is not suitable, as the submission and the letter state, in which case do not do it. 

Another comment that I want to say about Max Trenorden and he was someone who railed against the Mandurah 

railway — 

Several members: Honourable! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: For many years when Hon Max Trenorden was in the other place, he railed against the 

Mandurah railway—a project that this year will be used by something in the order of over 19 million people. The 

Mandurah railway line cost less than $1.5 billion. This project will cost half a billion dollars before a single 

building is built—before the Aboriginal cultural centre is built, before the Florence Hummerston building is 

rebuilt anywhere. Half a billion dollars! Why is the member not railing against that waste of money? The issue is 

whether the government can build a quality waterfront development and whether it needs to spend half a billion 

dollars on it. Members on the other side have not made that case today. We are happy to support the 

development, but get it right.  

Again, dishonesty has crept into this debate. The minister quoted from the submissions. She talked about the 

56 submissions and said that 26 of the submissions supported the amendment subject to conditions. The minister 

talked about the 20 submissions that objected to the development and the 10 that were neutral. The 10 neutral 

submissions were predominantly from government agencies, but they included ones such as the Department of 

Sport and Recreation submission that stated the government can do the development. Of course a government 

agency will not come out with a submission against a government policy and say, ―Don‘t do the policy‖. It raised 

issues about where the future playing space is and the minister still cannot answer that question — 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes—Langley Park, I said.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The department knew where Langley Park was and it still wrote those comments. It 

knows that Langley Park is not the solution to the problem and it was saying that the government needed to 

provide new spaces to replace it.  

In its submission, the Disability Services Commission talked about the fact that the government would want to 

make sure to slow down cyclists. It stated — 

That strategies are established to ensure greater awareness and education with a view to reducing 

the speed of cyclists when they are in close proximity to others.  

If we accept the government‘s argument that the area will still be accessible to cyclists, why then is the 

government planning it for a highly activated area? It will increase that conflict. The government is not devising 

a plan that will separate the conflict between cyclists and people with a disability. The government has not 

addressed even those things it refers to as neutral. And then there are the 26 submissions that the minister said 

are subject to conditions. If members opposite were to read those submissions they would understand that the 

sorts of conditions imposed include how the traffic impacts on the City of South Perth and the rest of the city 

will be managed. They are all conditional in their support and the government has not met the conditions. To sit 

there and suggest that these submissions support what the government is doing is arrant nonsense. If the minister 

had bothered to read them in detail she would know that she has not—even in her comments today—addressed 

those conditions. I note that the minister did not in any way, shape or form seek to address any of the issues I 

raised. I asked specific questions and not once did the minister try to deal with them. I look forward to seeing the 

traffic modelling the minister has referred to. I have looked on the website and seen a document about traffic. It 

contains detail about the local traffic, but nowhere have I seen the regional traffic modelling the minister talked 

about today. I want to know where the 25 000 to 30 000 cars that currently use Riverside Drive will go. How 

many will go to South Perth? How many will go through the tunnel? How many will come out of the tunnel and 
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head up the freeway north? How many will try to get on to Loftus Street? The need to fix up the intersection of 

Loftus and Cambridge Streets is mentioned even at the time this Department of Transport document was 

produced. I asked that very question today and the minister failed to answer. Her own department raised it as an 

issue—one the minister refers to as a ―neutral‖ comment—and today I asked her to explain it to us and she 

cannot. That is why people are sitting and laughing at the government. Government members can be smug and 

walk into this place as arrogant as they like, but at the end of the day we will raise these legitimate concerns and 

if the minister does not answer them it will not be us who find them out. 

We know we cannot win the debate today. The National Party members will do as they always do in coalition 

governments. They are loud and they roar like lions as the member for South Perth used to do about his South 

Perth railway station, but when they get into government they squeak like mice in the background. When in 

opposition, National Party members rail against money wasted on the Perth central business district, but now that 

they are part of government they are as quiet as mice. There is no independence. The Nationals will come into 

this house and agree to do as they have always done, which is to vote with their Liberal buddies because they 

have no alternative. The arguments and concerns do not matter because the minister has not addressed them. 

Media commentators—I suspect, fed by government media officers and ministers—argue that these people left it 

too late. They did not. Government agencies, 26 objectors with conditions, and 20 objecting outright, were, as 

part of the consultation process, raising these in February of last year. They did not leave it until the last minute. 

The only people who have left it to the last minute, because they believe they can come in and use this place are 

government members. It is a classic misuse of the house. We are supposed to be a house of review but we know 

that because of the electoral gerrymander in this state the conservatives, from time to time, get an absolute 

majority in this house and they use it and this place becomes nothing but a rubber stamp. So members opposite 

can continue their fixation. Under Richard Court, the Liberals were fixated on wanting to build a fancy big 

belltower, which everyone says is a complete financial disaster. If the government wants to do something, it 

should do it properly. It will make the same mistakes again, except that this time it will spend half a billion 

dollars; money that will not be then available to spend, whether in regional Western Australia or in the suburbs 

of Perth, to meet the basic infrastructure that people are crying out for. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: You can sit there and be arrogant about it, but ultimately that is the problem. The 

government will simply create more problems than it will know how to deal with. I do not think that the 

government will release the regional traffic modelling because it knows that people will suddenly start to 

question it. 

The government must include in the costings the cost to widen the Graham Farmer tunnel, which was announced 

on the weekend. Again, the suggestion that it is not directly linked is just one of the dishonesties that the 

government has tried to perpetrate in this debate. The submission from the Department of Transport to the 

metropolitan region scheme amendment we are dealing with today shows that it was saying back then that 

certain things will need to be done. The submission, which is towards the back of the document, refers to what 

will need to be done. It refers to the fact that the Graham Farmer tunnel will need to be widened. If this was not 

happening, the government would not need to widen the Graham Farmer tunnel. It could use that money to dual 

Gnangara Road, which members of the East Metropolitan Region would surely agree is in desperate need of 

fixing. That is $16 million that the government cannot spend on that road because it will have to spend it on this 

project. It is directly linked to its decision to cut up Riverside Drive. Again, this document refers to the fact that 

the Mitchell Freeway will need to be widened for the traffic that will come out of the Graham Farmer tunnel. 

That is why the government is doing it; that is $41 million that the government could spend on more rail 

carriages so that it orders enough to keep up with the growing demand to service the people in the suburbs who 

will need to come into the city to go to their jobs because the government is creating this land for employment. 

Why does the government not create some jobs in the suburbs so that those people do not have to come into the 

city? The $41 million to widen the Mitchell Freeway will not be of any benefit to anyone currently using the 

freeway because all these extra cars will be using it. Congestion will not be eased when the freeway is widened 

because an extra 14 500 cars will be using it. That money could be spent on the Ocean Reef boat harbour to 

create opportunities for employment in the suburbs. But, no, it is a classic Liberal proposition: let us focus and 

spend all our money on the city and the western suburbs of Perth. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government has not done it. It is missing out on the basic infrastructure. It is 

spending half a billion dollars on this fancy project in the CBD when it could get a better project for significantly 

less if only it would listen to the experts who made these submissions with their conditions. The government 

could then spend that money to do better things in the suburbs, where they are desperately needed. 



Extract from Hansard 

[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 6 March 2012] 

 p589d-615a 

Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Robin Chapple; Deputy President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon 

Kate Doust; Hon Ken Travers 

 [27] 

Hon Helen Morton: What‘s happening with the Midland hospital? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is happening with the Midland hospital is that the federal government is giving the 

state government some money and the state government is building the hospital according to the plans that were 

outlined in the Reid review that was commenced by Labor. It is following Jim McGinty‘s plan. Good on the 

government! The only thing it has changed is that it is privatising the hospital. The government‘s ideology could 

not let it be run by public servants. No; it has to privatise it, and that will cause other problems. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But I digress, Mr Deputy President. Let me make it clear: we support a waterfront 

development, but the government could do a quality waterfront development. We have made land available so 

the government can activate the waterfront today. It could be doing it today. But this government has to go for 

the Rolls Royce treatment and spend half a billion dollars that could have been spent on other important 

infrastructure in Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Our project was going to be cost neutral. People rejected that; I accept that. But it also 

was not going to include ripping up Riverside Drive. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Members opposite can laugh and carry on. We will see what happens when the final 

arbiters make the final decision. Members opposite will vote as they have been told to vote. We will wait and see 

what the final arbiters have to say about this project, but I bet the government will not cut Riverside Drive before 

the election because it knows the impacts.  

Question put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Before the tellers tell, I cast my vote with the noes. 

Before we proceed, I alert members, and the tellers in particular, that under the new standing orders, the 

definition of ―floor of the Council‖ is as follows — 

means the area from behind the President‘s Chair to the Bar of the House/President‘s Gallery.  

So, if there are any pairs, they should move out of the chamber entirely. 

The division resulted as follows —  

Ayes (10) 
 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Linda Savage Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ken Travers  

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin  

Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jon Ford Hon Simon O‘Brien 

 Hon Adele Farina Hon Brian Ellis 
 Hon Sally Talbot Hon Nigel Hallett 

Question thus negatived. 

 


