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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from 4 August. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon James Hayward) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery 
(Leader of the House) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: When we left off, we were talking about whether a metropolitan region scheme would 
impact subterraneanly or in the air. I am just recapitulating so we can get to the point. We had a discussion around 
the possibility of a tunnel. The purpose of my questioning on that is because it is laid out in the second reading speech, 
which was confirmed by the minister, that there is a need to undertake a major MRS amendment for the remaining, 
I think, 84 hectares of land that goes from the other side of Bibra Lake to the coast or thereabouts. I am asking about 
this because it seems very odd that a government claiming to have a mandate to protect the wetlands has introduced 
a bill. We had a discussion about why it is using this mechanism. The government explained why it has introduced 
a bill. Basically, the short version is: it is because it can. The minister confirmed that it will not go through the 
normal deliberative MRS amendment process. Okay, the government can do that, but then to flag that it will take 
the next step and undertake an MRS amendment on this other valuable transport asset is very concerning. If members 
recall, in my response to the second reading debate on this matter I put the position that there is already a plan. It 
is not only about the protection of the wetlands. A community concern was raised about that and fair enough, because 
a future government could still build this very important piece of infrastructure—Roe 8 and 9. I do not think anyone 
disputes that it would be better to have a proper transport corridor built that does not involve Leach Highway and 
South Street, with all the traffic lights. I do not think there is any dispute about that, but I am interested to hear whether 
the minister disputes that. If that could be achieved without damaging the wetlands—namely, by some other 
mechanism like a tunnel—why is there any need for an MRS amendment on the remaining land? My question to 
the minister is: why is there a need for an MRS amendment on the remaining land? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: At the end of yesterday’s session I read the Hansard, and again this morning, I read the pink 
to check the point the honourable member was making towards the end of yesterday’s session, because I got lost. 
I think the point he made then, which I think he got to just now, is that if all the environmental issues with Roe 8 
had been addressed, would this government have proceeded with Roe 8? I think that is what he is getting to now. It 
took us three and a half minutes to get there, but I think that is where we are at. I have already canvassed this a bit, 
but my response to that would be that the government’s decision on how we are dealing with this matter is not just 
based on environmental matters; there are economic and social considerations. The economic considerations, if 
I can shorten the argument, are about the road to nowhere. The social considerations include the value of the land 
for cultural purposes for Indigenous people. The government, and indeed the Labor Party in making our election 
commitments, did not rely on one set of criteria. I guess the short answer is no, because environmental considerations 
were just one part of the consideration. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Has the government been approached by any developers for the remaining land—the 
84 hectares? Have there been any approaches at all to the minister for the remaining land? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Is the intent for any of that remaining land to be zoned residential in the local planning scheme? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It has not been determined. It might be, but it also might be for other uses. I cannot give the 
member any other answer than that. It has not been determined. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yesterday, when we were considering this matter, the Leader of the House indicated that 
she would undertake to have a conversation with the relevant minister with overall responsibility for this matter. 
Has that been done and what are the answers? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No, it has not. I will do that when the bill is finished. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Now we have a problem, Leader of the House. What is the point of going to ask the minister 
a question once the bill has finished? We want the information now so we can determine what amendments might 
be needed and whether we are going to oppose or support any particular clause, including clause 1. I said yesterday 
that the Leader of the House prior to the winter recess had indicated to the house that there are two ways we can 
examine bills. We can do that in Committee of the Whole House or by way of referral to a committee. If this matter 
was before the Standing Committee on Legislation, we could get this information. It is not as though the information 
I am asking for is very difficult to find: how many fatal accidents have occurred on Leach Highway since the 
Labor Party formed government in 2017? The Leader of the House said she would undertake to have a conversation 
with the minister and now we find out that the undertaking will be fulfilled only after the bill has passed. What is 
the point of that? That is what is called a hollow undertaking. We would like to have that information now; that is 
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a type of information we would get if this matter had been referred to a parliamentary committee. We know that 
the Leader of the House would not agree to that. The Leader of the House knows that we oppose the bill. The people 
of Western Australia are still entitled to know this information. I also asked yesterday how many non-fatal accidents 
on Leach Highway resulted in serious injury during that same period of time. The Leader of the House has indicated 
that she would find out that information from the minister. She also said she would ask the minister whether there 
had been any consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia. None of that has happened. Apparently 
it will all happen after the bill has passed. 
This reminds me of a recent episode in this house. Just yesterday the Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General 
had to give an apology to the house, because on a previous bill, not once but twice, the house was misled. Not 
intentionally, I might add, by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General, but because information provided to 
this house by the government was inaccurate. Worse, in that particular episode, we had asked for some police advisers 
to be available so that the house could deal with the bill and were told they were not available. Later we found out, 
because the honest Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General told us, that the Minister for Police’s office never 
asked the Western Australia Police Force for that. Yesterday, we found out that the Office of the Information 
Commissioner had not been provided with the most recent copy of the bill. It had only seen an earlier copy and had not 
expressed that it was happy with the bill despite those kind of assurances being provided to Parliament. At the very least, 
we rely on accurate information being provided to Parliament. Has it dawned on any of the members here that we get 
paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia to scrutinise legislation? One of the ways we do that is by relying on the 
information provided by ministers of the Crown. Now we have a minister of the Crown, the most senior one in the 
chamber, who says, “I won’t even provide you that information until the bill is passed.” Therefore, we cannot do our 
job. That is what is called obstruction and it is impeding the progress of this bill, yet this is the same minister who thought 
it would be very intelligent to suggest in the second reading debate that the Liberal Party had delayed the passage of this 
bill in the last Parliament, despite the inconvenient truth that it had never been brought on for debate. In fact, yesterday 
I asked for any date on which that had been done. The minister declined to respond. 
On the occasions yesterday during debate on clause 1, when there was an inclination to respond, it was, “I’ll give 
you an undertaking that I’ll go and speak to the minister.” “Undertaking” means nothing. The words that are uttered 
by ministers of the McGowan government are so hollow it beggars belief. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon James Hayward): Honourable member, if there is a question coming, could you 
put it, please. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Mr Deputy Chair, I can assure you that at this point in time there is no question coming 
from me. This is my speech on clause 1 about why I will be opposing clause 1. It is because we are unable to be 
provided information by this government and this arrogant Leader of the House—the Leader of the Government 
in this house—is not willing to provide us with information. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Over the last 60 minutes we have been interrupted pursuant to the ordinary standing orders, 
and I hope that has given an opportunity for the minister to have a discussion with the minister who has overall 
carriage of this matter. Has that now occurred?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: No, honourable member. I just want to reiterate what I said yesterday. I have given the chamber 
undertakings that I will raise the issues with the minister when I get the opportunity and when she is available, and 
that has not happened yet. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is unbelievable. That means that what the minister has just said cannot be believed, 
because she has had the time since yesterday to contact the minister. Does she expect the chamber to believe what 
she just said; that is, there has been no time since yesterday for her to speak to the minister? That is unbelievable. 
It cannot be believed. A minister from the other place who has overall responsibility for this bill will be following 
what is happening with the passage of this bill; if not, her staff will be following it. It is not believable that the minister 
has not had an opportunity to do that. I think she has lied to the Parliament this afternoon. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon SUE ELLERY: In the strongest possible terms, the suggestion that I have lied to the Parliament is unparliamentary 
and, frankly, unbecoming of this member, who normally conducts himself close to the edge, but he does not usually 
go over it. 
The CHAIR: Members, the minister in charge of the bill has raised a point of order that is upheld. You cannot 
accuse a member of lying unless you wish to raise a matter of privilege consistent with standing order 93. All other 
allegations in that regard are unparliamentary and I ask the member to withdraw. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would it be in order for me to raise a matter of privilege at this time? 
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The CHAIR: Standing order 93 allows a member to raise a matter of privilege at any time. It would have to be a matter 
that the chamber would need to contemplate, and in order for that to occur we would need to report to the chamber. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I want to be clear about the sequence of events here. I respect your ruling and you have asked 
me to withdraw the remark, which I would of course be inclined to adhere to, but equally I would like to reserve the 
right to raise a matter of privilege. I believe that the minister lied to the Parliament this afternoon when she said 
she had not had an opportunity. 
Several members interjected. 
The CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Nick Goiran, I have asked you, for the second time, to withdraw the remark you 
just made. The way in which this matter should be dealt with is consistent with standing order 93. If the member 
wishes to exercise his rights consistent with standing order 93, we would need to report progress for that to occur. 
I ask again that you withdraw that remark. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I withdraw. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: While I have the call, can I ask the chair to set out the procedure in order for us to be able 
to report progress? 
The CHAIR: As I understand it, any member can move a motion to report progress of the bill. If that is agreed to, 
the member will be able to exercise his rights under standing order 93. If it is disagreed, the member will still have 
the right under standing order 93 at a later stage of the house’s sitting. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am inclined to take that course of action, but before we go down that path perhaps I can ask 
the minister whether she will reconsider the time frame in which she will find out from the minister with overall 
responsibility for this matter about the questions that were posed yesterday. To be very clear, the simple matters 
that we are asking for information on at this time are: how many fatal accidents have occurred on Leach Highway 
since the Labor Party formed government in 2017, how many non-fatal accidents resulting in serious injury have 
occurred, and has there been any consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia? For context, before 
the minister decides how she wants to respond, I personally know how easy it is to get the information about the 
first two questions. I do not know the answer to the question about consultation with the Transport Workers’ 
Union, but I imagine that it would be very simple to find out that information. I do not think either of the three pieces 
of information are difficult to get. It will not take the Minister for Transport—or is the Minister for Planning running 
this matter; whichever title the minister has?—to get this information. It could be obtained very quickly and we 
could move on. I simply ask the minister to consider that.  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Can I just make this point, for those who are new to this game. It is classic, although I have 
to say a bit extreme. Clearly, no discipline and no leadership is being exercised by the member to try to progress 
this matter, or to behave or conduct himself in a reasonable way. There is a complete absence of leadership. 
Anyway, I will make this point. The undertaking that I gave yesterday was that I would pass on the request to the 
relevant minister. I gave no undertaking to provide information; in fact, I clarified and I said, “Don’t verbal me. 
I will pass on your request to the minister.” At no point did I say, “I will pass on the request to the minister and 
provide this to you at the start of the session the next day.” I did not give any such commitment. I do not mind making 
an effort this afternoon to pass that on to the minister; I do not mind doing that. But, unlike Hon Nick Goiran, 
when we leave the chamber, we have to govern. There are other things that ministers have to do. There are other 
things that I have to do, and there are other things that the other minister has to do. Hon Nick Goiran’s request for 
information that does not go to the provisions of one single clause in this bill is not the number one priority for 
two ministers in the government. This is just a performance piece. It demonstrates a couple of things—a complete 
absence of discipline and leadership on the other side, and an ongoing commitment to wasting time. That is what 
it is. 
I will endeavour to pass the request on to the minister, but that is not a commitment that I can table the information. 
That is because that is up to the minister. I do not know what the minister is doing for the rest of the afternoon. It 
is two o’clock. She is in question time. That is up to her. The commitment that I gave, and which I have always 
honoured, is that when I make an undertaking that I will pass on a request to a minister, that is what I do. If I did 
not give the member a commitment that I would do it by time X, then I have done nothing wrong. This is just 
a performance piece. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Minister, that is simply not true. The minister has had ample opportunity to raise this with 
the minister.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Have you seen my diary? 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister apparently had enough time to look at the Hansard from yesterday. The minister 
said that she had the time to look at the pink. We heard the minister say that earlier today. That was a bigger priority 
for the minister than being able to fulfil her undertaking. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Being able to read the end of a debate on a bill that I have responsibility for, yes, I make that a priority. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it that difficult? The Leader of the House does not have the minister’s number? 
The CHAIR: Order, members! There is clearly a dispute here that I am not fully across the detail of, but it is not 
sounding like a clause 1 debate, which is what we need to come back to. I think I have allowed some latitude to enable 
members to put their point of view and defend their positions, but I think we now need to get on to clause 1. The 
question is that clause 1 do stand as printed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The matter that is before us is the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. 
The bill consists of some five pages. It is a bill that is — 

Point of Order 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have not heard the honourable member withdraw his comment as yet, and 
I just wonder whether that might have been lost in the interchange. 
The CHAIR: I did have to ask a second time, minister, but he did withdraw his comment. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I was saying, we are dealing with the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) 
Bill 2021. It is a five-page bill. It is essentially the same bill that was brought before the previous Parliament—the 
fortieth Parliament. The bill was not progressed in the last Parliament, because the Leader of the House determined 
that she would not bring it forward. What members have to do now is decide whether they will vote for clause 1 or 
oppose clause 1. They also have the opportunity to consider whether they might move an amendment to clause 1. 
In accordance with the normal custom and practice of this place, clause 1 gives us an opportunity to range over 
the bill and consider a range of different matters pertinent to the bill. 
The point I would like to continue to make is that there are two very strong and different opinions on this bill. The 
opposition has already said that it will be opposing the bill, and the government has indicated that it is strongly 
minded to not only support the bill, but also have it expedited and progressed at the very first opportunity. At the 
heart of that, and at the heart of why members might vote either for or against clause 1, is an issue of community 
safety. This particular bill is seeking to in effect ban the extension of Roe Highway. That is what this bill is trying 
to do, and we heard from members opposite how they intend to celebrate over the course of that. 
One of the reasons that members might be inclined to oppose clause 1 is that there is a significant community 
safety issue. This is why I have asked the minister and the government to provide us with some of the statistics. If it 
is the case, as the government says, that this bill is a good idea, one of the bases for that might be that there are no 
fatalities along Leach Highway. I am asking the minister to provide information about how many fatalities have 
occurred along Leach Highway so that I can determine whether I will vote for or against clause 1. At the moment, 
we do not have that information. That is the problem. 
As much as I remain completely dissatisfied with the lack of fulfilment of the minister’s undertaking, and we will 
look at exploring that before the chamber when we are no longer in Committee of the Whole, it does not change the 
fact that in order for members to be able to determine whether they want to oppose or support this clause, we should 
be able to access data that the government has at its disposal. 
I draw to your attention, Mr Chair, and to the attention of members, and in particular, hopefully, to the Leader of 
the House, who has the conduct of this bill, that it is indeed a contempt of this place for people to obstruct the 
progress of these matters.  
Hon Sue Ellery: This is not on clause 1. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is very difficult for us to progress clause 1 when we are being impeded by the lack of 
provision of this data. The minister says that this particular — 

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We are going around in a circle here. Yesterday, the member asked for some information. 
I gave an undertaking, which I intend to honour. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You haven’t done it. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: At this point. That is correct. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You still have not done it. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: Chair, I gave an undertaking. That undertaking stands. The member is now revisiting the 
argument about whether there is a case for privilege. For the member to suggest that somehow I am obstructing 
the conduct of the consideration of this clause and this bill is not accurate, and it is certainly not within the bounds 
of a clause 1 debate. 
The CHAIR: Member, a point of order has been raised by the minister. There have been previous rulings in this 
place on this matter—that is, it is not accepted by the chamber that a member should suggest that someone has 
potentially committed, or has committed, a contempt, without raising a matter consistent with standing order 93. 
I recall a quite obvious ruling in the last Parliament with respect to this matter. I ask the member not to continue to 
make allegations about potential contempt, unless he stands and raises a matter of privilege consistent with standing 
order 93 under the process that I have already outlined. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Chair. If, indeed, I were able to raise a point under standing order 93, 
I would do so immediately. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You could test it to see if you get any support. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Has the Minister for Regional Development read standing order 93? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, but I heard the very capable chair set out the process. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: So the minister has not read it? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I certainly understood what the chair has said. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the minister did understand, she would understand that that matter does not go to a vote. 
Nevertheless, despite the protestations of the Leader of the House, it is not the case that I am trying to revisit any 
contempt issue. I am simply saying to members of this chamber, and to you, Mr Chair, that the minister seems to 
think that this data about crash statistics and fatalities on Leach Highway is not relevant for the purposes of the bill. 
If there are no fatalities on Leach Highway and trucks can continue to go up and down Leach Highway, as is currently 
the case, and there is no need for an extension to the Roe Highway, then maybe—just maybe—this bill might be 
appropriate. I am inviting the government to provide us with the data to support its case, but it is expecting us to 
scrutinise this bill with a blindfold on. It irritates the government that it is being caught out obstructing right now 
by not providing the data to the Parliament on these fatalities. Might it be the case that there have been a number 
of fatalities along Leach Highway and this government does not want us to know about them? Might that be the 
case? Why does it want to hide from us the fact that Western Australians have died on Leach Highway, a crucial fact 
that supports the contention of the opposition that the extension of Roe Highway is an important piece of infrastructure 
and that this bill is wrong? Why does the government hide this from us? There is no point in the Leader of the 
House saying that those crash statistics are not relevant to the clauses of the bill. They are absolutely relevant because 
if there are no fatalities, I start to lose a bit of interest in the whole debate about the extension of Roe Highway 
because I actually care about the lives of Western Australians—those who have lost their lives in a crash. It is no 
small matter; it creates major trauma for the families that are left behind. 
As we know, it is already very clearly the case that the government will not be providing this information. At absolute 
best, we have a vague type of commitment from the Leader of the House to raise the matter with the minister. That 
is no way to conduct the progress of a bill. If ministers of the crown want their bills passed through the house of 
review, they should make themselves available. If they are not available, they should make the relevant resources 
available. They have a chief of staff and plenty of other individuals at their disposal. They could easily make 
somebody available to provide this information. It is not as if they have not had notice, because we discussed this 
matter yesterday. But apparently, according to the Leader of the House, if she is to be believed, she has not had an 
opportunity to do so. Then the Leader of the House expects us to make progress on this bill! 
The Leader of the House might still have the view that crash fatalities on Leach Highway are not relevant to this 
bill. Nevertheless, I assume that she and her government agrees that if Roe Highway were to be extended, it would 
impact upon the Beeliar wetlands in an environmental sense, and that is why she is seeking to, effectively, enshrine 
it and protect it forever. Is the Leader of the House in a position to advise the chamber this afternoon what percentage 
of the Beeliar wetlands would be impacted if Roe Highway were to be extended? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I can advise the chamber. In the area affected by the bill, conservation category wetlands—
CCWs—make up some 13.33 hectares and multiple-use wetlands make up 0.26 hectares. Wetlands make up 
38.53 per cent of the area affected by bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the minister identify the document that she referred to? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am referring to notes that were prepared for me on the clauses of the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am happy to take this answer by interjection. Is it something that can be tabled? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: No. I will just see whether I can get a map. I am happy to table this map. It does not tell me 
where it is published. It is written on the map: “Draft copy only: Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
working plan”. It also states “Beeliar Regional Park Area of Interest (Bibra Lake, North Lake, Roe swamp and 
Horse Paddock Swamp)”. This has come out of one of the adviser’s files. Perhaps it can be copied and I would be 
happy to table that. 
[See paper 436.] 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: While that document is being circulated, I was trying to write down the figures that the 
Leader of the House referred to. I thought she said 33 per cent at one stage. 
Hon Sue Ellery: It was 34 per cent. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the Leader of the House just run that by us again? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, it is 38.53 per cent. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I understand it, 38.53 per cent of the Beeliar wetlands will be impacted if the extension 
of Roe Highway were to proceed. 
Hon Sue Ellery: It is described as the percentage of the bill area. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the Leader of the House just explain what that means? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. We are talking about the same thing, but just so that the language is clear, there are 
two types of wetlands affected by the bill area: conservation category wetlands—CCWs—and multiple-use wetlands—
MUWs. CCWs form 38.5 per cent of the area captured by the bill and MUWs form 0.75 per cent. The CCWs area 
that I referred to earlier makes up 38.53 per cent of the area. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Could the minister please explain in a bit more detail what a conservation category wetland 
is, and what a multiple-use wetland is, so that we can actually understand what they are on the ground? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have a definition available to me now; the advisers are going to text and see if they 
can get someone to give us a definition. When that comes in, I can answer that question, but we do not have 
a definition here. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: While the advisers are looking that up, could we have some more clarity on this issue? 
Of that conservation category wetland, what percentage would be regarded as being in any way degraded? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have advice here with me on the percentage or hectare size of degraded area, but 
I can tell the member that in respect of the part of the area that is to be rehabilitated, the vegetation under the power 
lines has been cleared but is proposed to be revegetated. The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions has advised that the City of Cockburn is currently rehabilitating this area and that work has substantially 
commenced. A range of banksia woodland and wet forest areas are proposed for revegetation. There are height 
restrictions under the power lines and therefore certain large trees cannot be planted in that area. An access track 
for power line maintenance will remain. The area to the north of Turtle Corner was cleared in the past and will not 
be rehabilitated as part of this process. The Cockburn Wetlands Centre has undertaken some revegetation in this 
area and has identified the area for further work. 

While I am on my feet, I have been provided with a definition that I am advised is commonly used. It is from the 
City of Wanneroo policy manual, but I am advised that it is a definition that those in the business would commonly 
use. Wetlands support a high level of ecological attributes and functions. Retention requirements must be retained 
in all development or subdivision policy proposals. That is not the definition, sorry. In respect of conservation, 
the general description and definition is that wetlands support a high level of ecological attributes and functions. 
Multiple-use wetlands are wetlands with few important ecological attributes and functions remaining. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Could the minister report on the amount of conservation category wetlands that Main Roads 
has developed roads over during the term of the McGowan government? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Everywhere? 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available to me; I am not sure I could get it. It is a big state. 
Perhaps the member would like to narrow his question a bit and I might be able to get some advice. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: The simple question is: is this a practice that Main Roads has ever undertaken during the 
term of the McGowan government? Has there ever been any clearing of or development over conservation category 
wetlands by Main Roads during the term of the McGowan government? 

Hon Sue Ellery: We’re not clearing it. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110436c423166ae557782b3482587290012efc0/$file/tp-436.pdf
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: Over the term of the McGowan government, has Main Roads developed or constructed 
any road over what would be categorised as conservation category wetlands in Western Australia? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available to me; I could see if we can find out. I do not have 
Main Roads advisers here. I can give the member an undertaking that I can try to find that information for him, 
but I do not have access to it here and now. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Just to clarify, could I get an estimate of hectares to compare like-for-like, noting that we 
are talking not only about the footprint of the road but also the adjacent road reserve? That is what we are comparing, 
if the minister understands what I am saying. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I think I do. I do not want to mislead the member into thinking that I am going to be able to 
get him that kind of information about what work Main Roads has done since 2017 in any timely fashion today. 
I suspect I am not going to be able to get that information, but I give him an undertaking that I will pass his query 
on to the minister. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: This goes to the heart of the clause 1 debate, because the short title of the bill is 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Act 2021. We have had considerable discussion about all the other 
impacts and we know that although the title does not necessarily explain the full purpose of the bill, it should at 
least reflect the broader impacts of the bill in the very simplest form. Would the minister be willing to entertain an 
amendment to the title of the bill? 

The CHAIR: Before I give the call to the minister, this sounds like we are heading towards a dispute similar to 
the one we just had between Hon Nick Goiran and the minister. It is not uncommon for information to not be available 
from the table of the house during the passage of a bill, and undertakings are often made to provide information. 
If that information is so critical that it may determine how a member is going to vote on a bill, they obviously have 
the option at every clause, but especially at clause 1, to oppose the question that the clause stand as printed. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Would I agree to an amendment to the title of the bill? No. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I thank the chair for his comments. The issue here is really that there are members, 
particularly on the crossbench, who are considering their position. Both the second reading speech and the explanatory 
memorandum very clearly talk about the Beeliar wetlands, but by the minister’s own admission this could result 
in urban development. We do not know whether it will result in any increased fatalities, for example. The minister 
answered no, but I ask again: would the minister be prepared to amend the bill’s title to, for example, the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands and Urban Development) Bill? The minister does not have to answer 
that; I will just call it a statement. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the minister prefers, I am happy to ask questions pertaining to this map at clause 3, 
where there is an indication that there is an indicative depiction of the plan in schedule 1. However, I do not want to 
get caught in a situation in which the minister is unwilling to take questions on this map. It appears to me that the 
map is not one and the same as that in schedule 1.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is a good question to ask about clause 3, which states “An indicative depiction of the 
Plan is in Schedule 1.” When I was briefed about the bill, I thought: why do we not just put the map in there? We do 
not because once the bill comes into effect, the plan will be held by the Western Australian Planning Commission. 
The bill states that the plan shown is indicative, and the official copy of the plan will be held at the office of the 
WA Planning Commission. Although the bill states that the plan is indicative, it is accurate. It is, however, different 
from the map that I tabled earlier. The indicative map that is attached to the bill is a true reproduction of the official 
plan held by WAPC. The only difference is that the official PDF version of the bill can be zoomed in to see the 
underlying cadastral lines more accurately. The size of the map in the bill is limited and therefore the cadastre 
is not as clear as it is in the official version. Once the bill comes into effect, the department mapping team will 
be notified and the official metropolitan region scheme plans will be updated to reflect plan 4.1651. A similar 
thing was done for the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Fremantle) Act 1994 and the Port Kennedy Development 
Act 2017. 

Essentially, as I understand it, honourable member, the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office does not have the capacity 
in its reproduction facilities to get all the little lines into the bill that would otherwise be set out on the map. That is 
my very inelegant and un-technical description of the highly complicated work that the WA Planning Commission 
does in preparing its maps. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: With regard to the map that was tabled, for the purposes of our discussion, I will refer to 
this as the tabled map in contrast to the schedule 1 plan. I draw the minister’s attention to the tabled map. The area 
that is described in the legend as the Beeliar act area is said to be 34.6 hectares. If I then draw the minister’s attention 
to the schedule 1 plan, there is an area marked in grey that appears to me, according to the legend, to be excluded 
from primary regional roads reserve and urban zone and included in parks and recreation reserve. On the face of 
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it, those two areas, as I try to compare and contrast them, appear at the very least substantially similar. I would like 
to know: are they actually the same; and, if they are not, what is the difference? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is the same. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: In other words, the area that is shaded in dark grey on schedule 1 of the plan is 34.6 hectares. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We cannot see dark grey. Do you mean green? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This will now show me up as either being extremely colourblind, which is indeed true, 
or it will show the fact that I have a black-and-white copy of the bill, in which case, what I have in front of me 
is grey! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If the member would be so kind as to hand over what he is looking at, but I think he is looking 
at the schedule. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Sorry, member. After all that, could you repeat the question? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is the area shaded in green in schedule 1 of the plan 34.6 hectares? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The total is 34.6 hectares. Hopefully we can manage this, taking into account the member’s 
condition and his photocopier. The larger shaded bit on the schedule that is attached to the bill comprises some 
34 hectares, and the smaller bit, which on my copy is a sort of pinkish colour, pointing down from the bill—it is 
quite small on the schedule—is 0.6 hectares. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is helpful. Thank you, minister. Returning to the point about the 38.53 per cent—the 
percentage that was provided earlier—as I understand it, that is the proportion of the Beeliar act area that is, in 
actual fact, wetlands 

Hon Sue Ellery: Correct. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is said to be 38.53 per cent. That is helpful to know, but, further to that, minister, I would 
like to know: what percentage of the entire—I will describe it as Beeliar wetlands simply because the tabled document 
was titled Beeliar wetlands—Beeliar wetlands is impacted by this road reserve? Or what percentage of the Beeliar 
wetlands is impacted by this bill that will soon be an act? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will start my answer and then see whether the advisers have something further to add. I am 
sorry if this adds some further confusion. Beeliar Regional Park is bigger than this map that I tabled earlier. The 
information available to me is that in respect of the conservation category wetlands and the multiple-use wetland, 
the percentage of Beeliar Regional Park, which is bigger than the area of the map that the honourable member is 
looking at right now, is 0.46 per cent CCW and 0.01 per cent MUW. But that is a percentage of an area that is 
much bigger than the map that I have tabled. I will just see whether I can get the member a more narrowly defined 
comparison of the percentages, but I am not sure whether I can. 

I do not have a comparison available to me, and I am not sure whether I will be able to get it or whether that work 
has been done. I can give the chamber an undertaking that I will ask the minister, but I cannot guarantee that I can 
get a more narrowly defined comparison of the percentages. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine, minister. It is helping, in any event, because if I understand it correctly, what is 
being confirmed is that the extent to which Beeliar Regional Park will be impacted by the extension of Roe Highway 
is 0.46 per cent. I wonder whether the minister has at her disposal other information about Roe Highway. As the 
minister knows, Roe Highway has been extended in stages over a long period of time, and I am interested in the 
portion of Roe Highway that was extended over the Kenwick wetlands area. I want to compare and contrast this 
situation with an earlier stage. I wonder whether we have information at our disposal about what is the percentage 
of the Kenwick wetlands that was impacted by the extension of Roe Highway in that particular stage.  
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available here and I am not sure whether I could get it. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fair enough, because that question was very specific. Is it something that the Leader of 
the House would be happy to take up with the Minister for Planning? Maybe not happy! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am ecstatic, and she will be too! I am happy to give the member an undertaking that I will 
raise the query with the minister. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: During my response to the second reading speech, I presented some data. I do not have 
access to Main Roads data, but I have some data from 1 January 2016 to 31 December 2020. I understand that the 
Leader of the House will present data during the term of the McGowan government, but the data I gave, if members 
recall, was that there have been 2 624 crashes on Leach Highway over the period I have just outlined. Of those, 
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244 involved trucks, of which 107 involved heavy trucks. Does the minister accept that they are unacceptably 
high numbers? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Honourable member, I gave an undertaking that I would pass on the query to the minister, 
and that is what I will do. Did the member say fatalities? 
Hon Neil Thomson: They were crashes. Just to be clear, I also presented — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Just do it by interjection. 

The CHAIR: The minister has the call. You can respond to her question; otherwise I will have to give you the call. 
Hon Neil Thomson: There were 244 crashes involving trucks, but 2 624 crashes. Of those 2 624 crashes, 244 involved 
trucks and 107 of those involved heavy trucks. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The question was whether that is acceptable. I have been in crashes. I am the daughter of a mother 
who suffered a severe brain injury as a result of a motor vehicle accident, so I do not think any crash is acceptable. Of 
course, we are always working hard to make sure that our roads are safe, our vehicles are safe and people’s driving skills 
make them safer. Unfortunately, I know perhaps more than others that sometimes these things happen. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: When the Leader of the House reports back and presents her research, can she inform me 
how many of those crashes were the result of slowing down and starting from a traffic light? 

The CHAIR: Member, this goes to an issue we were dealing with earlier. I think the Leader of the House indicated 
she was prepared to seek some information but that she did not have that information on the road crash statistics. 
I am not sure whether the position has changed in the last few minutes that I have been in the chair, but I doubt 
whether the minister will seek the call to provide an answer. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you, chair. I am seeking further information in addition to the fatalities. I am 
asking that data be provided assessing how many of those crashes related to the presence of a road traffic light, which 
I imagine could be provided by Main Roads. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not even sure whether that is possible. That is what the advisers are telling me. I will 
pass it on, but I do not even know whether it is possible or accessible, but I will pass on the query. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The issue goes to the heart of what my colleague Hon Nick Goiran has been raising 
about the consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia, because I would have thought the industry 
would be very aware of the situation. If the Leader of the House is not able to provide that specific data, would 
she be able to provide a general assessment of what the percentage is likely to be, just from discussions? Can 
the Leader of the House ask the minister to contact the peak transport industry bodies to assess what its views 
are on the percentage of accidents that are caused due to the slowing down, stopping and starting of trucks at 
road traffic lights? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I appreciate that this is the honourable member’s first time handling a bill; about a thousand years 
ago I had to handle my first bill as well. I appreciate that it is a learning exercise. 
I will not give an undertaking that I will ask the minister to conduct further consultation to get the sort of information 
that the member is seeking. I am willing to pass on to her requests for information that might be at her disposal, 
but I will not pass on a request that she now go and consult with various industry bodies to seek their views on 
certain things. 
The CHAIR: Before I give Hon Neil Thomson the call, I remind members that we are dealing with clause 1. 
Clause 1 does not allow us to revisit questions of policy that were settled at the second reading stage, I think, by 
division. It allows members to foreshadow amendments and to range over the clauses of the bill. As I look at this 
very brief bill, I can see that there are only five clauses. It is a very narrowly focused bill. I say that as a reminder 
that clause 1 on a bill as narrow as this should similarly be narrowly focused. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: If I could address you, chair. The issue for me is that this obviously goes to the heart of 
the problem that we have in addressing this bill because so little information has been provided about the impact 
of the bill and the bill is woefully insufficient on those issues. In effect, the Leader of the House has not provided 
very much information at all about the impacts of this bill on the community, hence the questions that I have put. 
I am happy to be corrected by you, but I would like it on the record that I am deeply disappointed about the level 
of information that the Leader of the House has provided in this debate because the effects are wideranging, deep 
and concerning. Very little information has been provided. In fact, it is a woeful shortcoming and the Leader of the 
House is unable to address the issues of concern to the community. 
The CHAIR: I think that was a question to the chair rather than the minister. As I said earlier, I understand the 
member’s position and his point of view. If the Leader of the House is unable to satisfy you in her responses, the 
option you have is to oppose clause 1. The effect of opposing clause 1 is that the bill can be defeated. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise for two purposes. The first is to inform the house and the Leader of the House that 
I now have in my possession a fresh copy of the bill. This particular version of the bill, much to my surprise and 
delight, includes at page 4 a colour copy of schedule 1 of the plan. Even I can see that the large portion that is 
highlighted is indeed green. I think that will enable us to make a little more progress when we get to clause 3. Who 
would have thought that one could be caught out by printing a bill in black and white rather than in colour in 
preparation for a matter like this? Nevertheless, that happened to me today. 
The second and more substantive point I wish to make is my final point on clause 1. I will oppose clause 1 for 
a number of reasons. Most of all, it is because we have been unable to obtain information from the government. 
We cannot fulfil our duty at this time as lawmakers and legislators when we are effectively being asked to do 
so blindfolded. I accept members of the government will say that the crash statistics are not important to determine 
a position on this matter, but I beg to differ. My view is that if it can be demonstrated that there are no fatalities 
on Leach Highway, then maybe—just maybe—there is a basis for this bill. However, I do not have that information 
because the government will not provide it. I cannot sensibly make a decision on clause 1, and that leaves me 
with no realistic choice other than to oppose it. That is regrettable, Mr Chair, because members in this place 
ought to be provided with information by the executive. There is no time to provide it other than now. Providing 
the information afterwards, even if undertakings are to be fulfilled, would not enable us to come back and deal 
with the bill. As the chair has identified, the process will be that if clause 1 is defeated, that will be the end of 
this matter.  
What happens if clause 1 is defeated because the government did not provide statistics that it has at its disposal? 
That would be an unnecessary defeat of the bill. Equally, if we consider that clause 1 is supported but later, after 
it is third read, we find information on these crash statistics, it will be too late to do anything about these matters. 
It is unfair and unreasonable and, frankly, the government is incompetent not to have sufficient information at our 
disposal in order to deal with this bill.  
We have been down this path previously in other examples and then found at a later stage that apologies needed 
to be given to the house because information was inaccurate. At least on those occasions there was an attempt to 
provide information; on this occasion, there has not even been any attempt. Although it was my view at the second 
reading of this bill that it should be opposed for the policy reasons that I outlined, I further add to that that these 
procedural impediments that hamstring us from properly considering this bill. For those reasons, I oppose the 
passage of clause 1. 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Chair of Committees casting his vote with the noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Hon Klara Andric Hon Sue Ellery Hon Shelley Payne Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Dan Caddy Hon Lorna Harper Hon Dr Brad Pettitt Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Stephen Pratt Hon Dr Brian Walker 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

 

Noes (7) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Nick Goiran Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Neil Thomson  

Clause thus passed. 
Clause 2 put and passed. 
Clause 3: Terms used — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As we consider clause 3 of the bill, the minister will note that it contains two subclauses. 
Is subclause (2) competent? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I think the point the honourable member is getting to is that it refers to an indicative document 
as opposed to one of the technically accurate cadastral lines, as I describe it. I am sure planners everywhere are 
freaking out and wondering what the hell that woman is talking about, because it is not the correct technical language! 
But I will assume that the honourable member and I know what we are talking about. I am advised yes, and this is 
a drafting device that parliamentary counsel has used before in two bills. This is deemed by parliamentary counsel 
as the best way to give effect to reproducing within a bill a diagram that is as technically accurate as it can be, given 
that the bill is produced by parliamentary counsel. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: My concern is less with that and more to the fact that subclause (2) is not a term. Clause 3 
is about “Terms used”. Subclause (1) appears to be competent. I question whether subclause (2) is competent for 
clause 3. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Is the member asking whether it is in the right place. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised by the policy people at the table that they defer to parliamentary counsel as to 
the best place to put that provision in the bill. That is parliamentary counsel’s call, if you like. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I make the observation that I find it peculiar that in a clause that is titled “Terms used” we 
can have a subclause that does not deal with terms. It reminds me a little of an episode in the fortieth Parliament 
when we were told on a few occasions that parliamentary counsel had that view and now, in the forty-first Parliament, 
we find that that view has changed. That is a point I will perhaps take up on some other bills to highlight differences, 
particularly with regard to statutory review clauses. That said, the advice to the chamber at this time is that 
parliamentary counsel recommends this is the best place to make reference to this indicative depiction. That indicative 
depiction is a reference to the plan and we have been taken to schedule 1, which sets out that plan. The plan set out 
in schedule 1 is the minister helpfully described to us in the clause 1 debate the extent to which there are any differences 
between that schedule 1 plan and the tabled Beeliar wetlands map. The tabled map has at the top, if the minister 
happens to have a copy at her disposal, a stamp saying that it is a draft copy only of the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage, that data is not yet validated and it is for internal use only and not for distribution. What do 
we take from that? This map appears to have been produced in April this year. Has the data since been validated?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised that this was a plan prepared just for the purposes of demonstrating the information. 
I am not sure that the honourable member wants to propose that something should turn on whether it is a draft or 
not. It was produced to assist in consideration of the matters in the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Somebody has obviously gone out of their way to make the point that the data is not yet 
validated. I do not know what data needs validation. I want to check that it has since been validated and we can have 
total confidence in the map that we are using as a guide to compare with the schedule 1 plan. If the advice is that 
nothing turns on it, that is fine. With respect to the Beeliar wetlands plan and some of the discussion we had earlier 
under clause 1, I think the Leader of the House indicated that the area is larger than what is on the map itself. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The regional park is, yes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry, it is the extent of the Beeliar Regional Park. On the left-hand corner of this tabled map, 
there appears to be another smaller map that highlights a number of areas on the western coast of Western Australia. 
Is the Beeliar Regional Park contained in that smaller map? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised, yes. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We want to understand the parameters of the Beeliar Regional Park. When we look at the 
smaller map, we can see that the main map is a subset of it. Earlier the Leader of the House indicated to the house 
that 0.46 per cent of the Beeliar Regional Park will be impacted if Roe Highway is extended on the proposed path. 
I take it that the area on the tabled map marked as “Beeliar act area”, which we now know is 34.6 hectares, is 
a percentage of the Beeliar Regional Park and is how we get to the 0.46 per cent. 

Hon Sue Ellery: By interjection, correct. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4: Metropolitan Region Scheme amended — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In clause 4(1) and (2) there is reference to “dark green” and “red brown” as some of the 
colours used to depict the changes on the plans. Is that an ordinary custom and practice of planning? I think the 
Leader of the House indicated that this is not the first time this has happened. There was a Fremantle bill and so 
forth. Is it ordinarily the case that we describe these things in this way? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. I am advised that it is the colours used in the MRS. If we are in this circle, we are used 
to these colours. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I will never be a planner. 

Hon Sue Ellery: No; neither will I. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5: Effect of amendments — 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Much store has been put on the impact of the various responses from the other side about 
the second reading speech and what this bill will achieve. One of the issues raised by one of the members during 
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the second reading debate—I cannot recall who—was about the rail subsidy and how this was some sort of panacea 
to getting more freight off the roads and onto rail. It is my understanding that the current percentage of freight 
transported by rail to the inner harbour compared with the percentage of freight transported by rail before the subsidy 
was introduced has gone down. Can the minister provide details on whether I am correct about that percentage? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The question before the house is clause 5. The honourable member is asking for some detail, 
but if the honourable member wanted to ask for that information, the place to do it was during clause 1. The question 
before us now is about the specific provisions of clause 5, so I put it, chair, that that is not a relevant question to 
this clause. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Member, would you like to ask a question relevant to the clause? 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: With all respect, chair, I think it is entirely relevant to the effect of the amendment because 
its effect is to end any prospect of a road being established. As I have said on multiple occasions, this bill is woefully 
inadequate. I think clause 5 is woefully inadequate because it does not properly explain the effects of the amendment, 
so I repeat my question and ask the Leader of the House to provide an answer. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, I will take advice. My reading of clause 5 is that it simply outlines that this bill 
will have effect as though the amendments were enacted under the Planning and Development Act. I do not believe 
the question is relevant to clause 5. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Perhaps, deputy chair, you can provide some guidance to the chamber at this point. Clause 5 
is titled “Effect of amendments”. Is it in order for a member to move an amendment to clause 5 to list some of the 
effects of this amendment, which seeks to amend the metropolitan region scheme. It seems to me entirely in order 
and relevant that a member may have a point of view different from that of the government, which seems to want 
to say that the amendments will have the effect set out in subclause (1) and that is caveated with respect to the 
language used in clause 2. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Sorry to interrupt. Are you proposing an amendment to clause 5? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Deputy chair, I certainly will not propose an amendment if you are going to make a ruling to 
say that it is out of order for a member to move an amendment to clause 5 to list some of the effects of the amendment.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I have received some advice. It would be hard for me to make a ruling on a possible 
amendment without knowing what it would be. Is the member proposing to move an amendment? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: One amendment that members might contemplate is if there are any other effects that this 
bill might have. For example, this bill will have an effect on the extension of Roe Highway. Will it become easier 
or more difficult if this bill passes? If this amendment goes through, would one of the effects be that it will be 
more difficult to extend Roe Highway? I would have thought the answer to that was yes. In fact, we heard earlier 
that people were getting ready with the champagne bottles to celebrate once the bill passes. That would be one of 
the effects. It seems to me that if any member has a line of questioning on the effects that will occur, some of the 
impacts of this bill, this is absolutely the best place to be asking those questions and for us possibly to move 
amendments. Has there been some impact assessment or similar assessment undertaken about the impacts and 
effects of this bill passing? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The purpose of clause 5 is quite narrow in scope. It is about the effects of the amendments 
under the Planning and Development Act and the relationship the amendments have to it. The clause “Effect of 
amendments” is not a broad clause that goes to what people might claim would be a consequence of a particular 
policy being enacted. The scope of clause 5 is very narrow and technical to say this is how this bill becomes an act 
and the interplay with the planning act. I think the questions are out of order because they go beyond the scope of 
clause 5. A reasonable place for Hon Neil Thomson to have asked that question, which he in fact did in a variety 
of ways, was in clause 1, not in this quite narrow technical clause. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Notwithstanding the comments of the minister about fair interpretation of the effect of 
amendments, I have another question about an effect of this amendment. That relates to the matters that were raised 
in this place about the inner and outer harbour. That has been broadly publicised by the McGowan government. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, order! I think it is clear that clause 5 is about how this bill relates to the broader 
planning act. The member is bringing up another planning matter that could have been dealt with in clause 1. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We need to get this right. It is in order for a member to debate clause 5. They can either 
support or oppose it and they can amend it. In order for us to determine whether we will move an amendment to 
the bill and list other effects of the amendments listed in the bill, we need to be able to ask questions of the government. 
Only one person in this place gets to answer those questions and that is the minister with responsibility for this 
matter. I am very interested to hear from the honourable member about some of the effects of these amendments 
so we can consider as an opposition whether we will indeed move any amendments to the bill. There are currently 
two subclauses to clause 5 proposed by the government. The chamber may well think that there should be 10 subclauses 
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and that the government has missed some of the effects of the amendments. The government would indeed like 
the effect of the amendments to be very narrow, and the minister has gone out of her way to make that point. I go 
back to my earlier question that was not answered: has the government done any impact assessment or similar 
assessment to determine the effect of the amendments? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am going to repeat myself. I think the question is out of order. I think the questions asked 
by Hon Neil Thomson are out of order because this clause has a very narrow scope. The questions are out of order. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I am just asking whether the government has done an impact assessment. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, I am advised that the line of questioning is out of order. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: With all respect, deputy chair, you have ruled on the question I asked earlier about the 
rail issues. I would like to ascertain whether this matter should be supported. Some members in this place, the 
crossbenchers in particular, have supported the government on this bill. My purpose for presenting at this point is 
to say that the governance that this place holds in high value — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Do not canvass the ruling. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: No, with all respect, I am not canvassing the ruling. I am canvassing the nature of this 
clause 5, because, notwithstanding what the minister said about the narrow aspect of clause 5 — 
Hon Sue Ellery: The deputy chair has ruled in favour of me. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am canvassing that this might need to be broadened because of the need to better 
understand — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, can I just check whether you are canvassing or are asking a question about 
clause 5? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: My question is: would the minister consider the expansion of clause 5 to properly address 
the effects of the amendment? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I have already made the point that this is a very narrow clause. It is not a clause about the 
effects of the bill generally. It is very narrow and technical and is about the relationship between this bill and the 
parent act. The deputy chair has ruled, so I stand by my previous answers. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I point out that clause 5 is titled “Effect of the amendments”. We are not discussing the 
title of the clause; we are discussing the contents of the clause as outlined in subclauses (1) and (2). 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would it be in order for a member to move an amendment to change the title of clause 5? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I am advised that you can move an amendment to the clause, but you cannot move an 
amendment to the title of clause 5. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The things you learn! Today on 5 August apparently line 23 on page 2 of the bill cannot 
be amended. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: That is what I am advised. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I say, the things you learn! 
If clause 5 were to be defeated, what would be the impact on the bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It would not be clear to people in the future. It would not be clear to anyone seeking to interpret 
the relationship between the changes made by this bill and the parent act. The relationship and interplay would not 
be explicit. It is a critical part of the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Was expert advice sought that recommended that clause 5 be included?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Chair, this is a clause that has been used before. It was used in the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Fremantle) Act 1994. The purpose of this clause—as I have probably said maybe five times now—is to 
make clear the relationship between this bill when it becomes an act, and the parent act, and the extent to which 
the interaction between the two will occur. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Subclause (2) states — 

Nothing in this Act — 
That would be the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Act 2021 when it is passed — 

affects the operation of the Planning Act with respect to amendments to the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
as amended by this Act. 

Why is this necessary? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: It is there for clarity—to make it clear to people in the future that we do not have to use another 
bill to give effect to changes to the metropolitan region scheme arrangement. It is to spell that out and provide 
clarity to people in the future. 
Clause put and passed. 
Schedule 1 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.33 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.33 pm]: I would like to make some closing comments on the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. What I have seen here is, in my opinion, a woeful 
example from the government in providing information to this place. This is supposed to be a place in which we 
can debate and discuss the impacts and the effect of a bill. We had a long discussion, and we were shut down in that 
discussion because of the narrow interpretation of the bill. The effects of the bill will be several and wideranging. 
This bill will hugely impact the future lives of Western Australians, and our future economy. There are many people 
in this place with passionate views about a range of things. I myself am passionate about the environment. We have 
seen examples of how members opposite would like to just bulldoze the environment, such as at Eighty Mile Beach 
to get a hydrogen industry going—no problem. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you opposed to that? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am very much opposed. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I can tell you that Hon Norman Moore, if he was dead, would be turning in his 
grave—he would probably be turning in his grave even if he was not dead! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister would be prepared to put an ammonia plant on Eighty Mile Beach—no 
problem. The further members opposite go from Perth, away from their friends and from getting a few votes in the 
South Metropolitan Region, the happier they are to put an end to very sensitive ecological areas. I do not want to go 
into that in any detail. The thing that has been missing in this place is detail—any detail—on the impacts of this bill. 
I come back to the Beeliar wetlands. I was not in this place when the former Barnett government made its decision 
on the Beeliar wetlands. I respect the views of the people in the community who live in proximity to the Beeliar 
wetlands. They have made their point very clearly. I respect the government in so far as it wants to act on its 
election commitment. I very much respect that. Our job in opposition is to present arguments on this matter and ask 
questions. What I do not respect and find very offensive is the lack of information, the lack of analysis and the lack 
of transparency about the effects of this amendment bill. All we have, as I said in my second reading discussion, 
is three pages of a bill that was knocked up by someone on a Sunday afternoon with a beer in their hand. That sort 
of analysis is beneath the government. The people of Western Australia deserve more. 
Clearly, this bill will go through. But there will be nothing in Hansard, except for our comments in the last 24 or 
so hours, about the questions that we have presented about what will happen when the next fatality occurs on 
Leach Highway or South Street, or maybe on one of the side streets. When metropolitan region scheme amendments 
come up in the near future, we will have no real knowledge about the objectives of this bill—apart from the fact that 
we had an admission from the minister that some urban development could be ongoing—when there is a possibility 
of actually achieving the environmental and cultural goals. We heard something about the cultural goals, as though 
we just want to bulldoze them. That is certainly not the case. The cultural goals are very important. There is no 
analysis as to why. 
I see I have 53 minutes, President. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You’re making a third reading speech, which is actually not the same as a second reading speech. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am making a response. There was no possibility of doing that with this bill. We had 
discussions about the methodology as well. We had the comments from the other side, after my speech, so I am 
presenting, in response to that other commentary, why this matter was not put through as a major amendment to 
the MRS. That could have occurred the day that the new government entered this place. It could have easily had 
this matter dealt with, with a full analysis, for the people of Western Australia. 
My point is that this is just woeful. It is a disappointing and very sad day that we see in this place a lack of information, 
a lack of analysis and a lack of detail on very pertinent matters for the people of Western Australia. I am not going to 
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speak for long because I have made my points, but I just wanted to be clear. This is a sorry day for Western Australia; 
it is a sad day for the people. I am even disappointed with the crossbenchers for not challenging this issue on the 
detail. A lot more detail needed to be provided. It is beholden on this place to assess the detail so that when it makes 
a decision, it is made in the public interest. Clearly, that has not been done today. Thank you. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I rise to oppose the third reading of the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. This bill is identical to that which was debated during the second reading. 
I regret to inform you, Madam Acting President, that during the Committee of the Whole House, the committee 
was unable to do its job properly. The Committee of the Whole House sought information from the government 
on multiple occasions and there was an inability, or, alternatively, an unwillingness by the government to provide 
that information. During the Committee of the Whole House, members were effectively expected to perform their 
task with a blindfold on. That is no way for the house of review to undertake its task. It was a relatively simple 
five-clause bill, yet when it came to simple questions, there were no answers. For example, some of the questions 
remain unanswered by the government because, I suspect very much, it wishes to continue its obsession with 
secrecy and hide information from the people of Western Australia. Some of those questions are about fatalities 
on Leach Highway. Those who have had the opportunity to travel up and down Leach Highway will know that this 
is a substantial issue for the local people. A number of people in the local community continue to have a grievance 
with the number of large trucks using Leach Highway. 
The simple question that was put to the government that it was unwilling or unable to answer was: how many fatalities 
arose as a result of those crashes along Leach Highway? That information was not provided to the house. It was 
not a refusal by the government to provide information ever, but we had quite a spectacle in which an undertaking 
was given yesterday that a request would be made to the minister in the other place with overall carriage of and 
responsibility for this matter. Today we were told that there had been no opportunity to raise the matter with the 
minister. If it is indeed true that there has not been an opportunity, because of a lack of facilitation of an opportunity, 
this house has not had information at its disposal. I question the priorities of this government. How can it be the case 
that, on the one hand, this government has decided that one of its chief priorities this week for the Legislative Council 
is the passage of this bill, and on the other hand, it has not made information available to members? As a result, 
the bill now before us for the third reading is in identical form. There was no real, genuine or authentic opportunity 
for members to move amendments because members can move cogent, competent amendments only if they have 
information at their disposal. But when this government is obsessed with secrecy—it has been referred to by some 
commentators as WA Inc mark II—and utters words like “gold-standard transparency”, but then delivers exactly 
the opposite, it makes it impossible for lawmakers to do their task. 
As I have said before, there is nothing wrong with people having strong opinions on whether Roe Highway should 
be extended. I know many good, fair-minded Western Australians who feel passionately about the Beeliar wetlands 
and who will want to celebrate the passing of this bill and do not want Roe Highway to be extended. I accept that 
they are entitled to that view. But, equally, a large number of Western Australians hold a contrary view. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What is your evidence of that? They are certainly not voting for you. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is interesting. It is always a delight when the Minister for Regional Development returns 
to the chamber from urgent parliamentary business because she does make an interesting point in her interjection. 
It is now on the public record that the McGowan government has a keen interest in polling people on its approach 
to the pandemic. It has been making decisions based on polling. With a government that is so interested in polling, 
would it not be interesting if the McGowan government could release its polling on the Roe Highway extension? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This has been an election issue from 2001 on. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: From 2001? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. Absolutely it was an in issue in 2001. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Right. Where were you — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order, members! I remind you that third reading debate should 
be limited to contents of the bill as agreed to by the Council prior to that stage. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Acting President. As I say, it is indeed interesting whenever the Minister for 
Regional Development decides to inject herself into the debate. In fairness, it has to be said that the minister has 
a lot of experience in not only the planning, transport and infrastructure area, but also various Parliaments and other 
governance bodies. We must acknowledge that. Nevertheless, it does not change the point that while the minister 
was away on urgent parliamentary business, this Committee of the Whole was precluded from being able to do its 
job properly because the government failed to provide information. We had the unedifying spectacle of the 
Leader of the House then saying that she would provide that information after the bill had been read a third time. In 
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a few minutes, this bill will pass for the third time. Somebody will go with their streamers and champagne to visit 
the Governor and have the bill signed into law. At that time, the Leader of the House is miraculously going to find 
time and have an opportunity to talk to her cabinet colleague and get the information that we have been seeking. 
That is the sequence of events. Would most fair-minded people not think that it would be a good idea for that 
information to be provided before a decision is made? I would think so, except if the government is trying to hide 
data on the number of fatalities that occur on the roads. If the government was trying to hide data on the number 
of fatalities on the road, it would not have wanted that information to be made available when members were 
making a decision on the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. Although the bill is dressed 
up as protection of the Beeliar wetlands, its actual intent and motivation is to prohibit, obstruct or make more 
difficult the extension of Roe Highway. 
It was very interesting during Committee of the Whole when I asked the government whether it might be able to 
do some sort of comparison between the proposed extension at the Beeliar wetlands and what has already occurred 
at the Kenwick wetlands. As I understand it, the Minister for Regional Development has been across this issue 
since 2001, and she might be able to assist us by telling us when exactly the Roe Highway extension occurred through 
the Kenwick wetlands. She might also be able to tell us the extent to which those wetlands were impacted upon 
and the level of community support for and against it at the time. She might be able to do that, but — 

Point of Order 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The standing order provisions in relation to third reading speeches very clearly 
state that no new matter can be introduced into the debate, and that the debate is very narrow in its focus. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): The point of order is upheld. It would appear that the member 
was asking a question of the Minister for Regional Development and we ask that you limit your comments to the 
contents of the bill as agreed to the Council prior to this stage. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the Acting President. If there was any misunderstanding by anyone in the chamber, 
I definitely was not asking a question of the Minister for Regional Development, because that would be out of 
order. The Minister for Regional Development can be assured that I am not asking her any questions in this third 
reading debate. I know that the minister with carriage of the bill is not interested in taking any questions from me 
at this time. This was raised during Committee of the Whole, so there is certainly not any new material being brought 
up. As members will be aware, the Committee of the Whole is the stage interposed between the second and third 
reading debates. It is the consideration of this chamber that determines whether a different version of the bill will be 
passed. The point is that this bill is in its original form because the government has been unable to provide information. 
I have already touched on the issue of fatalities. The point I am making now, not as a new matter or new material, 
is that the other information we were not provided with during Committee of the Whole is the comparison with 
the Kenwick wetlands. That is disappointing. Unlike the fatality data, which is readily available—I am surprised that 
the government was not able to provide it—it is unclear to me exactly what the impact was on the Kenwick wetlands. 
That is why I would like to have that information at some later stage. Thankfully, the Leader of the House has 
added that to her large list of matters she will bring to the attention of the minister when she has an opportunity to 
do so—such opportunity apparently not having been available over the last 24 hours. 
In summary, the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021 is before us because the government 
is seeking to have it read for a third time in its original form, in circumstances in which lawmakers were precluded 
from being able to make reasonable amendments because of the government’s determination to not provide 
information. I suspect there will be further debate on this if it is found in due course that, indeed, fatalities have 
occurred on Leach Highway on the McGowan government’s watch. If that information comes to light at a later 
stage, after the bill has been read a third time and the minister has had an opportunity to go and get that information, 
I will be most disappointed and I suspect we will have a large debate about it. Equally, I will also be disappointed 
if we find out that the Roe Highway extension and its impact on the Kenwick wetlands was more than the impact 
of 0.46 per cent to the Beeliar wetlands, which we learnt during Committee of the Whole. We will find out in due 
course because once the bill is read a third time, the minister with carriage of the bill in this place will have a chat 
to her friend in the other place and have an opportunity to provide that information to the house. Indeed, I should 
clarify that the minister has not undertaken to provide information to the house; that would be too much of an 
undertaking. She has only undertaken to put the request to the minister. Whether any information is provided remains 
to be seen. That is the circumstance that we find ourselves in at the moment. 
If the government’s intention was to try to persuade members who are sceptical about this bill, who have concerns 
about this bill and who are opposed to this bill, to support it, there has been a complete failure in that respect. On 
the other hand, if the government’s intention was to try to frustrate and obstruct the passage of the bill by not 
providing information and continuing to be obsessed by secrecy, it has been an outstanding success. All in all, that 
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is no way to make a law. It is certainly a way to ram a law through the Parliament of Western Australia, but it is 
not a way to persuade people during a debate. It is not a way to convince them that it is okay, that this legislation 
is still a safe way for Western Australia to progress with its planning, infrastructure and transport needs and that 
Leach Highway is still safe for the people of Western Australia, including the long-suffering residents of Bicton, 
because the Roe Highway extension will no longer occur. That would be a good way for the government to assuage 
the concerns of the community. There was a great opportunity for that to be done during Committee of the Whole 
and it never happened. Consequently, it is no wonder, after all of that, that our lead member has indicated that the 
opposition will be opposing the third reading of this bill. How can we possibly support a bill when the government 
continues to hide information from the Parliament of Western Australia? How can we support a bill in those 
circumstances, least of all, when it is a matter that has been publicly debated for some 20 years, according to the 
Minister for Regional Development? If that is the case, there is a duty on the government of Western Australia, 
which gets paid by the taxpayers of this state, to make sure that it is able to persuade and provide information to 
Parliament. That has not happened on this occasion. For those reasons, I intend to oppose the third reading of 
this bill.  

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis) casting her vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (21) 

Hon Klara Andric Hon Lorna Harper Hon Stephen Pratt Hon Dr Brian Walker 
Hon Dan Caddy Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Shelley Payne Hon Dr Sally Talbot  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dr Brad Pettitt Hon Wilson Tucker  

 

Noes (7) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Nick Goiran Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Neil Thomson  

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and passed. 
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