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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 

Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Steve Martin) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House) in charge 
of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: This is the second time I have been involved in a committee debate and I think the minister 
can understand that. I am sure that she has not really enjoyed some of the questions I have asked, but, hopefully, we 
can get through them in a civil way. The issue relating to traffic modelling was a big part of our discussion. The 
minister said there had been some discussion about that with Main Roads WA. I would be very interested to hear 
from the minister whether any traffic modelling has been undertaken specifically for the removal of Roe 8 and 9 from 
the future road transport network in the Perth metropolitan area. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised that advice from Main Roads is that no modelling has been done. Some modelling 
may have been done in the past because this issue has been around for a long time, but I am advised that none has 
been done with respect to the bill before us now. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: That is a concern. The essence of my earlier presentation on this matter was not so much 
focused on whether this is a good or bad idea; it is really about the process that we are undertaking and the fact 
that we have not been presented with any evidence. The minister would have heard me speaking at length about 
the fact that there was only a three-page second reading speech and a one-page explanatory memorandum. Given 
that there has been no modelling, it is very hard for me to question what it says. I would like some data. I would like 
to ask the minister representing the Minister for Planning whether she is certain that by not having Roe 8 or 9, 
fewer people will die on our roads in metropolitan Perth. That is the first question. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The point that the honourable member made in his speech on the second reading and in preface 
to the question he just asked related to the process and his disagreement with it. I understand that. Certain things 
occur and are built into the process if an amendment is made to a metropolitan region scheme, but that is not what 
we are doing. The government went to the last election explicitly saying that it would reintroduce a bill to give effect 
to this particular policy decision. That would occur by way of a piece of legislation. The member is right to say that 
it is unusual and not the most common way that these amendments are made. That is true. There is precedent, though; 
it has been done three times before. I provided that answer in my second reading reply. 

If the purpose of the member’s question is to get on the record his opposition to the process that has been followed 
by the government, I understand that, and that has been put on the record. I will treat as rhetorical the question of 
whether the government has established the number of people who may die as a consequence of what the member 
says is our policy position. I am not in a position to answer that. I take that as a rhetorical question. I cannot add 
anything further to that point. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I thank the minister for her comments. She has explained the government’s position. 
Notwithstanding the explanation from the minister that the government took this to the election, it clearly had a plan 
to introduce a bill. We have heard that, along with my comments. Political parties make promises. Once coming into 
power, is it not the government’s responsibility to deliver on those promises? I am not disputing that. The government 
took something to the election and it had to bring legislation into Parliament. Is it not the responsibility of government 
to undertake a deliberative process? I have worked in the area of planning. For example, when a minister calls in 
a matter and introduces legislation, they can make a decision because they have the power under the act. Just because 
they have the power under the act, there is still a requirement of all governments to undertake a deliberative process. 
As part of that deliberative process, I would have thought that the government would need to present some evidence 
of why it is in the public interest. One of those public interest factors is the issue of deaths and injuries on roads. 
We have had discussion about that data. The number of crashes that have occurred is huge. The numbers are massive. 
There have been two deaths in five years. As I said in my presentation, the number of deaths is fewer than those 
that occur on regional roads but it is still a big issue. There are also hospitalisations, but I do not know the extent 
of the injuries. These all have an impact. 
The minister said that was a rhetorical question, so I will ask this question: post the decision relating to its election 
commitment, other than a three-page second reading speech and a one-page explanatory memorandum, has the 
government undertaken a deliberative process that would fulfil the requirements under administrative law to 
deliver this bill to the house? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The honourable member would be aware that a version of this bill was prepared during 
the previous term of this government. During that time, the government considered a range of things, including 
consultation with a range of local councils, for example, that I named in my second reading reply. The honourable 
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member would be aware that this has also been a matter of public debate for a considerable period. When drafting 
the bill, the government set the policy. The policy was to give effect to the things that are set out in this bill. As 
I said, those matters have been the subject of public debate for a long time and positions have been taken. 
The honourable member knows that if we had gone down the path of making an amendment to the MRS, certain 
statutory things were required to be followed. We are not undertaking that process in this case. This bill is before 
the house. We are not obliged to undertake the deliberative mechanisms that the member referred to when bringing 
a bill before the house. This issue has been a matter of public debate for some time. Respective parties have had 
the opportunity to consider their position, and to consider all the public commentary from learned experts through 
to local people living in and around this area. That is how we got to the position of taking a policy position. This 
was the mechanism that we wanted to use, and that is what we are doing. 
The honourable member may continue to ask me whether there was a deliberative process. There was not because 
we have not chosen to go down the path of making an amendment to the MRS. We have chosen to bring a piece 
of legislation before the Parliament. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I would not normally raise this but I guess the minister knows what I am going to ask. 
My comments relate to the second sentence of the second reading speech. The only reason I am raising it is that it 
is in the second reading speech. I would not have raised it otherwise. It states — 

This bill was presented to the Parliament in the last term. It passed the Legislative Assembly in 2019, but, 
unfortunately, could not be considered in this place due to the actions of delay by the Liberal Party. 

I listened to the minister’s second reading reply, in which she said that the government had received a memo that 
said it could include other bills in the Legislative Assembly, which, quite frankly, could equate to dozens of bills. 
There is nothing specific in that at all. I am really disappointed that this is in the second reading speech. It is already 
a contentious bill. To include that in the second reading speech inflames the situation even further. It is unnecessary 
and demeans this chamber. That was not a satisfactory response on the part of the Leader of the House. Because 
the Leader of the House read in the second reading speech, it is her second reading speech. She said the bill could 
not be considered in this place due to the actions of delay by the Liberal Party. Can the Leader of the House please 
explain to the chamber how the Liberal Party delayed the bill in the previous Parliament? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am sorry to disappoint the honourable member, because I value his opinion. To be absolutely 
clear, I stand by every word in the second reading speech and I will not be withdrawing that sentence. My observation 
of the last four years of this Parliament is that we were constantly faced by a Liberal Party, particularly a couple 
of members, who constantly delayed and delayed and delayed legislation, not just in relation to matters in this 
portfolio, but in many. The government found itself constantly having to juggle what we thought we could get 
through. We could not do any of our business in a timely and efficient way because we would constantly come up 
against deliberate filibusters. 
In respect to any piece of legislation, including this piece of legislation, every party gets to make a decision and 
every party gets to decide whether they will respect the mandate of the government of the day and give effect to the 
legislative agenda of that government. That is what the Liberal Party did. It did it at a macro level by making it really 
difficult in the last term for this government to get any legislation through and it did it at the micro level when it could 
have said at any point that it would respect the mandate of the government of the day and, despite what the crossbench 
would do, it would support the legislation, or not impede its passage, because it respected the government’s mandate, 
but the Liberal Party did not do that. It had a choice and it exercised that choice. As a result of exercising that 
choice, the first iteration of this bill did not proceed through Parliament. The Liberal Party might not like that. It might 
think that is a point of view that is unfair to the Liberal Party. It may well take that point of view, but I absolutely 
stand by it. I do not think there is a person in the Western Australian Parliament who felt more frustrated than I did 
by the attitude of the Liberal Party in getting legislation through this place in the last term. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That is extraordinary coming from someone, quite frankly, who, as Leader of the Opposition, 
insisted that I sit in that chair for 24 hours straight debating a bill that she supported. Go figure! You have got to 
be joking. That shrill outburst that we just heard is absolute garbage. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon SANDRA CARR: I do not think it is appropriate to describe the Leader of the House as shrill. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): Sorry, can you start again, please? 
Hon Peter Collier: I didn’t call her shrill. I said it was a shrill outburst. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, we have a point of order. 
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Hon SANDRA CARR: I don’t agree with calling someone shrill in this place. I do not think it is appropriate. It 
is unparliamentary language. 
Hon Peter Collier: On the point of order — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Wait till you get the call. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Peter Collier, I just want to check my advice. 
Members, I believe it is the convention that when a point of order is raised, the member be asked to withdraw. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I will not withdraw because I did not call the Leader of the House shrill. I said “a shrill 
outburst”, which is a completely different thing. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: It is my ruling that it is not unparliamentary language. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Considering it is a term that the member herself uses quite regularly, perhaps she might 
like to educate her members. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Do not get all self-righteous with me. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The Leader of the House stands by that statement. As I said, I am disappointed, but that 
will not mean anything to her. 
With regard to this bill and the Liberal Party impeding legislation, I would like to put on the record that the Liberal Party, 
as I said in my second reading contribution, had nine members. We did not have the majority. The government could 
have got its legislation through by negotiating with other members, but it did not do that. I do not intend to take 
up the time of the house on this matter because I want to get into the fabric of the bill, but, quite frankly, it was not 
necessary to put this sort of thing in a second reading speech. It just was not necessary. Firstly, it is inaccurate and, 
secondly, it was not necessary. Having said that, the Leader of the House will not withdraw anything she said in 
the second reading speech, and that is her prerogative. 
The Leader of the House sent a letter to me in January 2020 with a list of 23 bills for priority, and then again in 
September 2020 with a list of 18 bills. Why was this bill not included in that list that she provided not only to me, 
but also to every other non-government member? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have those pieces of correspondence in front of the me. I am happy to give an undertaking 
to the house that I will look at that correspondence when we are outside of this process and if I think that I can 
give a response to the house at a later date, I will. I am happy to answer any questions about the bill before us. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the Leader of the House for that and I appreciate it. I will finish on this. There is 
no need to respond to it. There is no way on God’s earth that I would have brought this up if that sentence had not 
been in the second reading speech. I appreciate that it has nothing to do with the fabric of the bill, but it is appropriate 
that I raise the issue because it is in the second reading speech. Having said that, I am very disappointed. I am quite 
willing to table the letters if it will assist the Leader of the House, although I am sure that she can get them of her 
own accord. Having said that, I remain disappointed. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Does the Leader of the House wish to respond? 
Hon Sue Ellery: No. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I have a copy of the business program for today, Wednesday, 4 August 2021. At the top it is 
denoted number 22. I gather that must mean it is the twenty-second business program of the forty-first Parliament. 
If that is not correct, someone will let me know. On this business program, at order of the day 45, is the matter 
before us—the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. Can the Leader of the House inform 
the house whether she ever arranged for the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2018 to be listed 
on the business program in the fortieth Parliament? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I cannot answer that question. I am happy to answer any question about the bill before us. 
I am happy to assist the chamber in the consideration of the bill in front of us. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What information would the Leader of the House need to be brought to her disposal to be 
able to answer that question? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: I would need to consider that it is relevant to the chamber’s consideration of the bill now 
before us, and I do not. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am disappointed that the Leader of the House is saying that her second reading speech 
was not relevant to the house. She has just been answering some questions—at least responding; I am not sure 
about answering—asked by Hon Peter Collier. He has asked those questions because the second reading speech 
raised this issue. If there is a concession now that the second reading speech is not relevant to the bill, I guess the 
Leader of the House can make that concession and we can move on. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not intend to be verballed by Hon Nick Goiran. I have nothing further to add to my answer. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: When will the Leader of the House inform the house whether she ever arranged for the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2018 to be listed on the business program in the fortieth 
Parliament?  
Hon Sue Ellery: I have nothing further to say. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It has been less than half an hour since question time concluded and already we have 
a situation in which the Leader of the House, who is supposed to be setting an example for her government—a very 
experienced member—is not taking questions. I remember that the Leader of the House, prior to the recess, made 
a big deal about the fact that there are two ways in which legislation can be scrutinised. The Leader of the House 
might remember that she said to us that we can do it in Committee of the Whole House or we can have bills referred 
to the Standing Committee on Legislation for review. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Ask me about the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Here we are in Committee of the Whole House — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Ask me about the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is your second reading speech; the Leader of the House has raised this, not us! 
Hon Sue Ellery: Ask me about the bill. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): Excuse me, members, address comments to the chair, please. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is amazing that the Leader of the House, within less than half an hour of us scrutinising 
this bill, is unwilling to answer questions on matters that she has read into the house in the second reading speech. 
The opposition did not raise this. It is inconvenient for the Leader of the House; that is why there is no response. 
There is not even a preparedness to stand up and answer the question, because it is inconvenient and highly 
embarrassing in front of a number of new members to be caught out as the only person in the fortieth Parliament 
who was responsible for deciding what was going to go on the business program, but on not one day did the 
Leader of the House decide to bring it up. She has the hide to tell the opposition in this place, the Liberal Party, that 
we delayed it! I have news for the Leader of the House: we can debate a bill only if she decides to bring it on. That 
is why we are debating the bill now; it is because the Leader of the House decided to list it yesterday and today. 
I made the point during my contribution to the second reading debate that I am disappointed that this government 
thinks this bill is one of its highest priorities. The government has decided it has nothing better to do for the people 
of Western Australia than to debate this bill. As Hon Peter Collier quite rightly and politely said, it was utterly 
unnecessary for the Leader of the House to raise that point in the second reading speech. The Leader of the House 
does herself no credit by refusing to withdraw that comment and to then double-down and say, “No, actually 
I stand by everything I said in the second reading speech.” That is poor leadership. The business program in the 
fortieth Parliament was controlled by the Leader of the House—the same person who is the Leader of the House 
in the forty-first Parliament, and the same process applies. The government might have changed some of the rules 
in the Legislative Council in the forty-first Parliament, but one of the rules that has not changed is who decides 
what is on the business program. That is still the prerogative of the Leader of the House and that is why we are 
dealing with this matter now. That is the only reason that the matter never progressed in the fortieth Parliament. If 
we get agitated about these Labor lies, that is why. 

It is one thing to have a point of view, Leader of the House, like whether Roe Highway should be extended or not. 
I have said previously that I have no problem with members opposite having a view that it should not be built. We 
have a view that it should. That is fine. That is a difference of opinion and that is why we have these debates. What 
is not acceptable is bold-faced lies, so the Leader of the House can expect those to be exposed every time that 
happens in this forty-first Parliament. 

My question to the Leader of the House, who is very keen for us to get into the clauses of this bill — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I ask that the member asks a question. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will endeavour to do so in the next five minutes and 52 seconds. 

My question to the Leader of the House follows on from the contribution by Hon Neil Thomson who asked about 
crash statistics. Is the Leader of the House in a position to inform the chamber how many fatal accidents occurred 
on Leach Highway since her party took government in 2017? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I can give the chamber an undertaking that I can ask the minister whether that information is 
available, and then make it available to the chamber if the minister so agrees. But I do not have that information here. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Further to that, Leader of the House, while the Leader of the House is asking the minister for 
that information, could she also take on notice and also undertake to provide to the chamber details of any non-fatal 
accidents that resulted in serious injury on Leach Highway since her party formed government in 2017? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not want to be verballed. I have not given an undertaking to provide information to the 
chamber. I have given an undertaking that I will raise the honourable member’s question with the relevant minister. 
That is what I will do, and I will do it with respect to the second question the member asked as well. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: There has been a bit of discussion today about the role of the Liberal Party in holding 
up this vital amendment. I am stunned by that, because what could have occurred in the term of the last government 
was that it could simply have gone through the process contained in part 4 of the Planning and Development Act. 
The Minister for Planning could have directed the chair of the Western Australian Planning Commission to undertake 
a major scheme amendment in relation to this change to the metropolitan region scheme. That was not undertaken. 
I am surprised to hear the Leader of the House lecture us about our resistance to this bill when what we are doing, 
as part of our due diligence on behalf of the people of Western Australia, is simply asking for data on the evidence 
for the deliberative process, which would have been ably achieved by directing the department and the WAPC 
to undertake a major scheme amendment. That would have then been debated in this place, and if it came back 
with evidence about the public interest of this decision, then I am sure that the good, fair-minded people on the 
opposition benches would have agreed to that scheme amendment. As part of that process, there would have been 
the assessment of alternatives. We had no alternatives; we had three pages of a second reading speech that looks 
like it was written in an afternoon over a beer—probably by the spin doctors in the Labor Party. It does not look 
like it was written by any professionals from the department. Did anyone from the department provide advice on 
that second reading speech? 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Honourable member, I will take that as a question. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I would have assumed, from what I understand of the member’s previous work history, that 
he would be well aware of how bills are worked on by professional public servants and the Parliamentary Counsel’s 
Office and how second reading speeches are prepared. 

Hon Neil Thomson: I am very aware of it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The member has acknowledged that he is well aware of it, so I am not sure why he asked 
the question. 

Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Honourable member, please direct your questions to the chair. 

Hon Neil Thomson: Well, I have another question coming. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Not yet, you haven’t; thank you. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: In any event, bills that come before the house are prepared by the professionals in the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office working on instructions given by the relevant policy areas in government. That is 
the standard process, and that is what happened here. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: There was a question but the Leader of the House did not answer: who wrote the speech 
of three pages?  
Look, I am aware of the process; of course, I am aware! Basically, the direction of the minister was to the State Solicitor’s 
Office to prepare a bill. Somebody in the legal team of the department helped put together a draft which went off 
to the State Solicitor’s Office. 
Hon Sue Ellery: To parliamentary counsel. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The Leader of the House has reminded me it is the parliamentary counsel. It is a little while 
since I was in a department. The parliamentary counsel put together this bill, which is probably three or four pages 
as well. There has been no input from planning professionals or from Infrastructure WA. It is stunning that we will 
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make such an essential decision without that. To me it says that the Leader of the House does not care what the 
people living next to — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, this is a question-and-answer process. I appreciate this is a broad clause 1 debate, 
but ask a question occasionally, please.  
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Has the minister or the department publicly consulted on this bill, through a proper, structured 
process, any of those people whom I care about—the people who live next to Leach Highway and South Street 
who have to deal with all the traffic flows and those small streets that go off those streets? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I have already answered part of the question. The honourable member is right to draw attention 
to certain steps that have to be followed if an amendment process is adopted for a metropolitan region scheme. 
That is not the process we have gone down on this path. I will not be verballed by the honourable member either. 
The advice I gave to the chamber earlier was that the relevant policy areas on this bill would have been Planning, 
Main Roads and perhaps some others, and we worked with parliamentary counsel on the instructions for the drafting. 
To suggest that no experts had any input — 
Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Honourable member, please let the Leader of the House reply, thank you. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am trying to help the member. 
That is just not accurate, and I am not going to accept it. 
In the other position I hold in this house as a member for South Metropolitan Region, I know very well the views 
of the people the member referred to who live on the streets near and along Leach Highway. This has been a matter 
of community debate particularly in the South Metropolitan Region, but not just there, for a considerable time. 
Community views are well known. Some people vehemently oppose the government’s position. I understand that. 
Those people have twice had the opportunity to express their points of view, because this issue has been the subject 
of extensive ventilation in at least two election campaigns by both of the major parties. Although the honourable 
member holds the view, which I have heard and understand, that the government should have taken the process of 
amending the metropolitan region scheme, it is not the process that we are doing. We have not followed the steps 
that are set out when there is an amendment to an MRS. We have not done that and we are not pretending that we 
have, but this matter has been the subject of extensive public debate for a number of years. The government is well 
aware of the views of the respective groups—different elements of different communities—and those views have 
been ventilated. There have been rallies on the pro side and on the anti side. There has been an extensive public 
discourse, if you like, over a long time about this policy issue. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I understand. The Leader of the House has made it clear that there has been no deliberative 
process. She has made that very clear. This has just been part of a general community debate. It is very clear that 
the planning advice has not been within a framework. The Leader of the House has made that clear. 
In her second reading speech, the Leader of the House made a statement about the second activity that will be coming 
shortly, which is the amendment to the metropolitan region scheme for the remaining land. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The second element the member is referring to is an amendment to the MRS not an act. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Sorry, that is fair enough—yes, the MRS. There is a statement in the second reading 
speech that the remaining land will be subjected to a normal MRS amendment. There is no such thing as a normal 
MRS amendment; that does not exist. It is either a minor or major MRS amendment. Is there going to be a major 
MRS amendment? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It will be major. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The Leader of the House has been at pains to explain to the honourable member that there 
were some experts involved. Who were the experts consulted in the development of this bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The drafting involved the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage, including the lands 
division, and Main Roads. To a lesser extent there may well have been other agencies, but for the major policy 
settings it was those three agencies. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister qualified her response by referring to drafting. Does that mean that there was 
some consultation with other agencies that was not related to drafting? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Perhaps my language was inelegant. The debate with the honourable member was a debate 
about how the bill came to be, and I was trying to help him understand the normal process. Drafting instructions 
are given by a lead agency or a combination of agencies to Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, which puts it in a form 
that suits PCO, and there may be comings and goings about making sure those provisions properly reflect the policy 
intent. The policy agencies, if you like, work with PCO to bring a bill before the house. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 4 August 2021] 

 p2279b-2287a 
Hon Neil Thomson; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Sandra Carr; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Donna 

Faragher 

 [7] 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that Planning, Main Roads and Lands were the primary experts consulted in 
the development and drafting of this bill. Were any agencies, officers, experts or others outside government consulted 
on this bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Not that I am advised. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To be clear, minister, does that mean that Infrastructure WA was not consulted about this bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: That is correct. The member might recall this, but I suspect it was not even around when the 
process began. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: By that, I take it that the minister is referring to the bill in the fortieth Parliament. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Yes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think it is fair to say that there was an opportunity for Infrastructure WA to be consulted 
in the forty-first Parliament, but I accept — 
Hon Sue Ellery: It was not. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is right. I accept that is the response. 
I take it then that the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia has also not been consulted about this bill. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: That is correct; it was not. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I find that very interesting, because I note that a member in the other place, the member for 
Balcatta—whom I confess I could not necessarily identify in a line-up, but that is not necessarily a big issue—on 
24 June 2021, which I think was the final sitting day before we rose for the winter recess, raised a grievance, presumably 
with the Minister for Transport. In this grievance he made some noise about the role of the Transport Workers’ 
Union of Australia. He refers to a Tim Dawson and, to paraphrase his grievance, he referred to the Transport Workers’ 
Union as being a fierce and effective advocate, particularly on transport-related issues. I note that I asked the minister 
earlier who was consulted about the bill and she indicated that Planning, Main Roads and Lands were involved. 
To what extent were transport experts consulted about this bill?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have any information at the table that can answer that question, other than to say that the 
three agencies I have named are the ones I am advised were involved in determining the policy settings for the bill. I am 
advised there may well have been conversations with other agencies, but I do not have that information available to me. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Maybe I can assist the minister a little, because her colleague from the other place said on 
24 June 2021—I am quoting from my copy of the uncorrected proof of Hansard — 

Truck drivers face many challenges in the work they do, none more so than the hours that they have to work 
and the distances they have to travel, much of the time in regional and remote areas. That is why it is essential 
that when truck drivers need to stop, there is a rest stop available with appropriate amenities. Access to clean 
and modern restrooms and showers at regular intervals can make a big difference to truck drivers. 

He then went on to talk about the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia and indicated that members of that union 
had been surveyed to find out the issues that mattered most to them and to look at the factors that would increase 
participation in the industry. I find it quite interesting that presumably a union, which is of some importance to the 
government or at least some segments of the members who represent the government, has not been consulted on 
this matter. The member made quite a big deal on 24 June about how those members had been surveyed. It would be 
interesting to know whether those members who have been surveyed have a view about the extension of Roe Highway 
and whether they have a view on this bill. Not for a moment am I suggesting that if they were surveyed and those 
members said, “No, we don’t support this bill; we want Roe Highway to be extended”, that that would change the 
attitude of this government. Nevertheless, I would have thought that their voices should at least be heard. I found 
it very interesting that during the course of this debate, as we consider whether we are going to support or oppose 
clause 1, that there has been no discussion about the voice of the truck drivers. 
I have said before that I do not profess to understand the inner workings of the Labor Party—who belongs to which 
union and who cares about one union and does not like the other one and so on and so forth. I imagine that there are 
disputes from time to time. But surely to goodness there is at least one member of the government who has an affiliation 
with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia, yet their voice seems to have been quashed in this debate, unless it is 
the member for Balcatta, who raised a grievance with the Minister for Transport on 24 June 2021. I remind the minister 
that she was going to raise some issues with the minister. She undertook that she would ask the minister those questions 
that effectively have been taken on notice, and I simply ask whether the minister would be willing to also ask the Minister 
for Planning whether there has been any consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia about this bill. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am happy to give an undertaking that I will raise the honourable member’s question with 
the minister. 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I just have one question. I apologise that I was out of the chamber on urgent 
parliamentary business, but it relates to the rezoning of the remaining 84 hectares of land, which was referred to in 
the second reading speech. Can the minister indicate whether that process will be undertaken as a major amendment? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The member was out of the chamber when I answered that question. Yes, it will be a major 
amendment. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Can I seek clarification: was that a decision by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission or the government? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised that under the act, the particulars of the matter would meet the test for a major 
amendment. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am not trying to be difficult here; I am just wanting clarification. I appreciate what 
the minister is saying about the act and it being a “substantial alteration”—I think that would be the term, or along 
those lines—but I just want to get some clarification about whether it has been considered by the WAPC. My 
understanding is that the WAPC has to form the opinion about whether it should be a major or minor amendment. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: For clarification, no, the process has not yet started. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am encouraged to hear there is going to be a major scheme amendment, because I think that 
would be very important. As part of that review, could the minister seek advice from her officers about whether that 
major scheme amendment would consider the remaining land as though it were part of an integrated freight network? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised that as part of that process it will take into account orderly and proper planning, 
and that most likely will capture exactly what the member is talking about. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Seeing that we know that the bill will be passed given the numbers that the Labor Party 
has, has there been consideration of the possibility of building a tunnel under the Beeliar wetlands? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Not that I am advised. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister said that there has been no consideration or understanding, so is the minister 
not able to confirm whether that would be possible? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I think that would be useful to know. If the bill were to pass, would it still be possible to build 
a tunnel underneath the wetland? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It has not been considered. I am not in a position to definitely tell members yes or no. I am 
advised that it has not been considered. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The metropolitan region scheme zoning of the surface of the land has no impact. Is that 
something the minister can confirm—that there is no impact in terms of whether a tunnel was there or not for a road? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. I am not in a position to give the member an answer. 
Hon Neil Thomson: Your advisers may. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I know. They are sitting next to me, and if they have something to tell me, they will tell me. 
I am not in a position to give the member an answer about that. The advice I have is that the specific example the 
member gave has not been considered. I do not have any other advice I can give the member about how, if there 
is no tunnel there, there could be a tunnel elsewhere. In respect to a particular MRS, I cannot answer that question. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Can the minister ask her advisers whether, hypothetically, a tunnel could be built, even 
if this bill were to pass? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: To assist the honourable member, it is not me not asking for advice. If he observes the way 
this works, he will see that they will tell me if they have something that I need to provide an answer to. I am advised 
that we cannot give the member a definitive position, but it is probably accurate to say that we do not have zoning 
rights into the air and we do not have zoning rights subterranean. That is about as specific as I can get on that issue. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: That is a very interesting point. I think it is absolutely vital, because my question is: 
assuming there were no environmental concerns and no wetland there, would this road be built? The minister would 
have to agree that it would. Assuming all environmental matters were dealt with insofar as we did not build a road over 
the wetlands and there was a possibility of a tunnel being built under that section, why, then, given the issue around 
future transport needs, and notwithstanding any decision about the inner and outer harbour and current transport 
demands, would we go through a process that would deny any future government, Labor, Liberal or other, the ability to 
develop a transport infrastructure corridor? It is about more than just roads; it could be rail. It could be light rail. Peter 
Newman might want to put a lovely light train down the middle, through a tunnel, and out the other side all run by wind 
power. We could have it all done that way. Why not preserve that vital asset for future generations of our community? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not sure I actually understood what the member was trying to ask me. 
Hon Neil Thomson: It was pretty straightforward. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Was it? 
Hon Neil Thomson: Yes. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Let us hold that thought, shall we? I am about to ask the Deputy Chair to report progress. By 
way of explanation to the chamber, there is a matter of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges report 
that we need to give consideration to. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House). 
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