
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 19 October 2006] 

 p7282a-7299a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; President; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Barbara 

Scott 

 [1] 

CARPENTER GOVERNMENT - PERFORMANCE AND CONSULTATION 
Motion 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.05 am] - without notice:  Pursuant to sessional orders 7 
and 8, I move - 

That the house expresses its serious concern at the poor performance of the Carpenter government, 
particularly its failure to properly consult the public with respect to important decisions. 

This is a rather important motion because today we will find some clear indicators in the lead-up to the next state 
election about whether this government is responsive to the wishes of the people of Western Australia, which the 
government purports, and has a responsibility, to represent, or whether it is choosing to turn a deaf ear to the 
genuine needs, wants and aspirations of the Western Australian people.  We will be able to judge that by the 
government’s response and the attitude to the motion today.  Although it is two years out from an election, there 
are already some very strong signs accruing that the government does not take notice of the legitimate 
aspirations of the people of Western Australia.  The government demonstrates that lack of notice through the 
consultation processes, inadequate as they are, that it is pursuing during its time in government.  The debate on 
the motion will also give some clear indicators of where the opposition seeks to position itself in being 
responsive to the legitimate aspirations and desires of the people of Western Australia.  For those reasons and 
more, I, for one, view this upcoming debate with a great deal of interest and take it very seriously. 

Before I get to the substance of the debate, I note that other issues are afoot in current affairs in Western 
Australia at this time.  Having the opportunity, as the opposition does right now, to lead the debate this morning 
in non-official business, it is important that I place on the record why we are not today debating specific matters 
relating to the ongoing difficulties in the education ministry.  If we are to debate a motion that the house has no 
confidence in the Minister for Education and Training to its finality, we are required to place that motion on 
notice.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It is a substantive motion. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Sorry - it is a substantive motion.  The sessional orders that give rise to the non-
official business debate this morning explicitly provide that we cannot debate a motion on notice, whether or not 
it has been moved, during this time.  Effectively, a motion of no-confidence in the education minister is on the 
notice paper.  We hope that that matter will be debated soon.  It is for those legal reasons that we cannot launch 
into a debate on the education matter. 

To turn to the debate of the day, I am aware that a number of members, particularly on this side of the chamber, 
want to participate in this debate.  We are considering the poor performance of the Carpenter government.  That 
is a subjective assertion, to be sure, but I am sure members on this side of the house will want to take up the 
matter with enthusiasm, as I do.  The colour of the motion this morning has particular regard for the 
government’s failure to properly consult the public on important decisions.  I look forward, with no great degree 
of optimism, to the response, if any, that will come from the government benches, because, as I said in my 
opening remarks, I believe that this motion points very much to the future survival of this government.  We will 
find out a bit about that by the nature, tone and tenor of the response, if any, that we receive from members 
opposite.  I would be particularly interested to hear from government backbenchers, if they are allowed off the 
muzzle this morning.  A number of members on this side of the house want to make a contribution. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The way this speech is going, we will not have time to comment. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Their contribution would be positive.  Therefore, to accommodate them, and also, 
incidentally, it would appear, to keep Hon Ken Travers happy, I will not be using up very much of the time that 
is available this morning.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I have been waiting for you to get on to something of substance about what the government 
has done wrong, and I have not heard it yet. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers is in the mood to contribute this morning, so I had better get on with 
it, because I want to hear what he has to say.  “Consultation” is a word that is very much bandied around in 
public circles.  One of the points that are often made when people express dissatisfaction about government 
consultation is whether the consultation is real.  In Western Australia during the time of the Gallop government, 
and now the Carpenter government, we have already seen some pretty clear indicators that genuine consultation 
is not a strong point of the government.  We have seen some particular ways it has gone about it.  It is finetuning 
the mechanism as it goes through, but people are starting to wake up.  There is an old adage that one can fool 
some of the people all of the time, all of the people some of the time, but not all of the people all of the time.  
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The people of Western Australia do not like being conned or misled.  When they wake up to what the 
government is trying to do to them, they become increasingly angry.  We are already seeing that and we will see 
a lot more of it.  The government must make up its mind whether it will conduct genuine consultations with 
people on important issues or it will continue on the way in which it is going.   

Looking back at some issues we have already dealt with in this house over the past few years, I remind members 
of the shambolic, false consultation that was the Community Drug Summit, which this government held during 
the time of the last Parliament.  We have debated this at some length over a period of time, but I remind 
members that a mechanism of consultation does not mean getting 100 hand-picked people who will come to a 
certain conclusion, browbeating them into accepting certain preordained government recommendations and 
saying that the government has consulted the people of Western Australia.  That is precisely what happened with 
the Drug Summit.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  Did you talk to any delegates of the Drug Summit?  Those I spoke to said that they had had a 
very meaningful - 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  There was no closer observer of the Drug Summit than I.  I was here for the whole 
time of the Drug Summit.  I spoke very extensively with delegates to the Drug Summit both before, during and 
after it was held.  What I am saying just happens to be true.  If Hon Sue Ellery chooses to reject that, that is fine, 
and I respect her desire to delude herself, but she is not kidding anybody else.  If she continues to think that it 
was a genuine consultation, it does not augur very well for the future.  We have debated the matter before.  I 
simply remind members of our views of the consultation called the Drug Summit. 

Another remarkable case of non-consultation was the freight network review, which is again a matter that I have 
brought to the attention of this house.  It was an occasion that is now infamous in the transport and logistics 
sector in Western Australia because of the form of false consultation that was carried out.  A bunch of people 
were appointed, some of them self-selected and most appointed by the minister and the government.  They were 
hand picked.  They got together and were told to come up with some freight network solutions for metropolitan 
Perth.  The only trouble was that they were not allowed to consider all the options that were available to them.  
All the people involved in transport, logistics, ports and local government and other areas came along.  A 
handful of so-called community representatives attended, but they were not community representatives; they 
were hand picked by the minister and were ministerial appointees.  They were referred to as community 
appointees even though all of them, without exception I believe, were well known for their strong views in 
support of the government on a particular local issue.  So it was that the freight network review was not allowed, 
when considering transport links in and out of the port of Fremantle and other points of origin and destination, to 
consider the then Fremantle eastern bypass and Roe Highway stage 8 reservations, because they were proscribed.   

At the conclusion of the freight network review a report was presented to the government, represented then by 
the Director General of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, Mr Greg Martin.  The report showed that 
the best they could come up with was a Roe Highway that terminated at the Kwinana Freeway, a blank space and 
then a north-south route of Stock Road, heading by some indeterminate means to Stirling Highway and the port.  
With great candour, and with great bravery, given the fate that has befallen so many senior executives in 
government, the director general said to the participants in the freight network review that he thanked them very 
much for all their time and effort but the fact was that their solution did not meet the needs of the future.  That 
shows what happens with dodgy consultation.  Even though the Director General of the Department for Planning 
and Infrastructure, who was a former Commissioner of Main Roads, said that it would not work, what did the 
government press ahead with?  It pressed ahead with the preordained formula that it had started the freight 
network with, and by virtue of channelling the attention of the community participants, as they were called, the 
government achieved its nonsense outcome and has since gone ahead to implement it.   

That is again an example of shonky and ultimately futile consultation; an example of a government pretending to 
consult when in fact it was doing nothing of the sort.  What was the government trying to do?  It was trying to 
obtain some sort of result that was a rubberstamp for the controversial decisions that it proposed to take.  It 
thought that if it could cloak its decision in the guise of an initiative by the community, by interested people and 
by key stakeholders, somehow its flawed plan would achieve some sort of legitimacy and would then be 
respected and acclaimed by the public at large.  Of course, no such thing happened.  To this day the matters 
relating to freight networks in and around the port of Fremantle and further afield remain completely unresolved. 

I could give many other examples, but I am selecting only a few.  I witnessed one quite recently just a stone’s 
throw from this very chamber at the old Melbourne Hotel.  This consultation was about something called the 
building sustainability index program.  Hon Ray Halligan has done us a great service by giving notice of a 
motion for a full debate on the BASIX intentions of the government.  I look forward to that debate, but I will 
briefly touch upon the issue now by referring to the alleged consultation that occurred.  A range of identified key 
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stakeholders and other interested parties were invited to go to a function room at the Melbourne Hotel.  I would 
be guessing now, but it seemed like quite a big crowd; possibly 200 or more people were crammed into the 
room.  They were presented with a variety of reports from some consultants, and comments and questions from 
the floor were called for.  I do not think that I was invited by the government - I am never invited by the 
government to anything much.  A number of industry peak bodies asked me to go along to the function because 
it was important to them and they wanted me to not only share in what is happening, but also, most importantly, 
observe what is happening.  They think they are being railroaded.  It is the industry peak bodies and their 
representatives who are saying this to me.  As an opposition spokesman, of course I was delighted to comply.  I 
went along and observed the government’s line on the BASIX program being trotted out.  As I say, there is a 
substantive motion on notice about this, but in very general terms, BASIX is a computer-based program by 
which builders or developers can obtain development approval for residences, in particular, by entering details of 
the proposed dwelling.  The computer scores certain features of the dwelling and decides whether to spit out an 
approval for the particular dwelling that the applicant wants to build.  The criteria are all about so-called 
sustainability and efficiency, and every other buzz word that is being used in connection with the project.  As I 
have observed in the past, both inside this place and outside, I think it is a poor thing.  If people want to build 
their houses on an east-west instead of a north-south alignment on their blocks, why should they not be able to?  
Why should a government department - not even a government department, but a government computer - tell 
them what colour a roof can be, or decide to give weight to whether they have a water tank?  I am sure that water 
tanks will shortly become compulsory for homes in this state.  We will debate that on another occasion.  If 
Mrs Smith wants to have a bit of lawn outside her house, she should be able to have it.  A computer giving an 
approval should not be able to tell her that she cannot.  The polar icecaps will not melt because Mrs Smith needs 
a bit of lawn for herself or for her pet dog to use, or for whatever other purpose. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Is this an argument to not have standards? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, no; not in itself.  That is an interesting aspect. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I understand BASIX to be about the way standards are developed. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the Leader of the House for the interjection, because he actually does show 
understanding of what it is about. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Because I have had an issue with BASIX as well. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Thank God the Leader of the House has taught the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
something that, based on his facial reaction, he did not know. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, I do not believe I have portrayed any such thing. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Don’t you reckon you gave it away?  You did. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No. 
Hon Ken Travers:  You did.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not think so, but I look forward to the substantive debate that stands in the name 
of Hon Ray Halligan, because I think it is time that we had that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I agree. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The reason that I raise it in passing now is the so-called consultation process.  By the 
time everyone from relevant sectors was present in this room, they were to be given close to the final product.  
Consultation needs to come early in the process if it is to be a genuine consultation.  I fear - in fact, I allege, 
because it is my conclusion based on my observation and on reasonable grounds - that it was a contrived 
consultation in that the government had its agenda, called everyone together, and was going to call that a 
consultation.  After that the government would be able to say that it consulted with everybody by saying that it 
had a huge meeting at the Melbourne Hotel, and even the opposition bloke turned up.  However, that is not the 
case, because when the facilitator got up to wrap things up at the end - we could all smell the coffee at the back 
of the room - he said, “In conclusion, it has been a great discussion and a great morning.  I think there is broad 
agreement about the direction that we are going with this.”  A chap, whom I will not name, but who is a 
prominent executive director of an industry sector, stood and very reasonably said, “No, hang on.  I do not think 
that is the case.  The group I represent certainly do not have broad or even vague acceptance of what is being 
proposed.  We are alarmed by it, and in many ways we are opposed to it.  So, no, you cannot say that we are 
happy with it.”  That threw things off the rails a bit, and the facilitator did a bit of a double take and said, “Right, 
okay, well thank you for that.  Anyway, generally, I think we can say that there is broad agreement on what the 
government is proposing.”  Another person from another industry sector got up - he was not from the same 
sector as the first person - and said, “No, excuse me; we have been fighting you tooth and nail the whole way 
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through.  We have made public our comments.  We have sat here this morning, and we are most unimpressed, so 
please do not say that there is broad agreement, because there is not.”  Then someone else who had obviously 
had his BASIX injections and who was one of the types who were wedded to the ideology behind some of the 
catchphrases in BASIX argument got up.  He said, not in the measured, half-tired, polite but exasperated way 
that the previous two speakers had raised their objections but in a very zealous, tub-thumping way, “Oh, come 
off it; what is the matter with you?  The way the planet is going, if we do not embrace these things, everything 
will be disastrous and the future generations will not thank us.”  He spoke those sorts of sentiments, which were 
all very emotionally charged.  The facilitator - the Leader of the House would have loved this, because he shares 
my sense of humour - game as Ned Kelly, went to the microphone and said, “Right, well thank you for all those 
contributions.  Okay, so to wrap up, I think we can say that there is broad agreement on what is happening.”  By 
now, there were people getting up all over the room and saying, “Oh no, there isn’t.”  We should have gone from 
the floor of the room onto the stage to do the old, “Oh yes, there is”, “Oh no, there isn’t” stunt; that was the 
shambles that this consultation became.  The government’s take from that consultation with people who are very 
closely and professionally involved is that there is broad agreement that this is the way to go.   

It is a case of whether the government is listening.  Is the government trying to push an agenda and force a result, 
because it is convenient to do so, with a total lack of appreciation and lack of reception of what people are 
actually saying, even when they are asked in a biased and cockeyed manner?  We will hear a lot more about that. 

I want to refer now to another issue that is very much alive; it is a real biggie.  All the others are very important.  
This is about government policy under the name of Network city, which is the planning minister’s view of where 
we should be going in planning matters in the metropolitan area.  It is a very important matter that touches so 
closely on the lives of Western Australians, both now and in the future.  It is more than just freight network 
reviews and it is more than eastern bypasses and Tonkin Highway extensions.  This is about the entire 
metropolitan area.  Members will have received some advice.  I do not know whether members on this side of 
the house have been invited to participate.  Hon Murray Criddle is an elected community member but he is not 
one of these nasty Liberals.  He has ministerial experience.  Was he asked to participate in developing Network 
city? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Network city?  Goodness me.  I cannot recall that. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I will give you a hand, Simon.  There were members of your party at the original 
consultation in Fremantle.  From memory, I think it was Katie Hodson-Thomas.  I think she was the shadow 
spokesperson at the time. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I think the member is talking about September 2003. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I have a feeling that Cheryl Edwardes might have been there, but do not quote me on that.  I 
need to go back and check.  There were a few of them around.  To the best of my knowledge, anyone that asked 
to be invited was not refused because people were able to indicate their desire to attend. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Then they pick them! 
Hon Ken Travers:  Did anyone here ask to be invited and not get an invite?  Is there a member of Parliament in 
this room who asked to be invited but did not get an invite?  Certainly your senior people were invited and if any 
other members had had an interest and put their names forward, they would have been invited. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  It was rightly just said that if you do not know the party is on, how can you ask for an 
invite? 
Hon Ken Travers:  It was on television and radio for about six weeks! 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Currently Hon Simon O’Brien has the call, but I note Hon Ken Travers 
and Hon Ray Halligan are very keen to speak.  If they seek the call at the appropriate time, they will get it. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers recalls that Katie Hodson-Thomas, MLA, was the Liberal Party 
spokesperson who attended at least part of the event we are talking about.  I think she was our spokesperson for 
transport. 
Hon Ken Travers:  No, you gave that to the Nats, didn’t you? 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, we were not in coalition at the time.  Mrs Hodson-Thomas was our spokesperson.  
Hon Ken Travers is quite right, she did go along.  She also gave me some feedback and she was not happy with 
what she saw going on there because it had all the symptoms of the sort of thing that I am describing this 
morning.  That is something I now want to go into. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  At least we are going to get the member to defend the situation. 
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Hon Ken Travers:  I am more than happy to defend it, and I will contrast it to when you lot were in 
government.  I am more than happy to do that. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will pick Hon Ken Travers up on that point because it is one of the key points in this 
debate.  It is not about when we were in government in the last millennium. 
Hon Ken Travers:  I’m sure you don’t want it to be about that, Simon. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Did Hon Ken Travers have regard to my opening remarks? 
Hon Ken Travers:  Is this your campaign to undermine the leader for his job?  Is that what you’re on about 
here? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This is not about a former government before the Gallop government.  If Hon Ken 
Travers wants to make it that way, he is free to do so, and he can draw parallels. 

Hon Ken Travers:  The point I was making is that you guys haven’t changed an ounce.  You haven’t moved 
from where you used to be. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers would probably find, even though he does not want to hear, that we 
have learnt from our mistakes in government.  That is what happens when a party loses a general election and 
loses government.  It has to come to grips with that and work out why that happened and what it did wrong.  
There is no point in arguing about how the electors did not understand.  The electorate does not get it wrong.  If a 
party is thrown out of government, it has to come to grips with why that happened.  Perhaps when Hon Ken 
Travers and I were both here in, say, 1998, there were things we should have observed and listened to but failed 
to do so.  Even though at that time we had a huge majority in the Assembly and were riding high, and projects 
were in the pipeline and all those good things, we lost the next election.  The government is now in a very 
similar position. 

Hon Ed Dermer:  We will win the next election. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is there some sort of prize for getting the government Whip to interject? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Hon Simon O’Brien has the call.  I note the terms of the motion, which deals with a view of 
the performance of the Carpenter government.  However, so far in his introductory remarks Hon Simon O'Brien 
seems to have spent a lot of time talking about former governments, including the Labor government that 
preceded the Carpenter government.  I invite Hon Simon O’Brien to address the motion. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr President.  I look forward to addressing questions relating to the 
former Carpenter government in due course.  It cannot come quickly enough, and it may well come.  This is the 
point of my opening remarks.  I take note of what you said, Mr President.  It is not about former coalition 
governments, and if members opposite want to dwell on that or go back and fight the battles that have been 
fought and won or lost, they will find they are in big trouble.  It is about where members opposite are going as a 
government and whether they know how to take on board things that are going wrong.  If they can demonstrate a 
willingness to do that, it will be good for them.  Alternatively, they can exhibit an “everything is fine, we are 
riding high; we are untouchable” attitude.  They may find that attitude does not serve them well in the long term.  
I am not offering this as gratuitous advice.  I am making the same observations that were made to me when I sat 
on the other side. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You won’t get an argument from me that governments need to be listening and responding 
to what the community says to be successful and stay in power.  I also believe leopards don’t change their spots. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Ken Travers can make a substantive speech in a minute. 

I received some feedback from a number of people about the Network city initial dialogue, which is now being 
visited on the people of Western Australia by the Carpenter government.  It is useful perhaps to go back quickly 
to the observations that were made on 13 September 2003 about what was described as a dialogue with the city.  
That dialogue with the city gave rise to the current policy of this government that is causing so much harm to the 
prospects of people in the Perth metropolitan area.  Someone made a comment to me.  This person is a 
professional with a keen interest in planning matters.  He said - 

On 13 September 2003, with a last minute ring-around, 1100 people gathered at the Fremantle 
Passenger terminal for a “Dialogue with the city” - it was to have been 1300 but someone overlooked 
the football finals on the same day. 
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The event began with a facilitator explaining the reasons for the gathering - Perth could not continue the 
way it was going, we had to become more sustainable, we had to face the problem of a growing number 
of people over 60.  Being over 60 and preferring to see myself as part of the solution rather than part of 
the problem, - 

That is what my friend told me -  

it made me wonder if my views were to be type-caste with what the Minister has referred to as the 
crusty “conservatives”. 

Our table began with a round-robin, where each of the participants introduced themselves and stated 
how they could contribute to “Dialogue with the city”.  The table included a female student from 
England (who was interested in promoting public transport because she did not have a car), a Western 
suburbs councillor (male, right-wing), a representative of women’s interests, a bicycle . . . - 

Enthusiast - 

and a house-wife from Golden Bay, who said she would not be able to contribute very much because 
she never went into the city. 

Following a couple of predictable guest speakers, the morning session explored things we want to keep 
and things we want to change, using networked computers.  This usually resulted in what people could 
agree on, with minority views being recorded but never seeing the light of day.  Our table, in common 
with the gathering overall, valued the clean and green, spacious (low density) environment - which put 
Perth in the top ten most liveable cities in the world, but we wanted better public transport, better use of 
resources and more green space. 

That is the sort of thing I would expect a gathering of that type to come up with.  That is what I understand to be 
the values of people in Perth.  They respect and value the things that make Perth a special place.  They do not 
want it to be an Oslo, a Geneva, a Washington or a Paris.  They want to have the things that make Perth the place 
that they all know and love. 

The person reporting these things to me told me that the gathering then went on to other activities.  This is where 
the minister started slipping in her own preordained policy ideas, such as growth boundaries for the city.  That 
refers to an absolute boundary.  I do not know whether it refers to the construction of a concrete wall or just a 
line on a map; just the same, it is effective.  It is about rezoning places to higher density residential, using buzz 
words like “connected”, “compact” and “hybrid”, and all the rest of it.  The observer that I am relying on for 
these comments noted that the boundary that the observer’s table ended up with would have meant that the 
Mandurah railway line would be in a severely restricted catchment area and nobody would be allowed to build 
around that connection. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Was Fossy on that table? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, I do not think he was. 

Hon Ken Travers: Because I remember that he always argued that the railway shouldn’t go to Mandurah. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Mr President, I can see how keen members are to contribute to the debate, so I will 
move to a conclusion.  I will look at the current state of play and what the government is trying to pretend people 
want.  The government, having established what the minister wants as an ideological standpoint, is determined to 
try to convince people that they want it too.  It is doing this not by asking people what they want but by seeking 
to convince them about what they want by telling them what they want. 

If someone has a particular bent for an ideology in planning, it is easy to get people together, pay them to be 
there, give them lunch or whatever and fill them up with all this nonsense from so-called guest speakers and 
experts about global warming, sustainability, the evils of urban sprawl, the lack of efficiency and all the rest of it, 
and get them to say that they need to limit urban sprawl.  That is easy to do.  However, if we asked the same 
people whether they would want a situation in which no land was available for the next generation to build a 
home of their own, we would get a very different response.  It depends on how we asked the question.  As any 
political person who has ever done any polling knows, the response received to a question depends very much on 
how the question is couched.  As we all know, if we frame our questions in a way that is contrived to get a 
particular answer, the response received is not worth anything because it is not a genuine inquiry or part of a 
genuine consultation. 
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I have a document with me that is now the plan titled “Network city - a milestone in metropolitan planning”.  It 
is a document issued in the name of the government of Western Australia and the Western Australian Planning 
Commission dated November 2005, and it is very much alive.  It states on page 1 - 

Network city expresses a contemporary understanding of the challenges facing Perth and Peel and the 
options for responding imaginatively to them.  It gives voice to a broad consensus about the principles 
and priorities that should form the basis for regional policies and plans. 

A broad consensus!  There is no consensus.  Attached to that document are some appendices that again sound 
very much like the BASIX consultation that I attended.  At the start of appendix 1 of the Network city document 
on priority tasks, the government’s summary states -  

Submissions reflect acceptance of urban consolidation as proposed by Network city, illustrated by 
strong support for higher densities and strategies for a reduction of urban sprawl . . .  

It goes on, but that is what it says, yet there is nothing of the sort in the submissions that were received.  It is like 
the master of ceremonies at the BASIX consultation getting up and persisting in saying that he can see that there 
is broad agreement, despite all the evidence and people jumping up and saying that they do not agree.  

What does this Network city document say?  It says that the submissions reflect acceptance, that they illustrate 
strong support for higher densities and so on.  However, if one actually looks at the submissions that were made, 
which reflect some element of real consultation and are submissions from people who chose to make them, one 
will see that that is not the case.  The submissions are about misgivings; they are about concern with lack of 
detail; and they show that Western Australians are capable of independent thought and will not be dictated to 
about what are their values.   
This argument is not a planning or environmental argument; it is basically a cultural argument.  In the current 
planning hierarchy there is a sort of cultural elite that is trying to mould the rest of us to its ideals.  None of its 
ideals are new; they have been around for a century.  I will talk about that in future.  However, I tell this 
government that the people of WA will not be moulded to accept the ideals of some self-appointed cultural elite.  
The people of WA know what they want, and in due course if this cultural elite tries to shove its ideals down 
their throats, they will fight back.  The Ceausescu approach, this imperious wave of the hand, will not work.  
This government has shown that it wants higher residential densities, and it pretends that the people of Western 
Australia want that as well.  It has developed its own arguments complete with its own buzz words about 
sustainability and efficiency.  Efficiency in what?  What is the government trying to achieve?  It uses all these 
buzz words.  It cannot talk about developers; it has to be greedy developers.  It cannot talk about suburbs; it has 
to be about the evils of urban sprawl.  I tell the house that if there are higher residential densities, there will be 
more hard surfaces and less birdlife, greenery and all those sorts of things that we value.  We will end up with 
hotter urban areas, which then gives rise to higher energy consumption and higher traffic densities - all the things 
that we have been told are so evil and must try to avoid.  As Hon Robyn McSweeney would point out, we also 
end up with all the greater social problems that go with higher residential densities.  Our families need and want 
lower density dwellings.  They do not want to live in shoe boxes piled on top of each other around railway 
stations.  That was done 150 years ago in London and people have been striving to get away from that ever since.  
Ironically, if we end up with higher densities in the inner metropolitan area, that will force families out to the 
lower density living that they need and want.  That contributes to the “terrible” urban sprawl that some people 
are ideologically opposed to. 
Consultation in this matter has been as poor, as misguided and, ultimately, as misleading as on other occasions.  
The government could say that perhaps I have a point: O’Brien raves on about drug summits, freight network 
reviews and the Fremantle eastern bypass, and he is now on about planning matters.  It can have the view that 
O’Brien is on some sort of bandwagon.  Do members know what?  It would be right.  I say today that this is a 
major point of difference.  We are two years out from the next election.  I cannot say what the detailed Liberal 
policy will be.  However, I can tell members now that I want to draw a line in the sand over this planning 
philosophy, which I think is counter to the wishes of Western Australians and what they need to preserve their 
lifestyle.  If any government member wants to rail against me for that, I say fine.  I will stick my neck out.  If my 
party says, “Sorry, Simon, we are not going with you on that policy initiative; we’re not going there”, it can 
dump me.  It can move me from this portfolio and put me somewhere else.  I will put my head on the block 
because I believe in this.  If government members want to say okay, he is leading with his chin, let us attack him, 
I say they should go right ahead.  I am prepared to stand up publicly for what I am talking about today.  The 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and all those who hold her ear - the ideologues and social engineers - 
and who are driving the planning policy in Western Australia are wrong.  I am going to fight them at the ballot 
box.  Having conducted real consultation and listened - as one tends to in opposition - I believe that what the 
government is providing is not what most people want.  It is very true that the planning policies of this 
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government have cost some families six-figure sums to get into their homes.  Much of it is money that they 
should not have had to pay.  I am not talking about extra stamp duty that should not be collected because it is 
over the top.  I am talking about the policies that have given rise to the housing affordability crisis, which has 
seen the median price of a home go through the roof and blow out by $100 000 or more.  That is saddling 
Western Australians with debts that they should not have.  It is a real, serious cost that is put onto the people of 
Western Australia.  That is my challenge to the government.  I want to know whether the government will listen 
and whether it is genuine in its consultation.  Demonstrably, it is not.  If the government wants to persist with 
that, on its head be it.  I commend the motion to the house. 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.54 am]:  I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for his 
stirring speech.  The question the member asks is whether this is a responsive government.  The subset of that 
question is whether our consultation processes are as good as they should be.  I do not intend to rail - to use his 
words - against Hon Simon O’Brien because he has raised a serious point.  I will go into that later.  It is probably 
fair to say that any government, no matter how good its consultative mechanisms may be, can always find room 
to improve those processes.  Rather than rail against Hon Simon O’Brien, the government welcomes the motion.  
However, the government will not support the motion. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Why not? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The wording of the motion contains some contentious assumptions.  However, the spirit 
of the motion is welcome, because the motion provides a valuable opportunity for the Parliament to critically 
examine the government’s performance in the consultative processes it uses.  That is always a welcome thing.  It 
is something that the government certainly does not shy away from.  If this is a matter that the opposition wishes 
to turn the lights on in terms of the government’s performance, we welcome that.  We think that is an appropriate 
and proper thing to do. 

The value of good consultation with the community generally and with specific groups within the community is 
inestimable.  I make distinction between the two for a reason, which will become apparent later.  Within my own 
ministerial policy areas the issue of general public consultation is rather less of an issue than is specific group 
consultation.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure would, for example, be in the reverse situation.  
When one thinks about it, there is very little difference between the general and the specific.  By that I mean that 
the same qualities of consultation required in specific groups are the same as those that are applicable in the 
general community.  That is probably easier said than done because it is much easier to conduct good, high-
quality consultative processes with specific groups, particularly when it is enabled or specified in legislation, as 
it is in the Conservation and Land Management Act or the Fish Resources Management Act.  Such legislation 
requires consultation; it sets the level of consultation.  Another example is the forest management plan and the 
specifics involved.  I will get to that later.  It is probably easy to say that the same qualities of consultation are 
required, but we should also acknowledge that it is much easier to apply that in the specific than in the general 
community.  That has been the challenge.  That is the area that Hon Simon O’Brien has highlighted.  It is 
certainly an area that both the Carpenter and Gallop governments have been aware of.  The government knows 
that it needs to lift its game in this area.  We would be the first to concede that the measures we are using are 
imperfect from time to time.  It is fair to be critical of them.  It is an area in which this government, like the 
Gallop government, has devoted a lot of attention in an endeavour to establish better procedures of engaging 
with the community to determine what the community’s views are, imperfect though some of those attempts 
might have been.   

Hon Simon O’Brien has provided a number of specific examples of forums that were the result of that 
willingness to engage with the community.  I might add that I do not intend to speak much longer, because 
Hon Simon O’Brien invited government backbenchers to contribute.  I think that is a good idea.  Our 
backbenchers are keen to contribute.  He said that the government’s processes have been imperfect.  I accept that 
as his view.  It could well be true.  It is important to note that the forums were established as an attempt to 
engage with the community to define its views on what ought to be done.  There are areas where I disagree with 
Hon Simon O’Brien.  They relate particularly to his comments about the processes put in place by the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure.  I think the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has done more in her role to 
seek out and elicit community input to planning and other processes, particularly transport processes -  

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  She certainly has a profile. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  She does, but she has established forums in public administration the like of which I 
have never seen before.  I was a sceptic about the processes that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure uses 
in those public forums, until I went to the first one that I was engaged in, which was a road train forum in 
Geraldton.  I sat at the table at that forum with a group of people who had very similar backgrounds to mine; 
they were farmers and transporters and they were all sceptics about the process.  We had at least three things in 
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common.  We sat at the table with crayons and butcher’s paper, feeling mildly embarrassed by the process that 
we were going through.  It was a foreign environment to all of us.  Within 10 minutes of this process starting, 
those farmers, transporters and truckers were eagerly writing things down on the butcher’s paper and wanting to 
be the first in line to put them forward.  They actually engaged in the process, and they engaged in it before I did.  
Then I started to see how it can work.  That process can be corrupted, as Hon Simon O’Brien has said, by 
limiting its scope and by trying to shift it one way and present it as something that it is not. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  And that is my complaint.  It is not with the process. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  We must be very careful that we do not do that.  One of the reasons that people 
sometimes get the feeling that they are being railroaded is that, for efficiency reasons, the forum sometimes 
needs to concentrate on a narrow range of issues.  People will say that they want to discuss these issues, but the 
facilitator will try to bring the forum back to the issues that he or she thinks they can deal with on that day.  It is 
probably a case for the forum to decide at the beginning how wide it will go and to get some understanding about 
that.  However, that is one of the imperfections, and I acknowledge that it exists.  It is something that we need to 
work on.  Again, that is an issue that arises in that kind of broad community consultation that does not 
necessarily exist in the kind of specific industry-type consultation that I am talking about.  I know from when I 
was fisheries minister that under the Fish Resources Management Act, specific people were charged with 
delivering specific things.  It was all quite easy, but there were still imperfections.  One classic imperfection I 
can recall is that under that act, before a management advisory committee is established, an industry working 
group can be set up, which is the precursor to the formalisation of the management plan under the act.  On one 
very contentious occasion related to the Kimberley demersal fishery, an issue arose in which the person who was 
charged with taking the minutes of the meeting did not deliver the minutes back to the group for up to six or 
eight months after the meeting, and when the minutes came back, they were what that person thought the 
meeting really wanted to say but did not say.  The fact that the meeting did not say anything like that did not 
bother her at all. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I wouldn’t accuse the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure of doing that.  She writes 
the minutes before the meeting, rather than six months after! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, and all well-guided councils do that, as the honourable member will know from his 
colleagues and ministers on this side of the chamber who have attended ministerial councils in Canberra.  That is 
exactly how they work.  Indeed, Hon Peter Foss told us on one occasion that at a conference of Attorneys 
General, the communiqué, or the end result, of the next day’s conference was pushed under his door the night 
before the conference.  The decisions of the next day’s conference were announced the day before. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  They provided a draft. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I can go one better than that.  At a primary industries ministerial council in Darwin, 
somebody had the bright idea of looking at the federal minister’s web site, and the communiqué had actually 
been published on his web site the day before the meeting. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That’s proactive! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is guidance at the highest possible level!  We must avoid that sort of thing.  If a 
government seeks the views of the community, it must be genuine about the way in which it does it.  I am not 
suggesting for one moment that the processes that Hon Alannah MacTiernan has put in place have set out to do 
that.  They may have been misunderstood from time to time, but those that I have been engaged in have been a 
similarly open and engaging process.  I instance the road train forum.  I also instance - although I have not been 
able to attend either of them, but I have heard a lot of reports about them - the Gascoyne musters, which deal 
with tenure in pastoral leases.  I concede that I was sceptical about that forum style of communication simply 
because it is not my style, but what Hon Alannah MacTiernan has achieved in those processes has been quite 
remarkable. 

I said that I would not speak for long and I will sit down now because I know that other members want to speak.  
However, I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for raising these matters.  It is a legitimate issue.  Although I do not agree 
with all his criticisms, the government must be very much aware and not allow a well-intended process to be 
corrupted in the manner that he has suggested. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [11.06 am]:  I am pleased to support Hon Simon O’Brien’s 
motion on the lack of consultation by the government.  I was pleased to hear Hon Kim Chance’s reply because I 
think that governments, especially this government, can learn and do better in the field of consultation.  I have 
lost count of the number of bills that have been presented to this house that we have had to amend on the run.  
The reason we have had to amend them on the run is that the government did not have a handle on the businesses 
or industries affected by those bills.  The day-to-day running of those businesses could have been severely 
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curtailed had the bills not been amended.  I think the government can do it a lot better.  The government has 
created a lot of problems and worry for people in the areas of health, education, farming and, in particular, local 
government.  There are myriad fields.  It should not be like that.  Members often move motions for the 
disallowance of regulations that have been written by bureaucrats.  Ministers have not been on top of their 
portfolios and sometimes they hide behind those bureaucrats, and that should not be the case. 

I am sorry that the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is absent on urgent parliamentary 
business because I am going to raise the issue of local government.  At the moment local government is feeling a 
lot like a second-class citizen.  It has not been consulted at a state level.  It is feeling aggrieved because it has had 
six or seven ministers in this term of government, so it has had no continuity, let alone any consultation.  I have 
with me a pamphlet published by the government on an intergovernmental agreement to strengthen consultation 
processes.  It states that Hon Jon Ford recently hailed the signing of an agreement between the three tiers of 
government as another important step towards better cooperation and understanding.  The purpose of the 
intergovernmental agreement between state, federal and local governments was to do just that - improve 
consultation.  I will make some brief comments because I know that a lot of members want to speak.  This 
government has breached that agreement through its lack of consultation.  It has breached that agreement not 
only through the bills that are currently before the house, and I understand that I cannot go into them.   

Bill Mitchell, the president of the Western Australian Local Government Association, has said that local 
government was not consulted widely enough and nor was due consideration given to the financial and 
resourcing implications of conferring legislative responsibilities of the Tobacco Products Control Act on local 
government.  He stated also that the Food Bill 2005 was introduced without due consideration being given to 
local government and the cost of policing that legislation.  He also said that no consideration was given to the 
significant administrative burden and potential liability that would be placed on local government arising from 
the requirement to implement emergency management plans across the state under the Emergency Management 
Act.  When I was the shadow Minister for Emergency Services, I said that that was a problem and that the local 
emergency management committees had to get their emergency management plans up to date.  The government 
did not consult local governments about the effect on their day-to-day operations of the very serious legislative 
requirements with which they must comply as a consequence of the passage of the Emergency Management Act, 
which are a great impost on local government. 

The government wants to change the voting procedure at the local government level without engaging in any 
consultation whatsoever.  A letter from the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development on 
26 September 2006 states - 

. . . I am conscious of there being little time to inform you of the details of this proposal.  I will arrange 
a briefing for Local Government . . .  

That is not good enough.  The Local Government Advisory Board prepared a report on electoral form that 
concluded there should be no change, and the local government CEOs have told the minister that they do not 
want the system to change.  The government is presenting this bill to local government without engaging in any 
consultation whatsoever. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Is the member talking about the proportional representation issue?  That was discussed in 
the consultative process. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It was, but it was also said that the Local Government Advisory Board did not 
agree to it.  It agreed to the first-past-the-post system and recommended that it remain. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is what it said in the recommendation, but the text of the discussion said something 
different, apparently. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  There is a text of the discussion.  The government would not have had so much 
trouble if it had consulted with local government, because those systems are already set up.  Western Australia 
has 144 local governments.  CEOs, councillors and a number of other people need to be consulted, yet suddenly 
the government has presented this legislation.  That is not good enough and shows the lack of consultation 
between the state government and local government.  All those people are offside when  there is no need for that 
to be the case.  There was no need to change the system in the first place, but that is not the point.  If there was a 
need to change it, the government should have consulted.  It would then have found that there was no need for 
change.  Many councils were extremely concerned about the report on structural reform because they found that 
they were ripe for amalgamation.  They wrote to the local government board and informed it that they did not 
want to be amalgamated.  The board made its recommendations and it can be seen that the big councils will want 
to poach the smaller councils.  There is a lot of concern about that matter in country communities and in the 
western suburbs.  The minister has said that he will not amalgamate the councils.  However, there is a report, and 
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another structural reform report is presently being prepared.  The questionnaire sent to local governments was 
structured towards amalgamation.  Therefore, local government once again became offside. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The minister said that he would not amalgamate councils unless good consultation had 
occurred.  He is doing exactly what you are asking him to do. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  He has not consulted local government on the first-past-the-post issue.  The 
minister has had no consultation on that matter but, on the other hand, he has said that he will not amalgamate 
local government councils without engaging in consultation.  It is very good for him to say that he will not do 
that.  He has told local government that the first-past-the-post system will be abolished, and he has told them 
what system will be in place.  I do not know who is driving that.  I understand from the government’s point of 
view why it would try to implement preferential voting for local government; it is because of the one vote, one 
value legislation.  The preferential voting system is very open to rorting.  I am speaking a little out of order now 
because the legislation is before the house.  On some matters the government can do a very good job, but at other 
times it takes no notice of public opinion and rams through legislation. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The minister’s argument on that point would be that it was discussed six months before, 
because it is in the text of the report. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have done my own polling on the matter and have found that local 
governments and CEOs are absolutely horrified by it.  That is why I said it is sad that the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development is absent on urgent parliamentary business.  The Minister for the 
Environment pushed through the land clearing regulations.  They were absolutely stupid and it took me 
12 months of hard work to achieve a compromise so that farmers could continue their businesses as usual.  The 
regulations were absolutely stupid and must have been written by bureaucrats.  I will not go over that again.  
However, that is another glaring example of the government’s lack of consultation.  There is nothing worse than 
14 000 farmers being up in arms.  It is very good for me but it is very bad for the government.  That is why 
consultation must take place.   

The childcare regulations, particularly for family day care, were handled appallingly.  They concerned some 
70 000 children in this state.  Peak bodies were overlooked.  I could go on and on.  The Bridgetown bypass road 
is in my home town.  The local government has just held a referendum on whether the proposed Main Roads 
bypass road along the rail road reserve should go ahead and 1 000 residents overwhelmingly voted against it.  If 
the matter had been handled correctly and options had been presented, people might have voted differently.  I 
hope that the minister takes on board what the opposition has been saying.  Hon Kim Chance said that the lights 
were going on.  The lights have been off for a long time.  I hope now that the lights start to blink for the people 
of Western Australia.  Whenever the government introduces legislation that affects business and people’s lives, it 
must consult with the people affected to put in place the best legislation possible.  This government is not doing 
that at present. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.17 am]:  I was fascinated to hear the comments by 
Hon Simon O’Brien on his motion attacking the government for its lack of consultation.  He then proceeded to 
outline to the house a range of consultations that this government had conducted.  They were consultations the 
like of which we have never before seen in Western Australia. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is about proper consultation.  Your consultation is improper. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The government has listened.  Can the member give me an example of the former 
government having consulted with people in the same style as this government has? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order members!  Hon Ken Travers is a member who does not like other members to 
interject very much. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will not respond to that because the President knows that I never mislead the house! 

Hon Simon O’Brien outlined the range of consultations that this government has conducted, the like of which 
have never before been seen in this state.  The part I really liked about his speech was his conclusion in which he 
told us exactly what people want, how they should have it, when they want it, where they should have it and how 
he would make it different.  Did we hear a word about the consultation he had undertaken to arrive at that 
conclusion?  Had he attended a few meetings and listened to people at the back of the room?  He is happy to tell 
us exactly what Western Australians want and that the government is wrong.  The point is that consultation is 
consultation; it is not about consensus, although it is hoped that consensus can be arrived at. 
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For any government to be effective, it must do several things.  Firstly, it has to lead.  It needs to consult people to 
find out their views on the matter.  It then has to ask whether it can modify its position as a result of the 
consultation so that concerns can be addressed.  How many times have people come into members’ electorate 
offices and said that the problem with the member’s party or government or them as a member is that they do not 
listen, because they will not agree with what their constituent is saying?  Somebody of the opposite opinion will 
walk into the office immediately afterwards and say the same thing.  Sometimes governments have to lead, but 
they also need to listen.  Governments lose power when they move too far ahead of the public.  The government 
has had a consultation process such as has never been seen before. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You can say that again. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I cannot believe that Hon Simon O’Brien used Network city as an example of 
consultation.  It was the largest consultation process ever undertaken for urban planning in Western Australia 
and, I suspect, one of the largest ever undertaken in the world.  If members sat here and listened only to 
Hon Simon O’Brien’s speech, they would think that Network city was somehow concocted in a small backroom 
by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and her chosen mates. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It was.  I am alleging that.  For the record, that is exactly what I have alleged. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I find this amazing.  This was a consultation process in which the government went out 
to the people.  Can the member name for me another example of a consultation process in which the government 
has organised a television show to be run to explain the options for the government?  He cannot give me an 
example because it has never happened before.  I make the point that it was about options.  Again, to listen to 
what Simon O’Brien was saying - 

The PRESIDENT:  Hon Simon O’Brien. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon Simon O’Brien; sorry.  The Greens sometimes - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We knew you had those tendencies! 

The PRESIDENT:  We are addressing the motion. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  To return to the consultation process, a television program was used to explain the 
options.  If members listened to Hon Simon O’Brien, they would assume that the more than 1 000 people 
attending the major consultation at the Fremantle passenger terminal were given one option.  It is a shame 
Hon Simon O’Brien did not take the opportunity to attend that consultation rather than rely on third party reports 
about what occurred.  My recollection is that four options were given to people in the consultation process.  To 
return to the point I made by interjection, I would love opposition members to give me one example of a member 
of the opposition asking to be included on the consultation list.  It was a big public consultation involving radio, 
television and newspaper advertisements, inviting people to come forward.  Letters were sent to electorate 
offices, inviting members to put their names forward if they wanted to be part of the consultation.  The member 
should give me an example of someone who was knocked back.  Four options were given to people in the 
Network city consultation process.  One was to continue business as usual with respect to planning of urban 
development.  Two options recommended variations on how better to make the system function by increasing 
the level of density in the Perth metropolitan area.  The fourth option was to completely cap urban sprawl and 
allow no further expansion of the Perth metropolitan area. 

It was not the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure who decided that consensus lay with the two middle 
options; it was the people at that workshop. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Were you there? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Were you asleep? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, but I can tell Hon Simon O’Brien that I was there.  I know what happened.  He is 
relying on third party - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I’m glad I wasn’t if you two were. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  Along with thousands of other people. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Senator, I’m impressed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Which of those four options does Hon Simon O’Brien prefer, to continue to allow the 
urban mass of Perth to expand without trying to do anything differently from the way things were done in the 
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past?  As the shadow spokesperson for planning, does Hon Simon O’Brien suggest that we should continue with 
the 1960s solution to urban growth?  Is that what Hon Simon O’Brien recommends? 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  There wasn’t a rapid expansion in the 1960s.  You’ve picked the wrong decade.  Go on, 
you have your say; you tell us what you stand for.  Are you listening or not? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  In case Hon Simon O’Brien does not understand the history of planning - I know we are 
not talking about that today - I think he should go and make some history.  If he actually followed planning 
issues in Western Australia, he would know it started with Gordon Stephenson’s “Plan for the Metropolitan 
Region” in 1955.  In 1963 the metropolitan region planning scheme was brought into existence.  It came about as 
a result of the 1955 development on the Kwinana strip, including the establishment of the BP refinery.  There 
was massive urban growth in Western Australia that had to be dealt with.  Urban growth was occurring in the 
1960s, the 1970s, the 1980s, and the 1990s.  It is occurring in the 2000s and will continue in the 2010s, 2020s 
and 2030s.  It was occurring in the 1960s. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I didn’t say it wasn’t!  Don’t misrepresent me. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The fundamental structural plan for Perth, the initial metropolitan region scheme, was 
passed by this Parliament in the 1960s.  That is why we should be talking about the 1960s.  I was not referring to 
the wrong decade; I was referring to absolutely the right decade.  That is the good thing about Parliament; it 
allows the government to give opposition members in new portfolio areas a lesson in history about their 
portfolios, if they have not been able to do it themselves.  Hon Alan Cadby is a big supporter of the need to teach 
history, is he not?  This is an opportunity for us to teach history to Hon Simon O’Brien.  The government could 
allow things to continue as they did in the 1960s, or it could look at the issues our society will have to face in 
future with respect to urban planning, the ageing population and the fact that the housing structure needed over 
the next 40 years will be different from the present housing stock.   

To return to the Network city process, those issues were put to the public.  The overwhelming feedback from 
those who attended was that the government needed to do things differently; it needed to look at how Perth is 
designed, how the metropolitan region scheme is functioning in Perth and whether there is a better way of doing 
it.  Hon Simon O’Brien began talking about urban growth boundaries.  I have not noticed that this government 
has brought in a new urban growth boundary.  Hon Simon O’Brien might like to learn that there is already an 
existing urban growth boundary in Perth; it is called the metropolitan region scheme, to which the government 
has added at the southern end the Peel region scheme.  To return to the history of this matter, Stephenson in 1955 
argued for an urban growth boundary.  As I recall, his urban growth boundary would have been capped 
approximately where Whitford City is today.  That would mean that places such as Ocean Reef, where 
Hon Bruce Donaldson lives, would have been part of a new city further north, with a major green belt separating 
the two.  Urban growth boundaries have been talked about for a long time.  The metropolitan region scheme 
effectively sets the urban growth boundary in Perth.  There is approximately 30 to 50 years of land development 
available to it.  By way of example and to reinforce the point I am making, Hon Simon O’Brien implied that the 
government was somehow imposing an urban growth boundary.  I contrast that implication with the 
announcement made this week by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure about the basic design for future 
subdivisions at Wungong.  Earlier this week an announcement was made about the north west coordinating 
committee examining urban development in the northern corridor, particularly areas such as East Wanneroo and 
the Alkimos-Eglinton areas.  Growth continues in those outer areas, but instead of saying that that is the only 
place growth should occur, the government, after consultation, is examining whether more people can be 
accommodated in the inner city areas of Perth.  Why?  That is where people want to live.  Why do developers 
want to build high-rise apartments at Scarborough beach?  They know they can sell them.  They know that 
people want to buy apartments there.  Again, it is about consultation.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  It is about proper consultation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  How high do members opposite think buildings at Scarborough Beach should be built? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  What has that got to do with it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is about consultation, including with members of the public.  How high do members 
of the opposition think that buildings at Scarborough Beach should be built?  What is Hon Simon O’Brien’s 
view about that? 

The PRESIDENT:  Hon Simon O’Brien may have an opportunity to wind up the debate in due course, when he 
may answer that.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I had a constituent complain about the consultation process only this morning. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  This is the problem with members opposite.   
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Hon Bruce Donaldson:  How high do you think those buildings should be? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No more than eight storeys, but generally along the coast, no more than five storeys.  I 
support the government’s position.  I think we went through a very good consultation process to arrive at that 
position, which is all part of the Network city process that Hon Simon O’Brien attacked when he said that we 
should not be looking at densities in the inner metropolitan area.  If that is what he believes, he should get out 
there and say it, but I do not think that is what he genuinely believes.  He is trying to pick little parts of the 
debate to run the argument that the government does not consult, but he knows darn well that we do consult; we 
listen to the people and we come up with a proper, orderly planning system that will make Perth continue to be 
one of the most livable cities in the world, and hopefully increase its livability.  We can see the design of cities 
that beat us for livability, such as Melbourne.  Hon Simon O’Brien says that people do not want to live in the 
areas that are being talked about as part of Network city.  He should go to Melbourne; people love it.  They buy 
and sell houses there all the time.  Hon Simon O’Brien also needs to go to the outer suburbs and see the housing 
density in suburbs such as Butler.  If all housing is allowed to go to the outer areas of Perth and people must then 
commute to inner city areas because there are no jobs in the urban sprawl that commenced in the 1960s, those 
commuters will face massive transportation costs.  Are they really getting a bargain with the land in the outer 
suburbs or is their net disposable income - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  They are certainly not getting a bargain with land from you lot!  They cannot get land. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The problem with this debate is that once we started talking about the consultation 
process of Network city, it opened up so many different angles.  How many blocks of land does Hon Simon 
O’Brien reckon there are in the City of Wanneroo that have all the approvals in place, are ready to go to market 
and could be on the market tomorrow but have not been released by the developers?   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You tell us.  You are making the allegation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If he reckons there is a land shortage, how many blocks does he reckon there are? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  You have all the resources.  You tell us. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Are you seriously saying - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ken Travers is posing questions that Hon Simon O’Brien may wish to answer 
when he replies, if there is sufficient time.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  To give him some advice, not according to me, the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure or the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, but according to the City of Wanneroo, the 
estimate is that about 1 000 blocks have all the necessary approvals in place and could be released to the market 
but have not yet been released.  Some interesting questions are waiting to be asked in the debate on affordability. 

I want to move on.  Hon Simon O’Brien gave some gratuitous advice.  I agree that governments that stop 
listening will be kicked out of office.  The consultation processes that this government has put in place are the 
best that have ever been seen in Western Australia.  However, oppositions that fall into the trap of allowing 
themselves to listen to the noisy, vested interests in our community and think that that is consultation will never 
get into government unless, in a really bad move, the government stops listening.  Because of some of the issues 
that Hon Simon O’Brien has been outlining today, I suggest that he ask himself how broad was his community 
consultation before he arrived at the decision that things were wrong.  He should also ask whether he spent a day 
with 1 000 people going through all the issues before arriving at a conclusion or whether he sat in a room with a 
group of people who have very clear, vested interests in the process.  I do not care whether he is talking about a 
group from the conservation movement, a group of developers or a group from some other private sector; society 
contains an array of noisy vested interest groups.  For both government and opposition, the key is to make sure 
that they do not become captured by those groups and think that because they have talked to them, they have 
talked to the community.   

The government needs to respond to proposals and to listen to people.  I believe that this government has set up 
some of the best consultation processes this state has ever seen.  We need to contrast them with what previous 
governments have done.  I can understand why Hon Simon O’Brien would not want us to go down that path.  If I 
were sitting on his side of the house, I would not want to have the government turn lights on the opposition.  I 
am a big fan of the view that although it is possible for leopards to change their spots, they often do not.  They 
will often put an overcoat on to try to hide their spots rather than change their spots.  I hope Hon Simon O’Brien 
is genuine about changing his spots and has not simply borrowed a mink coat from someone and chucked it on to 
try to pretend that he has changed his spots.  I do not believe that he has changed his spots, because he came into 
the chamber today and told us what the people of Western Australia wanted.  When Hon Simon O’Brien winds 
up this debate, I want to hear what real consultation has occurred, apart from sitting and listening to vested 
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interest groups, that might match the consultation done by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  I want to 
hear what consultation he took part in to reach the position that he arrived at today at which he could 
categorically tell us what the people of Western Australia wanted.  That is what I look forward to.  I suspect that 
he is no different from the bloke he sits next to, who I think was referred to as a dinosaur by a member on the 
other side. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I did not make that reference to him; I referred to another member, Mr President, but I 
take your point.  I will move on.  When he was Minister for Education, he went around closing schools, and his 
successor went around closing schools.  Hon Ed Dermer will remember clearly the closure of Scarborough 
Senior High School.  I do not remember any consultation taking place on that closure.  Did any consultation take 
place with the public when the current Leader of the Opposition closed Leederville Primary School?  No.  Was 
there any consultation with the public when the coalition built the belltower?  No. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Yes, there was. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The coalition certainly did not listen to the community’s views, if it did consult.  Can 
members opposite give me an example of when the coalition government came even close to the consultation 
that the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has engaged in?  Consultation should always seek to 
arrive at consensus, but it is not always possible.  Sometimes we must lead, but we must also make sure that we 
try to bring the community with us.  I believe that is what this minister does.  If Hon Simon O’Brien wants more 
examples of how I think members opposite have not changed their spots, he should look at his federal colleagues 
to see how they operate and the policies that they keep trying to bring in.   
I intended to make some comments about local government, but I will allow others to have their say. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.39 am]:  I rise to speak on the motion before the house 
today that the house express its serious concerns at the poor performance of the Carpenter government, 
particularly the government’s failure to properly consult the public about important decisions.  I want to spend a 
few moments on some issues in my electorate and in my shadow portfolio.  I will confine my remarks to those 
areas, because so many issues arise with this arrogant government that thinks it has consulted.  It has not 
consulted but is happy to throw bombs at the opposition and accuse opposition members of not consulting while 
they were in government.   

I want to whip around my electorate very briefly and talk about some instances in which there has been an 
absolute arrogant lack of consultation on the part of the government.  The first I raise is the issue of the closure 
of Woodside Maternity Hospital in East Fremantle.  It was a maternity hospital with a long history, a good 
reputation and popular with the people.  There was very little consultation about its closure with the public and 
the community in the South Metropolitan Region.  The people of East Fremantle and the South Metropolitan 
Region were devastated to hear of the closure of a very good, long-established maternity hospital where three 
generations of children had been born. 

Research shows that around the world the preference is for small local maternity hospitals.  I have gone against 
the rules of this Parliament and brought in today’s The West Australian to explain further one of the reasons that 
Woodside hospital was closed.  Here we have it in this morning’s paper.  Linda Smith was dismissed from her 
position as senior adviser for the South Metropolitan Area Health Service because she had become unsuited to 
the post.  I refer to the political speak in this morning’s paper about Linda Smith, who has received a payout of 
$350 000 for 14 months’ work in the south metropolitan area as part of a five-year contract.  I wonder whether 
the government has considered whether the decisions she has been making in the south metropolitan area did not 
suit the people of the region.  The chief executive officer, Dr Neale Fong, is embarrassed.  When I read this early 
this morning, I could hardly believe what I was reading about the dismissal, although it is not called a dismissal.  
It talks about Linda Smith, who was brought here from Sydney and knew nothing about the south metropolitan 
area, the intricacies of the situation or the mores of people there and what they wanted.  She told the Minister for 
Health that Woodside should close.  Why has she been given this huge payout?  The newspaper quotes Mr 
McGinty as saying - 

While she is a talented executive, the director-general felt Ms Smith’s skills set was no longer the best 
match to meet all the immediate and future requirements of the expanded role. 

He is talking about the role of delivering expanded health services to the South Metropolitan Region, which I 
have represented for 12 years.  I can tell members that the people in the south metropolitan area were most 
unhappy about the closure of Woodside hospital.  There was no consultation.  I attended a very large public 
meeting attended by probably 200 or 300 people, including women with young babies and pregnant mothers, 
who were outraged at this decision, which was made on the advice of someone who had been brought in from 
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Sydney.  The wise Eastern Stater was to tell us in the west how things would be done.  The wise woman from the 
east has got a payout from this government and I wonder whether it was because she did not take the time to 
consult the people of the south metropolitan area over their health issues. 

Another issue that has been raised in the South Metropolitan Region that is of interest and concern to me is the 
long delay for children wanting to access therapeutic intervention.  Have parents been consulted?  Will they get 
an early intervention centre or a child development centre?  What do they actually want?  They come to us as 
members of Parliament and ask what they can do and how they can make their voices heard.  I organised a 
public forum in East Fremantle, which many parents attended, and said it was urgent that we get early 
intervention in the south metropolitan area.  To wait three years for a speech therapist and two years for an 
occupational therapist is far too long.  This arrogant government does not want to listen to or consult the people 
who need services; it does not really know how to.  That is one instance of the mess in the South Metropolitan 
Area Health Service. 

I refer now to two issues relating to transport and infrastructure.  We have talked a lot in this Parliament about 
the Fremantle eastern bypass.  As soon as this government came to office, it reversed the decision made by the 
Court government to build the bypass through East Fremantle to connect the port of Fremantle and make sure the 
traffic was taken off Canning Highway and Leach Highway and directed south to Kwinana.  There was no 
consultation at all.  The reason was that Mr McGinty, who is an influential member of the Labor Party, had made 
a promise that he would remove the eastern bypass.  Despite that, Hon Ken Travers stood today and lectured and 
preached to us about the importance of long-term infrastructure planning.  He referred to the Stephenson plan 
and how important it was that in the 1940s the Stephenson plan designated certain areas.  We accepted that and 
we listened to the people in that region.  We said that this was what good planning was about and that we must 
honour this reservation and put in the eastern bypass.  It was planned and budgeted for and, had the coalition 
retained government, would have occurred in that term of government. 
I am a little tired of this arrogant government throwing allegations across the chamber that we did not consult 
over the rail line to the south west and were not committed to it.  We were always committed to the rail line to 
Mandurah.  The Court government was also committed to a connection with Rockingham.  I led the consultation 
in that area.  It took almost nine months.  We consulted almost 30 000 to 40 000 residents; we wrote to 21 000 
households in Rockingham.  We received 9 000 written submissions and hundreds of oral submissions.  The 
process that we used was thorough, and it came out in favour of a connection to Rockingham.  The Court 
government, at my insistence, allocated $105 million to follow the short tunnel option through Rockingham.  
That is what the people of Rockingham wanted.  They wanted the rail line to go through Rockingham to 
Mandurah.  We consulted thoroughly and sincerely and delivered the results to the government.  Cabinet then 
committed the money. 
It amuses me when I stand in public arenas or in this Parliament and hear members of the government suggest 
that members of the Court government were not committed to building the rail line to Mandurah.  The route was 
quite different.  Every council in the region determined that the route would be through Armadale.  In its 
arrogance and without listening to the people, this government has altered the route and cost the taxpayers of 
Western Australia millions of dollars.  That money has been spent in the central business district.  How many 
people in the CBD did the government consult about whether the disruptions that will go on for years and years 
were what they wanted?  We had already consulted people in the south metropolitan area to determine the proper 
route for the rail line.  This government is arrogant and although it pretends that it has its head around 
consultation, that is not my view. 
I want to move on to a couple of other issues.  Mention has been made of the number of bills that have come 
before this house in the past few years that we as an opposition have had to spend interminable hours studying 
and then seeking to amend.  The childcare regulations that came before the Parliament in June this year were a 
classic example of the government not consulting the community of people involved in delivering childcare 
services.  I have a letter here that was written to the Leader of the Opposition.  It reads - 

Dear Mr Omodei 
. . .  

The Child Care Regulations which came into being on 1 March 2006 have caused enormous concern 
throughout the industry. 

The Government has failed to carry out thorough consultation with the industry and there is a distinct 
lack of clarity over the interpretation of some of the regulations. 

We would urge the Opposition to use its powers within the Parliament to move to disallow some 
sections of the regulations to enable the sector to get the Government to give the industry a correct and 
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clear interpretation of regulations that impact on child-staff ratios.  For instance, Regulation 81 has been 
interpreted by the department as having quite a different implication for centres than was the case under 
the 1988 regulations.  The regulation has not altered as such - but the interpretation has. 

The interpretation has altered.  That is a distinct pointer to the lack of consultation.  The Department for 
Community Development, under the former minister, Hon Sheila McHale, did not consult people involved in the 
childcare industry on the regulations.  The department did not do its job, and this is one of the reasons the 
opposition has brought on this debate today.  Put simply, there has not been enough consultation.  That lack of 
consultation resulted in my attending at least four public meetings that gathered people from the community 
childcare sector, the private industry and government childcare centres, all of whom said that the regulations did 
not make sense.  They said that they were impractical because there is a shortage of childcare places, and they 
would be unable to operate if they were compelled to comply with regulations on which they had not been 
consulted.  A letter from the department in July 2005 stated that there would be consultation on the interpretation 
of the regulations.  What was the response from the department and the minister when the regulations came 
down?  The response was an excuse that they had not had time to consult. 
There was not enough time therefore to consult people involved in childcare, and that resulted in the opposition 
moving a motion for disallowance of the regulations.  The disallowance motion was selective to enable childcare 
centres to operate in a sensible way.  At all times the opposition has been vigilant and most concerned that 
childcare be delivered in the best interests of children, and that regulations do not degrade the quality of service, 
staff or whatever.  The government’s regulations were ridiculous.  One, for instance, was that nobody under 18 
years of age could supervise water play.  Often water play in a childcare centre of children from zero to six years 
old involves a little water trolley.  It is not as though children are going out of the centre to swim.  The staff do 
not take babies on a swimming trip to Beattie Park; 15 and 16-year-olds can and always have done that.  I got my 
bronze medallion for swimming at, I think, 14 years of age, and I taught swimming and lifesaving for many 
years after that.  It is therefore nonsense to suggest that a person in a childcare centre must be 18 years old to be 
qualified to supervise water play.  The childcare regulations were a classic example of an absolute 
embarrassment to the then minister.  It is sheer arrogance on the part of government members to stand in this 
place and say they know how to consult. 
The other issue I raise in the area of children and education relates to the changes that have been made to the 
selection criteria for entry to Perth Modern High School.  I am glad the honourable Minister for Education and 
Training has returned to the chamber.  I have had a number of phone calls from parents and teachers about the 
devastating effect of the changes to the music program at Perth Modern High School.  I ask the minister: how 
many parents did the department consult and did it consult with the parents and citizens association?  I am told 
that did not happen.  I will refer to the music program at the school.  Perth Modern High School, as members 
know, grew as an academic school, and in 1968 became a music school.  There were nine year 8 classes, one of 
which was for music students only.  Students therefore had to be competent at music to enter that class.  
However, the uniqueness of the Perth Modern High School music program - the minister might like to listen - 
was that students were selected to form a music ensemble on their instrument of competence.  Such a music 
program exists in only two schools in Australia - Churchlands Senior High School and Perth Modern High 
School.  Whether students display competency in playing the trumpet, viola, harp, drums or whatever, the music 
program to form the ensemble allows in only a limited number of students who have reached the appropriate 
level of competency and gained a scholarship.  The ensembles and choirs from the music program at Perth 
Modern High School have had enormous success.  I do not have time today to elucidate all the successes.  
However, just this year Perth Modern High School, primarily the music ensemble, won an award at the 
International Youth and Music Festival in Vienna.  The school has won an enormous number of voice awards 
internationally.  Therefore, only two school music programs in Australia, at Churchlands Senior High School 
and Perth Modern High School, have unique selection criteria for choosing students who are competent enough 
with instruments to form an ensemble.  These wonderful ensembles, which are better than any other ensemble in 
Australia, are coming out of Western Australia. 

Changes have now been made to Perth Modern High School.  The devastating effect of the changes that have 
been made by this Minister for Education and Training, or her department, may not be seen for probably five or 
six years when it will be noted that these wonderful ensembles no longer exist.  The criteria for entry to Perth 
Modern High School have been switched to academic subjects only.  The ability to play an instrument therefore 
will be a secondary consideration.  As a result of the existing process, the choirs and ensembles from Perth 
Modern High School have been outstanding in Western Australia, Australia and the world.  Now I believe there 
is talk of the music program moving to John Curtin College of the Arts.  That is fine.  I do not have a problem 
with another college of music such as that being established.  However, it is shameful to decimate 40 years of 
successful practice at Perth Modern High School.  I believe the government has done that without asking parents, 
students and graduates what they feel is important. 
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The minister has had a dilemma.  Obviously, she wanted to be able to say that she was doing something properly 
by setting up an academic school for excellence to compete with non-government schools, to which 25 per cent 
of children are going, and that percentage is rising.  She therefore needed to make a change to the entrance 
criteria to Perth Modern High School.  However, at the same time she has blighted a very successful music 
program that has been operating there. 

The Court government, as members know and will remember, under former minister Hon Norman Moore 
brought in a major change to early education in Western Australia.  He changed the entry age to achieve national 
consistency, and provided kindergarten for four-year-olds for the first time in a state system.  Prior to that, 
children attended offsite kindergartens.  Prior to the Court government initiatives, only one-third of children in 
Western Australia had the opportunity to attend a kindergarten.  Those kindergartens had been established in low 
socioeconomic suburbs, such as East Perth, Coolbellup and Kwinana, where there was an identified high risk of 
low achievement in young children, and in suburbs where empowered parents got together because they believed 
early education and early intervention were good ideas.   

I will talk very briefly about the consultation that took place.  For more than a year I chaired a statewide 
consultation process on behalf of Hon Norman Moore.  We spoke to hundreds of parents.  The process was done 
in a thorough manner.  A discussion paper was put out, submissions were received, a report was issued, and there 
was then further consultation.  In that way thousands of parents in Western Australia were consulted about the 
proposed changes.  The proposed changes put Western Australia on the map for being progressive in 
approaching the issue of early childhood education.  It put Western Australia above and ahead of most Western 
countries and certainly the rest of Australia.  We are the only state in Australia that funds the systemic provision 
of the kindergarten year for four-year-olds at schools.  There is still a debate about reaching a consensus for a 
national common entry age.  The task force recommended to the minister that we have an entry age decided at 
30 April each year.  That would have brought Western Australia in line with the two major populous states of 
Australia, Victoria and New South Wales.  Those states use a 30 April cut-off date.  That would have made 
children a little bit older entering school and a little bit older leaving.  That was seen to be advantageous, 
particularly for those leaving school and those who had late birthdays when entering school.  It is a documented 
fact that very young and immature children, particularly boys, who tend to develop a bit later than girls, struggle 
in years 1 and 2.  We know that if children do not succeed in their first years of school they have less opportunity 
to succeed later.  Consultation with professionals, parents and schools taught us and reinforced the importance of 
the early years and early learning.  We did that thoroughly.  This government has some lessons to learn about 
that.   

To set the record straight I was involved in another area of consultation.  Hon Ken Travers has been saying that 
we did not consult when we were in government and that we have lots to learn.  The other area involved traffic 
calming and making roads safer, particularly around schools.  We undertook a similar process.  A discussion 
paper went out, submissions were received, and discussions about lowering the urban speed limit to 
30 kilometres an hour were held.  Eventually, a speed limit of 40 kilometres an hour was decided on for school 
zones.  That went through with very little opposition because we learned lessons from South Australia and other 
states.  If the community takes on a lowered urban speed limit as part of its culture and accepts it and is 
comfortable with it, there will not be a lot of opposition.  The Court government introduced 40-kilometre speed 
zones around every school in Western Australia to ensure that children were a little bit safer.  The enforcement 
of that speed limit is perhaps not what it ought to be.  The limit was introduced under the Court government after 
much consultation.  We learnt from South Australia that if communities in urban residential areas feel that they 
own a change in direction, they will accept it.  This arrogant government has not given the community of 
Western Australia the credence for being competent in making some of its own decisions.  Those are two 
examples of the Court government doing that very well. 

The issue of school entry age was handled very well.  On Tuesday evening I attended a literacy and numeracy 
forum in Fremantle.  I must say that the format was done very well.  However, there are some major burning 
issues.  I ask: how many parents were at the forum?  It was full of teachers.  We are looking at an important 
outcome of the latest literacy and numeracy review of Western Australia. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to sessional orders.   
 


