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SPORTS STADIUM — BURSWOOD 

Motion 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [10.07 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this house expresses concern that the Premier’s decision to build a stadium at the Burswood site 
fails to address all the issues raised by the Langoulant report, has been made in the absence of 
appropriate geotechnical testing, and provides no detail on costings.  

We have in Western Australia an emperor with no clothes, yet his loyal subjects on the other side of this house 
refuse to tell him that that is the case. The stadium is a classic example of the emperor decreeing and the subjects 
following sublimely in spite of all evidence from experts.  

Let us consider the expert information available on the issues around the development of a major stadium. We 
have volume 1 and 2 of the Perth Major Stadia Taskforce report. I have printed out only a few of the 
appendixes—there are many more—because I did not want to waste the paper. We have the Chappell Lambert 
report about the benefits of making the Subiaco the new site, as presented by the City of Subiaco. That is the 
level of expert opinion available. What was presented yesterday to justify the Premier’s decision? It was a two-
page press release—a two-page decree! It is a royal decree from the emperor that it shall be, and, therefore, it 
shall occur. That is the evidence presented. There is no underlying detail in the Premier’s decree yesterday to 
support any claims in this material, and I intend to go through and debunk a number of them today. Claims have 
been made, and we are expected to just accept them. Why? It is because the Premier said it was so!  

The Premier confirmed yesterday that he had made a promise to the people of Western Australia that by the end 
of June he would announce the site, size, time and cost of the new stadium. What did we get this week? We did 
not get details of the site; we got details of the general area in which the government will think about building 
the stadium.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Where is it going to go?  

Hon Helen Morton: In that area.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In that area—exactly; we were not given the site. I thank the member. Did we get the 
size? Yes. We can be thankful that we all agree that the new stadium should have 60 000 seats climbing to 
70 000 seats. We got the timing. We were told that it will be ready by 2018. Yet, the key thing about timing will 
be how — 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members know that this debate allows members only limited time in which to speak. 
Members should let members on their feet have the opportunity to speak for their entire time without 
interjection.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We got a claimed timing of completion by 2018, but no details about how it will be 
funded. We know that state debt is already at the maximum level.  

Hon Nick Goiran interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did Hon Nick Goiran not listen to the President? 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We know that state debt is already at the maximum level of $22 billion and that there is 
no capacity to borrow beyond that unless significant increases in revenue come into this state. How will we 
afford the stadium if it will take us beyond that limit of state debt? The timing is very questionable to say the 
least.  

Finally, there is the question of cost. The press release put out by the Premier this week states — 

However, the current indicative cost for the stadium is approximately $700million, excluding costs 
associated with upgrades to transport infrastructure. 

Where is the documentation to support that? I will outline the fraud in the statements made by the Premier about 
the costing of the stadium. The first is that the Premier has decided to use today’s dollar terms. No escalation is 
factored into the figures. Why would the Premier do that? He would do that to try to create the illusion that his 
$700 million stadium is cheaper than the other stadium options proposed in Western Australia. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected.  
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The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind Hon Nick Goiran that this debate can work properly only if there are no 
interjections and members get their full allocation of time to make their comments.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The estimates for previous stadiums have always included escalation factors until the 
end of construction. That is why they had significantly higher figures. It is dishonest to come out with a figure of 
$700 million in today’s dollar terms without including any escalation in the estimate. There is no comparison. 
No comparative figures are provided of what, in today’s dollar terms, the Kitchener Park or East Perth options 
would cost. There is no documentation to support the claim that the Burswood stadium will cost $700 million. 
No site works have been done, so it is impossible to accurately predict the costs. If people bothered to actually 
go through and read the report prepared by the Major Stadia Taskforce, they would see that issues were raised all 
the way through it. For example, it states on page B100 of volume 2 of the “Perth Stadium Feasibility Report” 
that — 

Golders Associates have provided detail breakdowns of the areas of waste fill in the site but no 
independent test bores have been carried out to ascertain the quality of the fill or the level of 
contamination resulting from the former use of the site.  

It goes on — 

These test bores indicate a capping level to the fill used in the refuse site with poor bearing silt / sand 
underneath confirming the original ecology of the site as a low lying wetlands.  

It also states — 

… the site presents a number of risks in terms of potential contamination and poor ground conditions 
resulting in potential severe settlement and ground heave issues.  

It then goes on to talk about some of the other problems that have already been experienced on that site. How 
can the government ever come up with an accurate cost unless it has gone through and done detailed drilling and 
geotechnical work to underpin and address the concerns raised by Golder Associates and which were reported in 
the task force report? It is outrageous for the Premier to say that he has a final cost when he has not done that 
work.  

Let us look at some of the comparative costs. We can again refer to the task force report. I still wonder whether 
the Premier has even bothered to read that report. An outline of the different costs is on page 56 of volume 1 of 
the final report. This was based on 2007 dollars escalated through to construction finishing in 2013. Even then, it 
predicted that the base cost for the Burswood option was $685 million. That is before we add in car parking, 
escalation for any delays in construction, pre-opening expenses, transport infrastructure. The task force predicted 
that the Burswood option would cost $685 million compared with a new stadium at East Perth costing only 
$596 million. The Burswood option was $100 million more expensive than the option available at the East Perth 
site, and at least $50 million more expensive than the Kitchener Park site. Those were escalated figures through 
to 2013. What will the final figure be for this new stadium?  

The other thing that has happened over the last 24 to 48 hours is a clear attempt to misrepresent the alternative 
options. On top of those figures will be significant transportation costs. The second fraud the Premier is trying to 
perpetrate on the people of Western Australia at the moment is his misrepresentation and overstatement of the 
cost of the alternative sites. The Premier twice made claims on the radio yesterday that the Kitchener Park 
stadium would have been built on stilts with a car park underneath it, similar to Etihad Stadium in Victoria. What 
a load of rubbish! He later said that the Burswood stadium would sit flat on the ground and that that would save 
up to $200 million in construction costs. Let me be very clear: those statements are blatantly false. The Kitchener 
Park stadium was never going to be built on stilts. Again, members can refer to the task force report. The 
documentation shows the levels and structures for the different sites. Construction of the Kitchener Park stadium 
would have involved digging down to lay the playing arena and building the stands up around it. In fact, with 
modern stadium technology, a big circular road would have been built around the stadium to carry buses and the 
like, and would have included parking for about 300 cars. That was what was proposed for Kitchener Park. What 
was proposed for Burswood was that the stadium would be built with a car park underneath it. In fact, the 
stadium task force said that a car park with about 3 000 bays would be needed, noting that Etihad has about 
2 500 bays. The taskforce identified that there was a need for the Burswood stadium to have these 3 000 
additional bays, which were not required at Kitchener Park.  

Secondly, because the stadium at Burswood will be built on old waste dumps and old river flats, the auditorium 
cannot be built on the ground as the Premier claimed yesterday. It just cannot be done. Engineers confirmed that 
when interviewed on Channel Two news last night. That is the fraud that has been perpetrated. Somehow, it can 
go on the ground because the Premier decrees that it can go on the ground! Again, members should read the task 
force report. It talks about how it is okay for a golf course to have settling issues—it would add a bit of variety to 
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a game of golf if there was a new lie of the land each week—but we cannot build a stadium like that. It was 
always the Burswood option that would be built on stilts with a car park underneath it, and never the Kitchener 
Park option, yet the Premier perpetrated that fraud not once but twice on the radio yesterday. This is the most 
dishonest debate I have seen conducted in Western Australia for a very long time. The Premier tried to present 
yesterday that all that would be needed would be a couple of piles pushed down 30 metres, which would cost 
about $30 million extra. He tried to argue that Kitchener Park was a far more expensive option because the 
stadium would have to be built on stilts, with a car park underneath it. As I said, the Kitchener Park option would 
have involved the stadium being built on the ground with 300 car bays as part of that service corridor. The 
Burswood option was the one with the car park for 3 000 cars underneath it.  

Let us move on to the issue of transportation links. Yesterday the Premier was very quick to say that the 
government could do it all for $300 million. One of the big cost increases identified by the task force was the 
building of additional car park bays at the Burswood site because there was not enough parking in the 
surrounding areas, unlike with the East Perth and Subiaco proposals. Even the Premier admitted yesterday that 
that would cost about $200 million extra. They were his own words. The Premier has now decreed that we will 
not have extra car parking at the Burswood site. He said that people can walk to the stadium. Where will they 
walk from? The proposal is to build a new bridge over the Swan River, which would need to be at least 
450 metres long; I suspect it will be 500 or 600 metres long, depending on where this new stadium will be built 
on the Burswood Peninsula. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It will be beautiful. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It might be a beautiful idea but what will it cost? Again, the task force report provides 
information that the Premier has not bothered to rely upon. It compared and contrasted some of the footpaths that 
have been built in similar situations in other parts of Australia. A couple have been built over railway lines in 
Melbourne and a couple have been built over water in Brisbane. Page 142 of the Major Stadia Taskforce’s report 
states that the bridge formerly known as Tank Street Bridge in Brisbane was completed in 2009 at a cost of 
$63 million; it does not give the distance. The Bourke Street pedestrian bridge, which is 20 metres wide and 
which goes across to what was then called the Telstra Dome, was finished in 2006 at a cost of $40 million. That 
bridge crossed a rail corridor. What can we learn from that? We know that the Perth walkway will cost at least 
$63 million, but that is an old price. It is realistic to say that this new walkway will cost somewhere between 
$80 million and $100 million. Will it work? Will people park and walk across? If Gloucester Park is operating 
on the same night as a Friday night game, I do not know where people will park on that East Perth side. The task 
force report says that the maximum acceptable walking distance to a rail station for the majority of spectators is 
one kilometre. If they will walk only a kilometre to a railway station, how far will they walk to a parking station? 
The nonsense that the government can build this stadium without providing for car parking is absolute rubbish. 

The next thing that I want to talk about is the road upgrades. There are no costings for them. Burswood is a very 
constrained site. If members read the task force report, they will see that we need to upgrade the intersection of 
Victoria Park Drive and Great Eastern Highway, completely redo the interchange between Graham Farmer 
Freeway and Victoria Park Drive, widen Graham Farmer Freeway and undertake a range of other roadworks. 
After all that, it is potentially constraining. We should not forget that Graham Farmer Freeway will have even 
more traffic on it because this government is going to close Riverside Drive. Is there any traffic modelling? Let 
us wait and see whether the government can provide that this afternoon in answer to a question I have given 
notice of. I do not think it has done it and I do not think it has that information. The other thing we should never 
forget when we think about these road issues is that the area is sitting on an old asbestos dump. The cost of 
construction will therefore be significantly higher than for any other roadworks that we can think of.  

We have talked about parking. The best one of the lot is the Premier’s claim that he will build this fantastic new 
train station at Burswood. There will be platforms on that train station for each of the four legs of the suburban 
rail system. If people live in the northern suburbs, they will get on the Joondalup line; if people live in the 
southern suburbs, they will get on the Mandurah line, and so on. How will that be possible? Let us look at the 
transport issues for the Burswood site. The task force made it very clear, based on the PTA evidence at the time, 
that people would have to catch a train down a single line. If people wanted to get on the Midland–Fremantle 
line, they would have to catch a train to Claisebrook and transfer. If people wanted to get onto the Mandurah or 
Joondalup lines, they would have to change at Perth. The report pointed out that there is the capacity for people 
on the Fremantle line to get to the Mandurah line from West Leederville, but it would have an impact on service; 
that is, we would not be able to run a three-minute head. We should remember that 28 trains have to be moved in 
an hour, which will be an incredibly difficult task considering that our rail heads can operate only at about three 
minutes per head. It will take well over an hour to clear those passengers afterwards.  
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We start to wonder whether it will be possible to bring trains in to Burswood. As the task force report points 
out—it happens today—we can run a line from one line to the others but it will have an impact with service 
disruptions. Is that possible from the Armadale line? It is possible to get onto the Fremantle line with some 
switching over, which will cause a service disruption. After the sinking of the railway line, I think there will still 
be a switchover point that may get trains onto the Joondalup line. We should remember that that will create 
massive confusion at this point. Will trains be able to get onto the Midland line? No. The only way to get onto 
the Midland line will be to go in somewhere, turn the train around and come back out. I might add that it takes a 
minimum of five minutes to turn a train around. Will trains be able to get onto the Mandurah line? No, they will 
not, unless they go on to Leederville and then come back down from the Leederville station. What a load of 
absolute baloney! To suggest that people will be able to get on a train to any one of the lines is the third big fraud 
that has been perpetrated in the past few days. I could go on and on. There are so many areas in which there is 
definitive evidence based on expert opinions about the different issues surrounding the Burswood site and there 
is no explanation, no documentation and nothing from experts to justify it.  

The other thing I wanted to touch upon briefly was the argument that building the stadium at Burswood will 
somehow create a great new sporting precinct. That suggests that a lot of additional costs will be involved that 
we have not been told about. In fact, yesterday the Premier said that there will be a waterfront precinct, other 
sporting venues and an entertainment complex. If we are going to have other sporting venues down there, why 
do we not spend money on putting the rectangular stadium down there? If the government is going to spend 
$300 million plus on transport infrastructure, which I suspect will be spent on the rail infrastructure, not on all 
the transport requirements, it will get a better bang for its buck. No, it is not going to do that. The Premier was 
talking about having car park parties. I think they call them boot parties in America. Where will they be held? 
The Premier is getting rid of the car park and then he says we are going to have parties down there and people 
will be down there all day.  

Are sporting parks the modern way? The Chappell Lambert Everett report says that they should be built in the 
community and be linked to the surrounding environments rather than the government trying to build a new 
environment.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [10.28 am]: I thank Hon Ken 
Travers for raising this matter today. I regret, however, the extremely aggressive approach he has adopted on this 
subject. The issue could be debated in a very measured way if we chose to do that, because a lot of issues that the 
member has quite properly raised need to be, and will be, considered. There are a range of issues surrounding a 
decision of this magnitude. In effect, what the member wants to know today is every detail about a project that 
will not come into operation until about 2018. To suggest that somehow or other we should have every dollar 
and every issue identified at this time completely ignores the decision that the government has taken. There is no 
doubt that Hon Ken Travers has been the shadow Minister for Sport and Recreation and has taken a big interest 
in the stadium issue over the years, as have I. It is interesting to hear his side of the argument. But let me make a 
couple of observations first of all. The motion refers to the Premier’s decision. Let me make it very clear that this 
was a cabinet decision. 

Hon Kate Doust: Was it unanimous? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We do not have votes in our cabinet; we have a consensus cabinet arrangement. Let 
me assure members that this was a cabinet decision. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Let me make it very clear that it was a decision made by the cabinet. That is the 
situation that exists. 

The member spent a lot of time being critical of the Burswood option, which the government has chosen as the 
site for this stadium, recognising that the finer details of the stadium, including how it will be located and on 
which part of the peninsula it will be located, have yet to be decided on. We acknowledge that. We have made 
the decision about the location. Hon Ken Travers spent a lot of time telling us why the Burswood location is no 
good. Maybe he could explain to me why in fact a former Minister for Sport and Recreation in the previous 
Labor government required the task force to investigate the Burswood option when the task force’s initial report 
suggested that that was not an option. Clearly, then Minister Kobelke, if my memory serves me correctly, was 
persuaded by the submission made by the Burswood International Resort Casino owners that the Burswood 
peninsula could be developed in a way that would make it a multi-sport facility precinct in Western Australia 
and that it would have a range of different benefits for Western Australia from those it would have if it were in a 
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built-up area such as Subiaco. Obviously, then Minister Kobelke was persuaded to the view that that option 
should be considered. 

Hon Ken Travers: Absolutely. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Why would he have taken that view if we are to believe Hon Ken Travers’ 
comments that the Burswood site is totally unsuitable? 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you want a response to that? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: If the member wishes, yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: They wanted it to be considered, but it was the experts on the task force who then 
highlighted all the problems with developing on that site—the problems that your government has not addressed. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: No; what happened was that the task force, in its interim report, did not choose 
Burswood as a site, but it was subsequently required by the then minister to investigate it. John Kobelke 
obviously was persuaded to the view that it should be considered as a potential site for the stadium. The Major 
Stadia Taskforce looked at a number of sites and made its judgement based on all the issues it was concerned 
about. As I understand it, the Burswood site was fundamentally not accepted because of the cost. The cost was, 
in a sense, exaggerated by the requirement to provide underground parking. The government has taken the view 
now that the stadium will be located at the Burswood site and there will be no underground parking. Hon Ken 
Travers has said that there are not enough parking spaces there. That will be sorted out in due course. The cost of 
providing underground parking at a stadium is very significant; it is probably hundreds of millions of dollars. 
Underground parking will not be provided, because fundamental to this particular proposal is that the vast 
majority of people who will use the stadium will use public transport to access the site. Burswood provides a 
new opportunity for the government to develop something from the ground up and to develop the Burswood 
peninsula into a significant new sporting, retail and entertainment precinct for Perth. My original view on this 
issue was that we should just redevelop Subiaco Oval. In fact, I was the Minister for Sport and Recreation who 
was responsible for doing half of the current development at Subiaco Oval and it cost only $30 million. 

Hon Ken Travers: And people now say that it has to be pulled down. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It does not have to be pulled down. I could never work out why a new stadium needs 
to cost the sorts of dollars that people talk about; however, I am told that they are the facts. 

Subiaco Oval is constrained now at 43 000 seats, and to build a 60 000-seat stadium at Kitchener Park, with the 
potential to go to 70 000 seats, would put enormous stress on Subiaco and the surrounding areas. It is about at its 
maximum now. When people go to the football at Subiaco, it is pretty constrained. Can members imagine 60 000 
people seeking to use Subiaco as a venue without the capacity to make much change to the surrounding urban 
area? It is constrained by the private homes in the surrounding area. It creates all sorts of potential problems for 
Subiaco down the track. If the stadium were to be built for 40 000 people, I would be arguing to just do up Subi; 
however, that is not what is required. There is also a requirement with Subiaco to resume, I think, some 32 
residences and to relocate 66 Homeswest sites. As I understand it, the latest version is for an east–west stadium 
as opposed to a north–south stadium, which most sporting aficionados think provides for a better football game 
than does the current Subiaco configuration. That cannot be done at Subiaco, but it can be done at Burswood. 

It is the government’s view, having chosen the Burswood site, that it will put in place a steering committee 
chaired by Richard Mann from the Department of Treasury and Finance and Ron Alexander from the 
Department of Sport and Recreation. The steering committee will assess in detail the Burswood peninsula and all 
the issues surrounding the location of the stadium, and it will do the necessary work to assess the transport 
options that will be required. We will then be able to work out exactly what we want to do at that location. 

The plan is to build a 60 000-seat stadium with a north–south orientation and a capacity that can be increased to 
70 000 seats. That will happen some time in the far distant future, I suspect. I think 60 000 seats is a sensible 
approach; it is what the task force recommended. The stadium will be similar to Etihad Stadium in Melbourne, 
which is state of the art. I remember visiting that stadium when I was Minister for Sport and Recreation and 
being very impressed with the way it is configured. I cannot guarantee this but I am advised that although there 
is provision for retractable seating at Etihad Stadium, it is very rarely used. The stadium is configured in such a 
way that instead of the stands going further and further away from the grounds, they are more vertical. The 
viewing capacity at Etihad for rectangular games is better than that at Subiaco Oval, the Western Australian 
Cricket Association Ground or even the Melbourne Cricket Ground. It is intended that that is the sort of stadium 
that we will build at Burswood. Part of the steering committee’s work will be to decide whether to spend the 
extra dollars on retractable seating and whether it is worth the money for the occasions on which it would be 
used. The site at Burswood is, unlike Subiaco, totally unconstrained, other than by the casino’s present location. 
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Hon Kate Doust: And those apartments. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes, there are apartments. I suspect that, in due course, there will be more residential 
development at Burswood. If the proposal by the turf club to develop Belmont Park goes ahead, there will be 
development in that area. The good thing about that is that the new development can be based on the current 
location of the stadium, and the stadium can be configured in such a way as to have minimum impact on 
residential areas. There is a problem at Subiaco now whereby the southern stand is only two storeys high because 
of the shade effect on houses on Roberts Road. Those are the sorts of constraints at the Kitchener Park site that 
are not at the Burswood site. The Burswood site means that we can build up from the stadium and create the 
surrounding urban environment based on the location of the stadium after it has been put in place. It is a bit like 
building airports, letting people build houses alongside and then saying that the airport must be shifted.  

Hon Ken Travers: Like you are doing at Jandakot!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Exactly right. I could never quite work out why that development around there was 
allowed to happen.  

Hon Ken Travers: They are still doing it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I know and it is not the only place that that happens. The point I make is that people 
will know where the stadium is located and what the transport situation is. Therefore, the urban, retail and 
residential development, and other sporting facilities—if we are going to have any more there—can be built on 
the basis of our knowledge of where the stadium is located. That gives us the chance to do the proper planning in 
the future that is necessary to ensure that we get the best outcomes for everyone involved.  

In a sense, locating the stadium at Burswood is a visionary option. When we look at what this government is 
doing for the City of Perth, we see that the waterfront and the sinking of the railway options are being pursued 
and now a precinct is being developed at Burswood to cater for a range of sporting, residential and retail 
opportunities. Those developments are fantastic for Perth. Yesterday, we talked about doing up Heirisson Island 
because we want the entrance to Perth to look very attractive and for visitors to say what a wonderful city we 
have. These three options give us the potential to create a very vibrant and attractive capital city. Putting all those 
together gives us some great opportunities. For Hon Ken Travers to come in here and start talking about 
emperors and stuff like that is just childish. The Premier is a person who thinks outside the square; he always 
has. If we do not think outside the square, nothing ever happens. The problem in Perth is that politicians sit 
around too frightened to think outside the square and make big decisions that require a bit of imagination and 
visionary activity and consideration of where the city can go. We have been in government for only a bit over 
two years and we are dealing with three of the biggest issues that have been hanging around for a very long time.  

Hon Ken Travers: That is because all the work had been done on them for you! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The work was never ever done by the former government even though it talked 
about it. The former government had task forces and “Dubai on Swan” and talked about sinking the rail line. It 
built the Perth Arena for four times what it was supposed to cost. The former government did not sink the 
railway at the same time, which it could have done to provide more space. The former Labor Government never 
had the ability to make the hard decisions on these big issues, which is what this government is doing.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Other members will be given an opportunity to speak, but members cannot steal the 
time from the member on his feet.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I acknowledge that all the detail has not been finalised—there is no argument about 
that—nor had the detail been determined for the sites at Subiaco or East Perth or any other sites. We have chosen 
a site for the reasons I outlined. Those reasons are big-picture reasons that give us the chance to develop an area 
of Perth which I acknowledge used to be a rubbish tip but which will now become part of the very, very 
attractive entrance to the City of Perth and a very desirable part of the Perth landscape, which we desperately 
need. This should be a good-news story instead of the member coming in here and talking about emperors. Let 
us be serious about this. Let us stop nitpicking and trying to find reasons for why we cannot do something and 
instead spend time on working out why we should be doing things. I am happy to hear from Hon Ken Travers in 
due course to find out how he thinks we should make this work even better.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [10.44 am]: I rise to support the 
motion. I am not sure whether the Leader of the House has read the motion. We are dealing with the Burswood 
site, which has already been identified as the most complex site for a stadium; it needs significant transport 
infrastructure and brings with it significant engineering challenges. The decision that was announced two days 
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ago has the least amount of pre-planning and, it appears, no financial due diligence. If private sector people were 
looking for finance for this proposition on the basis of the information that was made available to the people who 
will be providing the finance—that is, the taxpayers of Western Australia—when the announcement was made 
earlier this week, those private sector venturers would be treated as unprofessional. If private sector venturers put 
the same level of detail into a product disclosure statement that the Premier gave to the Western Australian 
taxpayers earlier this week, they would be in deep trouble and certainly would not have attracted any of the 
financial support that they would need.  

The Burswood site ticks a couple of boxes and it gets some ticks in the report titled “The Stadium and the City: 
Volume 1: Making the case for a world class stadium in Perth” by the Major Stadia Taskforce chaired by John 
Langoulant. The Burswood site is state land and that is an advantage to the state; the state does not need to go 
looking for new land. The fact that the site is state land provides the opportunity for a blank canvas, but within 
very significant parameters and constraining factors that cannot be dismissed by relying on the Premier’s vision. 
I agree that a Premier and a government with vision are good for the state. A Premier or a government that is 
prepared to drive the implementation of that vision is also good for the state. However, stubborn, reckless 
decision making in the absence of due financial diligence for those people who are going to pick up the bill is not 
good for the state, which is what we have here.  

I live in the area covered by the Town of Victoria Park and I know this area well. One of the walks that we do on 
the weekend is along the river, in particular that bit between the Causeway and Windan Bridge on the side of the 
river with the golf course. I know what that land is like. I do business with a small business operator in one of the 
new houses on Victoria Park Drive. I know what it is like to get in there now; if I want to go to her place on 
Victoria Park Drive, I have to turn off into one of the side streets and two parking bays are available. It is not 
possible to look at that area now and make the kind of decisions that need to be made about the enormity of the 
transport issues that need to be fixed and say, “Trust us; we have the vision.” As taxpayers and the ones who will 
meet the financial bill for the stadium, we need a lot more information than what we have been given.  

The State Tennis Centre is on a 37-year lease. The tennis centre is in the area that has been considered for the 
stadium.  

Hon Peter Collier: That can move and it should move.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I hope that Hon Peter Collier, with his connections to the tennis community, is advocating 
on its behalf, because the State Tennis Centre was surprised to find out that it might be asked to move, given that 
it has a 37-year lease.  

Hon Peter Collier: No, it is not surprised.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: It certainly is.  

Hon Peter Collier: You are talking to the wrong members of the tennis community.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I read my local newspapers that come through my letterbox.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon SUE ELLERY: The State Tennis Centre certainly was surprised to find out that it might be asked to move. 
The Langoulant report tells us that — 

Both the East Perth and the Burswood Peninsula sites provide an outstanding opportunity for the 
development of a landmark stadium development which has the potential to greatly enhance the 
national and international reputation of the city of Perth.  

That is good, but the report goes on to state — 

The Burswood site comes at a cost—largely due to the significant upgrade in transport infrastructure 
required and the costs of dealing with the local site conditions i.e. building on reclaimed land and on a 
site previously used as an industrial waste dump.  

Those are very significant issues that need to be properly addressed. The report goes on, in particular when it 
refers to the Burswood peninsula, to state — 

Due to its topographical nature as a peninsula, transport access is restricted to a single road (Victoria 
Park Drive) which has limited connections to the arterial road network. The site’s isolation between the 
river and freeway/railway corridor means that opportunities for access to a stadium from adjacent 
suburbs — 
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Which is where I live — 

is constrained and only achievable through the construction of new linkages. Significant amounts of 
new public parking would need to be constructed to meet the demands of a stadium at Burswood. The 
rail line that serves the site is also limited in its capacity due to the fact that it terminates in the CBD 
and does not feed in from other lines. The stadium would also rely upon a single station as the other 
stations adjacent to the precinct are beyond walking distance when compared with private vehicle 
access. The development of transport infrastructure at Burswood has the potential to benefit other land 
uses proposed for the peninsula but will come at a significant financial cost. 

When the task force did the transport comparisons of the various sites for a 60 000-seat stadium, this is what it 
found — 

• all of the sites, with the exception of the WAFC’s Subiaco Oval Masterplan could achieve a mode 
share target to public transport of between 50–70%; 

• the East Perth site provides the best direct rail access without causing network delays or requiring a 
transfer between trains; 

• all sites, with the exception of Burswood, have access to two rail stations within walking distance 
to the stadium; 

• a new network of event bus services will be required to support rail services to ensure the mode 
share targets set are met; 

• all sites, with the exception of Burswood, can meet the expected car parking demand in existing 
off-street car parks. At least 3,000 new car parking spaces would be required at Burswood at 
significant cost to meet expected demands; 

• significant road capacity upgrades would be required at Burswood to meet the traffic volumes 
created by the stadium together with the demand generated by adjacent residential and 
entertainment developments; and 

• East Perth and Kitchener Park are considered the most suitable for a major stadium in terms of their 
transport access. 

Those are not insignificant issues. It may well end up being the case that the final stadium that is built at 
Burswood is sensational, and all the transport issues may well be properly addressed. In regard to the 
engineering issues, I think that a concrete pad will have to be put under the grass, because I guarantee that that 
area is flooding now. Because I have been here all week, I have not been doing my walk down there; I have been 
coming here instead. However, I guarantee that that area between the Causeway and Windan Bridge is flooding 
now; I absolutely guarantee it. I guarantee that the water will be on to the sides of the golf course now. There are 
significant engineering issues to be addressed, yet we are being asked, as taxpayers, to accept that we should 
agree now to pick up the bill. 

This report was available to the government when it won the election. Let us acknowledge that the government 
came into power at the height of the global financial crisis, and the government was slightly distracted, firstly, by 
the fact that it won; and, secondly, by the — 

Hon Norman Moore: Not as distracted as you were. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will pay that one, Leader of the House. 

It was distracted, secondly, by the GFC. So let us give the government a year—let us even give it 18 months—to 
sort out some other stuff. I still think that in the space of at least the past year, if the government was preparing 
the equivalent of a product disclosure statement if it was seeking private sector finance, a lot of the work could 
have been done by now to start to properly address all the issues that have been identified in that report. 
Therefore, instead of a media release of a page and a half that failed to address any of those significant issues, 
the government could have got the expert advice; it could have started asking people to give it some preliminary 
advice on how to address the issues of building on that site. The government could have got preliminary advice 
about the sorts of costings that will be needed to put the proper rail infrastructure in place. I think that part of the 
reason why the Premier wants to do this is that he has to get over the fact that the government has not built a 
single bit of track, and it needs to get some runs on the board in that respect. This will give the government the 
opportunity to do that, but it is going to come at a cost. 

I think the potential for Burswood is good. I know that the Town of Victoria Park is keen to encourage it. I hope 
that it ends up being all that the Premier says it is going to be, but right now, in terms of the product disclosure 
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statement made available to the taxpayers of Western Australia, this house ought to be concerned that the 
decision was announced without the proper due financial diligence. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.54 am]: I too want to 
make some comments on this announcement that has been made this week by the Premier, and I speak as a 
member for the South Metropolitan Region. Like Hon Sue Ellery, I live and work in this part of Victoria Park. In 
fact, I drive through this part of Victoria Park on a very regular basis to get to my home, which is only a few 
minutes away from where this uncertain proposed site is to be located. This could have been a great news story 
for the government, but the Premier botched it with the way he announced it. By announcing it without 
providing the level of detail required to convince the public that this is the right place to locate the stadium and 
that it is affordable and attainable, I think he really botched it. As we have watched the media over the past two 
days, we have seen that the Premier keeps digging himself into a bigger hole. This motion that we are dealing 
with today picks up on some of the concerns. How could the Premier move to make this announcement without 
having done all the proper research? I know that a lot of pressure has been put on the Premier to make an 
announcement before 30 June, so probably the only thing he has actually been able to deliver is the 
announcement ahead of time. I know that the pretender to the sport and recreation portfolio, John McGrath, the 
member for South Perth, has been a major supporter of the Burswood site location, obviously. I imagine he has 
put a lot of pressure on the Premier. However, given the nature of that area and given what we already know 
about that area and its past uses, I do not understand why the government would not have used the past year, to 
which Hon Sue Ellery has eluded regarding timing, to have done the type of research that is required to make the 
appropriate assessment of whether this site location is the best place for the stadium to be. 

I am not really fussed about stadiums or football. I am not particularly fussed about where the stadium ends up. 
As a member for the South Metropolitan Region, I say that if by chance the government does all of its due 
diligence and does all the appropriate costings and ultimately it works out that Burswood is the right place for 
the stadium to be, that will be fantastic. The change I have seen occur in that Burswood peninsula area over the 
past 10 to 15 years has been fantastic, and it is great to see it grow and develop as an exciting and interesting 
area. However, I have real concerns about how we deal with those issues of asbestos and rubbish that has been 
dumped in that area. I know that it is still an ongoing concern for the Burswood Casino to have to address some 
of those issues. There are problems associated with flood plains. I note that there is comment in the Langoulant 
report that the reason Burswood would cost an extra $300 million is that substantial transport infrastructure 
would have to be provided, which I will come back to in a second, and also the fact that it is a reclaimed flood 
plain. 

In today’s The West Australian, I noted with interest a letter to the editor from a Mr Brian Peachey from 
Woodlands, who refers to the problems associated with this area being a flood plain. He goes back through some 
of the history and mentions the last time there was a great flood in the area. He states — 

… the Maylands and Burswood peninsulas were flooded, as was the Perth esplanade and much of South 
Perth. Riverside Drive, Mill Point Road and part of Barrack Street were inundated for days. 

He says that, in this case, he is worried that the flooding that would occur there would have a much greater 
significance because vastly more land has been cleared in the river catchment areas. I do not know what sort of 
research the government has done to make — 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: He seems to have quite a bit of detail in his letter. I do not know Mr Peachey, but I am 
just saying that this is an issue that the government needs to canvass. 

We find that this government constantly comes out with the grand vision. I do not have a problem with grand 
visions. I know that the Premier talked many years ago about how he came up with the idea for the Goldfields 
gas pipeline; he just had one of those big thought bubbles late at night and thought about the detail later. We 
have seen him do this repeatedly over the past couple of years. If the Premier is going to have these grand 
visions, Mr Leader of the House, he has to be able to provide the detail, and people should not have to wait for 
the detail. If at the end of the day the government can deliver on that detail and this area becomes the exciting 
precinct that the government wants, it will be fantastic. I talked to the CEO of the Town of Victoria Park and the 
council is very excited about the potential for this area, such as residential and retail developments, restaurants 
and all the other things that go with it. However, the government has to provide the detail and the correct 
costings and ensure that all the other issues associated with the development of that site are delivered on. The 
important issues of traffic flows and train stations have been canvassed. I know the two train stations affected 
and the difficulties people already have with parking in the area. Already people who attend Burswood 
Entertainment Complex’s various events have to park at Belmont Park because the Burswood site fills so 
quickly. Given that Belmont Park will be redeveloped and given the ongoing development of residential sites in 
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and around the peninsula, if the government does not build parking on site for the football stadium, where will 
people park? They will not all catch the trains; they will park illegally in the surrounding streets of Victoria Park 
and Burswood. The government needs a proper traffic and parking management plan that it can articulate to the 
community. 

Although the government thought that it would simply make the announcement and it would be picked up on in 
a very positive way, it has been interesting to note that the response from the press has not been so favourable. 
Ben Harvey and Gareth Parker, in an article in yesterday’s The West Australian, referred to Colin Barnett as 
building a monument to himself. That picks up on the theme I talked about in my contribution to the budget 
debate the other day—namely, the concerns that we have about Premiers who want to build monuments to their 
own future, and the government’s priorities. The other day I alluded to how this government needs to get its 
priorities in order. The government needs to think about what is more important for our Western Australian 
community: is it ensuring the provision of adequate public housing for people or that a football stadium is built? 

Hon Michael Mischin: But Hon Ken Travers is saying — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Michael Mischin will have his opportunity to speak. 

The government needs to take these things into account. This is about the government getting its priorities in 
order when it does not have a lot of dollars to spend. I also noted another article in yesterday’s The West 
Australian by Gareth Parker, which states — 

The business-like logic of the Langoulant report, which called for a truly multi-user facility to maximise 
value for a big outlay of taxpayer dollars, has fallen away.  

“We just have to make it work, now,” is how one Government insider summed it up 

That comes back to the point Hon Ken Travers made, that repeatedly in this state the Premier makes a decision, 
makes the announcement and then everyone else is expected to just fall in behind him and the detail work 
happens afterwards. We have seen this happen repeatedly. One of the real concerns I canvassed earlier this week 
is that we hear the government make these announcements and say that the project will cost only X dollars. 
However, we all know that these figures will blow out because the government has not done the proper due 
diligence. Even in today’s media, we hear that structural engineers who have constructed residential sites in that 
part of the peninsula say that the cost of building the stadium will blow out by at least 20 per cent because of the 
problems associated with building in that area. The government has not done any geotechnical drilling work to 
make those assessments. I would love to know how the Premier arrived at the figure in his announcement the 
other day without having done the type of work required to make a cost assessment. The Premier obviously 
decided that he needed to meet a deadline. He had to come out and appease the people who were putting pressure 
on him, and he has just said, coming back to that Field of Dreams vision, “Build it and they will come. Don’t 
worry about the detail; we’ll sort all that out later”. I am concerned about where all the dollars that are needed 
will come from. I am concerned that the 330-kilovolt line will not be built because the Premier will be looking 
around to find places that he can pull extra dollars from to accommodate the cost increases that he will have to 
cover to deal with the problems that will blow up out of this stadium project. If at the end of the day the 
government can clearly demonstrate that it can do this project on time and on budget, that would be great. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [11.04 am]: I welcome the opportunity to make some 
comments about this issue. There is no doubt that we have a “Thought Bubble Premier”, who likes to see himself 
as an action man and does things on the run. The Premier has now committed us to the Burswood site for the 
stadium at a cost of some $700 million. The Burswood task force put the cost of that site at $1.5 billion. This 
government is currently running a deficit over the forward estimates in the order of $20 billion, and this project 
is certainly unfunded, so where the money will come from has to be a critical question.  

There is no doubt that this project is very hasty, poorly thought out and full of risks for Western Australian 
taxpayers. I will quickly refer to some information that I think the Premier or his responsible minister should 
provide to Parliament. I refer to a story in the Subiaco Post on 30 April 2011, which states — 

Subiaco mayor Heather Henderson and CEO Stephen Tindale lobbied Premier Colin Barnett … to try to 
keep the site for the new stadium … 

As I understand, they had a 30-minute meeting with the Premier and he gave them a commitment that a decision 
would not be made without careful consideration. The article states that he told them — 

that the Burswood site would be benchmarked against Kitchener Park in terms of cost analysis.” 

The question is: where is that analysis? The Premier said that the decision would not be made without careful 
consideration. What has been that consideration? The article states — 
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He said the government would be crunching the numbers in the new financial year. 

This is nearly the new financial year, so what numbers has the government crunched? The Premier also said — 

“I said that while Burswood was a preferred location, soil testing and other work were needed before a 
decision could be made by government.” 

The Premier said that those things would happen before the government made a decision, so either the Premier 
has done that work and is not making that information available or he has misled everybody concerned by 
making this promise in public and not honouring it. The Premier cannot have it both ways. The simple fact is 
that the Premier now needs to provide the results of the soil testing and other work that helped him inform the 
decision he made.  

I also put on the record that Mr Tindale, the CEO of the City of Subiaco, is also reported as saying as late as 
4 June 2011 that the Premier gave an undertaking that the Burswood site would be benchmarked against 
Subiaco. Therefore, only a few weeks ago the Premier was still telling Mr Stephen Tindale that this 
benchmarking would occur. The real question is: Where is that benchmarking? Has it been done or has the 
Premier been caught out telling porkies? It does not reflect well on the integrity of the Premier of this state, who 
should be a man of his word, when we have such conflicting evidence about what has and will be done and a 
lack of evidence that he has followed through on his promise.  

An article by Gareth Parker in The West Australian also cites the lack of geotechnical and public transport 
research into the Premier’s preferred Burswood site. It is incomprehensible that this site should be chosen 
without that sort of information having been gathered, analysed and made public. However, during the estimates 
committee hearing in the other place, the Minister for Sport and Recreation, Hon Terry Waldron, made the point 
that the government had done a desktop study on site conditions, which compiled historical data from other 
projects, including the Burswood Casino. It would be interesting for this house to obtain a copy of this desktop 
study, and I request that that desktop study be made available to this place. I do not know what a desktop study 
might look like, but, clearly, evidence was given to a committee of the Parliament that one has been done. I 
wonder whether I can ask the Minister for Training and Workforce Development, given that he is the most senior 
government member in this house at this time, through the Deputy President, to give an undertaking on behalf of 
the government to provide this desktop study to the Parliament and, through the Parliament, to the people of this 
state. The Minister for Training and Workforce Development’s silence is deafening.  

Hon Peter Collier: Put it in a question to the appropriate minister.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister’s silence is deafening; can he give an undertaking that he will 
provide — 

Hon Peter Collier: No, I will not give that undertaking; you ask the appropriate minister. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He cannot give us the study because it does not exist.  

Hon Peter Collier: Ask the appropriate minister. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, he cannot give it. Either the study exists and the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development can provide it or it does not exist and he cannot provide it; the minister clearly cannot 
provide it. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is not question time, and when I try to interject on the member, I get into trouble. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! 

Hon Peter Collier: I am just getting my thoughts together; I will respond in a minute. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is such a sham and a joke by this government and Premier; it is 
unbelievable that such incompetence can exist. Hon Terry Waldron also told the estimates committee that the 
government had received no costing on transport infrastructure, but that it had done the initial work on possible 
options. How much initial work had been done, and to what extent was it done? Who conducted that work, and 
under what arrangements? What was the final determination or what did that initial work show? These are all 
very reasonable questions, as is the question of whether the stadium would have a configurable lower seating 
bowl, as was recommended by the Major Stadia Taskforce, headed by former Under Treasurer John Langoulant. 
Quite clearly, a configurable lower seating bowl would have an impact on the total cost of the project. That sort 
of information should also be made available. This policy decision is an absolute mess because it has been made 
on the run. The government has basically been thrashing around with this whole stadium issue. With a bit of 
pressure from the media, the government has gone to water. The Premier could not hold his ground, wait a bit 
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and have the agencies do the proper work required to get the best outcome for the Western Australian taxpayer. 
At the moment we have an absolute mess. The Western Australian taxpayer should have the right to access the 
answers to the questions which I have asked, and which have been asked in the media. I am amazed that the 
Minister for Training and Workforce Development could not even give a commitment to produce that very little 
thing that I asked for.  

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [11.15 am]: I rise this morning to express a few concerns about 
the motion moved by Hon Ken Travers, which, on the last sitting day before the winter recess, can be described 
only as a very negative way to end the first half of the year. I sometimes wonder whether the Labor Party should 
rename itself the “No Party”. It is very negative, it does not want to do anything, it has no vision, and yet its 
members come into this place and criticise the Premier and, as Hon Norman Moore has mentioned, the cabinet 
for making a visionary decision. It is very interesting that two of the opposition speakers this morning represent 
the South Metropolitan Region. I was quite surprised by their comments. I could understand Hon Ken Travers’ 
comments, because, after all, he is truly concerned about only the North Metropolitan Region, and so of course 
he would be very upset, disturbed, disappointed and concerned that the stadium will not be built in his region; 
that is fair enough. However, for the two Labor representatives of the South Metropolitan Region to express that 
same level of concern and negativity — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is of particular concern to me that those two members were extremely negative. I 
would have thought that this would be a time to be excited and enthusiastic about some excellent things 
happening in the South Metropolitan Region. But I am perplexed that that was not the approach taken this 
morning. It is okay, because, at the end of the day, Hon Sue Ellery has had the opportunity this morning to make 
a contribution and is on the record — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Do you not want me to interject; is that what you are saying? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Not at all; the member can go for it; I am very relaxed about it. The point I make is that 
Hon Sue Ellery is on the record this morning as having made a contribution to the debate on this issue. It is a 
very negative contribution for the South Metropolitan Region; it is super negative. Although I am perplexed — 

Hon Sue Ellery: I said that it could be an outstanding stadium, but we do not know the level of detail that went 
behind this decision. You didn’t listen to what I said. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Although I am perplexed by the contribution, at the end of the day, the member 
represents the South Metropolitan Region and is entitled to make whatever contributions she deems fit. If that is 
the contribution that she wants to make for the South Metropolitan Region, so be it.  

I take a moment to reflect on the date of 10 March 2010. That date has conveniently not been mentioned this 
morning by Hon Ken Travers or by any of his colleagues. Maybe they have forgotten about 10 March 2010; I 
certainly have not. I take a moment to refresh members’ memories of what occurred on 10 March 2010. I have 
before me a copy of a report by the Western Australian Auditor General. I imagine that Hon Ken Travers would 
have some idea of what I am referring to. The title of the report is “The Planning and Management of Perth 
Arena”. 

Hon Ken Travers: You clearly have not read the recommendations, or your government ministers haven’t. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Interestingly — 

Hon Ken Travers: You watch—this project will blow out by more than the total cost of the Arena. I’d put 
money on it! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: As per usual, Hon Ken Travers’ interjections are classic, because he chooses, of all 
times, to mention now the word “blow-out”! Let me tell members something about blow-outs: this report 
indicates that the cost of the original Perth Arena proposal was in the order of $160 million. I wonder whether 
Hon Ken Travers remembers that. I would have thought he was around in those days. He was probably making a 
big contribution, as he does at the moment—“Mr No 2” in the Labor Party! He would have made a big 
contribution at the time and he would have been very happy to hear that the original budget was $160 million.  

Hon Norman Moore: He was a very important backbencher in the government!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Very important. Of course, Hon Norman Moore, there is nothing wrong with being on 
the government back bench!  

Hon Norman Moore: I was paying a tribute to him!  
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not want to digress. I want to reflect on 10 March 2010. Interestingly, I note that at 
that time the Auditor General, Mr Murphy, said the original cost was $160 million. One would think that the 
Labor Party, given the excellent contributions we have heard this morning, would have a fantastic track record of 
no blow-outs; and the projects it managed would have been on time and on budget. Members would have 
thought so, given the tone of the debate this morning. But once again I am left perplexed by the contributions of 
members opposite. On 10 March 2010 the project had blown out. The cost at that time was put at $483 million. 
Sorry, Mr Deputy President, I will just take a moment to make sure I have read the notes correctly, because I 
would not want to mislead the house! On reflection, it does say $160 million for the project, and that that had 
been unrealistic and the cost was revised up to $483 million. That is interesting; yet the tone of the debate this 
morning has been all negative. I wonder why it might be negative and there has been all this scaremongering 
about cost blow-outs. If one was a member of the Australian Labor Party and had to live through that era of cost 
blow-outs, I guess one could only ever assume that every project is going to blow out in cost. Certainly, that has 
been the ALP’s performance when in government. When the ALP is in government, everything blows out in cost 
and nothing is managed well, but when the Liberal Party comes into government, in an alliance with the National 
Party, and makes these visionary decisions, members are very scared and very concerned, hence we get the types 
of contributions we have heard this morning: “It will not happen; it will be very negative; it’s going to cost too 
much; we’re going to get into too much debt” —  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Let’s talk about the debt and how you’re going to fund it!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is interesting, as per usual, that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to make a contribution!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I have made a contribution; you must have missed it! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: She has made a contribution, absolutely; and she continues to make a contribution. The 
level of the contribution is at the level it always is! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to talk about debt —  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Talk about it!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let us talk about that. If the figure is $483 million, and $160 million was budgeted, does 
the member not think that might have something to do with the debt? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: This state is paying $11 million a day in interest payments under your debt levels!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I wonder whether Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich might have even been in the cabinet at that time 
and part of that decision-making process. Yet Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to pipe up, as per usual, making 
broad statements, and at the end of the day the record of members opposite is a cost of $483 million on 10 March 
2010! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! Allow Hon Nick Goiran to use up his last 
16 seconds!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I think it would be remiss of us in this place if we did 
not reflect properly on 10 March 2010, given the tone of the debate and the motion put by Hon Ken Travers.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [11.25 am]: I have an enormous 
amount to say but only very limited time to say it. We have talked about the Arena. I would like to talk a lot 
more about that. I was shadow minister for works and services at the time it was agreed to. The former Labor 
government made the announcement, and then forgot to negotiate with the City of Perth, which told the 
government there was no parking in the City of Perth, so it had to do something about that! As well as that, the 
cost blow-out has got worse. The one thing I would raise in my last 90 seconds — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The member is very annoying.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The minister has the call.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I really wanted to talk about the Subiaco option but I do not have time.  

As far as the tennis community is concerned, I emphasise the tennis community was consulted. The tennis 
community is overwhelmingly supportive of transitioning the State Tennis Centre to Kings Park. I say at the 
outset that, back in the 1990s, when we moved the tennis centre to Burswood, it was great to have a dedicated 
tennis centre, but I was never supportive of it. The tennis community at large is very supportive of a move back 
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to Kings Park, the home of tennis, where we can start to attract some international players. But across the board I 
am extremely supportive of the current location for a number of reasons.  

As far as Subiaco is concerned, I live in Subiaco. I like the robust nature of having Subiaco Oval there; it is not 
an issue. But it is simply unpalatable to think we can have a stadium of the calibre we want, or need, in that area. 
There was a misguided idea about building a tunnel underneath Roberts Road to help with traffic congestion in 
the Subiaco area, which is absolutely nonsensical. Where we have planned a stadium in Burswood, it provides 
great opportunities for transport and it will be a landmark for Western Australia.  

Motion lapsed, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


