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RAILWAY (FORRESTFIELD–AIRPORT LINK) BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 October. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [2.30 pm]: As members know, I support the 
Railway (Forrestfield–Airport Link) Bill 2015. I have made a couple of comments about sustainable transport 
planning and I have raised the issue of the benefit–cost ratio—the BCR. To conclude my remarks today, I want 
to raise some of the matters that I have questions about in relation to the Perth–airport railway. 

I believe that the goal we are trying to achieve is an efficient transport system that is environmentally sustainable 
and promotes resilient communities with a high level of transport choice and quality of life. One of the measures 
that I believe needs to occur is to transform the CBD-centric public transport system into a network that better 
connects strategic metropolitan centres with improved east–west connectivity. The Perth–airport railway may 
well be one of the things that takes us further down the track to achieving this aim. However, it still needs to 
integrate with our other systems of transport. As I have mentioned, it should be able to accommodate people 
with prams or bicycles. I would like to hear the parliamentary secretary address the question, for a modern 
transport system, of whether the government has investigated providing dedicated space on the train carriages for 
bikes, to ensure that bicycles can be carried on the trains at all times of the day. The government may well be 
looking at this for the existing public transport system, not necessarily the airport train, but it would be good to 
have an update on that because this will possibly be the only railway bill that we have in this term of 
government. Therefore, it is important to get as much information as we can about the government’s intentions 
and how well it is going to deliver a modern and efficient rail system. 

I have mentioned that the cost of the state government’s Forrestfield–Airport Link has blown out by 
$300 million. The cost is now up to $2.2 billion. That number is that scary, same number that the government is 
talking about to deliver the Perth Freight Link in the southern suburbs to Fremantle port. It is really hard to 
imagine how we are going to find all these billions of dollars for these infrastructure projects, particularly in this 
case if it is not partially funded by the commonwealth. The matter of funding is of some concern for the public 
and the community. We should hear exactly how that funding is progressing and whether there is indeed 
a consideration for cost blowouts, even above that $2.2 billion. 

I mentioned that I would comment on Peter Newman’s assessment of the airport link. I located an article from 
when this project was first announced. I believe it is the article that reported the Premier’s comments to the 
Liberal state conference. The article states — 

Just three years ago, the Department of Transport identified a light rail network linking Perth to 
Mirrabooka and out to the University of WA and Curtin University as a higher priority that an airport 
line—which was pencilled in for 2031. 

Peter Newman, professor of sustainability at Curtin University, said a light rail system for Perth—
shelved in December—would have been a better option to tackle Perth’s congestion problems than the 
airport project. 

“If I put my rational hat on it (airport link) is not the most obvious thing to do next,” he said. 

“Unquestionably light rail should have proceeded next. 

“But in the world of politics you do what you have to win elections.” 

The benefit–cost ratio has been raised with me by several constituents. One of them contacted me and brought it 
to my attention that his understanding is that the BCR for this project is just over 1.0. This is terrible. It amounts 
to economic vandalism because expenditure on this project will mean that the very many other projects that have 
BCRs of well over one—say, three, four, five or more—will either not be built or at least be badly delayed 
because of the allocation of lots of scarce money to this project. In other words, the opportunity costs of this 
project are huge. The project has been chosen for political reasons, not for convincing economic, social, or 
environmental reasons. My constituent went on to say that a BCR of just over 1.0 means that the benefits over 
the years will only just cover the costs of construction. 

Hon Jim Chown: It is actually 1.5. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you. 

Hon Jim Chown: So your information is incorrect. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could elaborate in his second reading reply how 
he arrived at the BCR of 1.5. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! Hon Lynn MacLaren has the call. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: My constituent went on to say that he was not sure whether the government has even 
included the costs of operation in that benefit–cost ratio. It was based on the estimated construction costs and 
there is always a real risk that the final costs will be much more than the current estimate, which would mean 
taxpayers would be paying out money to get a return that is less than the cost. The problem appears to be 
covered up by the government refusing to release the actual BCR for this project. Will the parliamentary 
secretary release the BCR so that we can look at how the government arrived at a figure of 1.5? How did it 
calculate that? 

My constituent says that the claim of commercial-in-confidence is a smokescreen because it is possible to release 
enough information to show what has been included in a BCR calculation without being specific to the extent of 
giving away too much detail to prospective tenderers. My constituent has urged me to oppose this bill until the 
government can make a sound case for it to go ahead by releasing an evaluation of its economic — 
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! One member has the call and that is Hon Lynn MacLaren. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I can assure the member opposite that he knows 
this constituent and, being the former Minister for Transport, he would have heard from this constituent on many 
occasions regarding sustainable transport. As the member knows, sustainable transport is a hot topic, especially 
in the South Metropolitan Region because the government is proposing such unsustainable things as the 
Roe 8 highway. 
That is why sustainable transport has become such a hot issue for us. Why should citizens even have to know 
about the benefit–cost ratio of a project? It is because the government is not forthcoming in the detail required 
for us to have the confidence that our taxpayers’ dollars are being well spent and that the infrastructure being 
built in the city of Perth is infrastructure that will move us towards a liveable city. It is fair enough for people to 
question this and they do that mostly because of the government’s lack of concern for adequately informing 
people. It is a valid concern and I ask that the parliamentary secretary address this in his second reading 
response. I have another letter that talks about — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Two constituents. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: This is actually from one of the member’s constituents. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Although I appreciate that people are listening and wanting to engage, it does make it 
difficult to complete a sentence when people interject with such enthusiasm. This constituent has advised me in 
his letter that — 

Publicly available figures show that both projects may cost roughly the same amount … 
This letter compares light rail with the heavy rail option for the airport. In fact, in this case we are comparing the 
whole Metro Area Express Perth light rail project. The constituent goes on to point out that the project — 

… will generate about 100,000 passenger trips per day by 2031, compared with 29,000 trips a day for 
the Airport Rail link. 
Even with some variation in these estimates, MAX is likely to be used by around three times more 
people than the Airport Rail Line. I cannot understand how the government can ignore this huge 
difference in patronage and the economic implications for the State. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! It is inappropriate to have conversations across the chamber 
while someone else has the call. We have had enough of that so I give the call again to Hon Lynn MacLaren. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I want to go on with comments from this 
constituent whose opinion I deeply respect. I encourage members opposite not to comment without knowing 
who this constituent might be because this constituent will know that they have been slighted by some sort of 
interjection, which is coming from a place of shadow without being fully informed about the information before 
us. This is the point that I am making in reading these comments. The letter continues — 

Well considered plans for MAX have been in the public arena since at least 2011. This has included 
a significant amount of community consultation and has encouraged developers, landholders, investors 
and interested community members to think about how the project will stimulate new development and 
revitalise existing suburbs — 
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Hon Alyssa Hayden: But they just do not want it to go to Forrestfield. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I think that is on the Perth light rail link. Has the member not seen the map of the 
MAX light rail? 
Hon Alyssa Hayden: No, but are they still saying that they would rather it go up north than to Forrestfield? 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: No, that is not what I am saying. I will continue — 

Government has undertaken considerable technical feasibility work to prove up the project, and hence 
Infrastructure Australia has classed the project as Second Stage (Real Potential). 
In contrast, the Airport Rail Link does not appear to have had the same level of technical assessment, 
and as at August 2014, was classed by Infrastructure Australia as only a First Stage (Early Stage) 
project. It is also clear that the $2.2 billion cost estimate for the Airport project, including two x 8 km 
tunnels is based on preliminary engineering advice and designs. 

I will come to that in a bit. It continues — 
This cost estimate may significantly increase with detailed design, geo-technical investigations and 
other studies. 
Building the Airport Link before MAX defies logical planning processes, demanded of our 
governments by the public and private sectors. 
… 
In addition to the above rationale, the decision to build an 8 km tunnelled rail line, and place a bus lane 
on the 22 km MAX route demonstrates a failure to appreciate the urban renewal benefits that light rail 
will deliver to surrounding areas. 

Because of this, my colleague Scott Ludlam who represents Western Australia in the Senate moved the 
following motion — 

That the Senate — 
(a) notes that: 

(i) Perth is in urgent need of a light rail network to serve the metropolitan area, 
(ii) the Barnett State Government committed to the Metro Area Express ‘MAX’ 

light rail network for Perth at the 2013 state election, and 
(iii) only 18 months later, the Barnett Government walked away from the project; 

and 
(b) calls on the Abbott Government— 

That was when Hon Tony Abbott was Prime Minister — 
to: 
(i) reallocate the $500 million previously allocated to the Perth Light Rail and 

the Airport Rail Link projects, and 
(ii) properly evaluate alternative options for freight projects to the proposed 

Perth Freight Link. 
This motion put to the Senate by Senator Scott Ludlam was agreed to. At that point, with as much information as 
we could get about the MAX light rail versus the airport rail, the Senate agreed that everything should go on hold 
until we had more information about the airport rail. I notice that there is very little interjection at this point. 
I wanted to look at where is the analysis — 
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Lynn MacLaren would probably know the saying, 
“Don’t poke the bear.” I think it might be best if members direct their comments through the Chair. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I appreciate that you are listening so intently. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I always do. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is quite a pleasure to have your attention in that way. The constituent whose letter 
I read out to members has actually contacted Colin Barnett and got a response to his letter. The response from 
the Premier of Western Australia will enlighten members about the government’s current position on whether 
MAX or the airport rail is considered more cost beneficial. The Premier’s letter dated 3 June this year states — 

Thank you for your letter … 
The Minister — 

Meaning the Minister for Transport — 
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Hon Simon O’Brien: Could the member identify the document she is quoting from? 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Sure. The letter continues — 

The Minister requested a review of the assumptions of the MAX project in line with change in the 
State’s fiscal situation to ensure all of its investment decisions are a responsible use of funds. Investing 
in a light rail transit (LRT) system for WA would be the most significant spend the WA Government 
has had to outlay. The preliminary work to date on an alternative BRT option indicates it could be 
delivered at a significantly reduced cost compared to a LRT option and therefore should be assessed in 
this current economic climate. 
The Minister for Transport will further evaluate the assumptions of the review report with a detailed 
assessment of a BRT option compared to LRT, including infrastructure (cost, timeframe for delivery, 
facilities, vehicles etc.), traffic modelling, benefits comparison between BRT and LRT and further 
detailed data analysis. Detailed planning and costing will be completed for a BRT option prior to any 
consideration or commitment by Government. 

It goes on to state — 

The success of the rail line in terms of patronage is not reliant on airport passenger use, but instead by 
the expected patronage for the suburban stations. This relates to Airport West station in 
Belmont/Redcliffe and Forrestfield station. The rail line is expected to be operational in 2020. By 2021, 
it is expected that 20,000 trips will be generated daily on the network with the majority of the boardings 
from the Forrestfield station. 

What I wanted to point out is that that number of 20 000 seems to be different from the number of 29 000, so is it 
20 000 or 29 000? That is one of the questions I have. The other question is: where is this analysis that compares 
the light rail with heavy rail? This was in June; we are now at the stage of passing a bill that will allow us to 
build the airport rail line. I have not seen the comparison. Will the parliamentary secretary, in his reply to the 
second reading debate, provide us with that comparison? The Premier is pretty clear and pretty specific about 
what that analysis will contain, and that we, as the public, will be able to look at it and discern whether we are 
choosing a good option instead of going with the light rail option. 

Hon Jim Chown: On that particular matter, it is 20 000 by 2021 and 29 000 by 2030. Obviously someone is 
getting a little mixed up, including yourself, I think, in regard to patronage on the Forrestfield–Airport Link. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Okay, thanks. I thank the parliamentary secretary for clarifying that. We depend on 
him for clarifying these matters, which is why we ask these questions, and I am delighted he could answer that 
so quickly. That is very good. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The next point I wanted to raise is — 

Point of Order 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sorry to interrupt. I asked, as I am entitled to under standing orders, for the 
member to identify the document she quoted from, which was a letter signed by the Premier, but that is all we 
know. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Hon Simon O’Brien is now formally asking that that document 
be identified? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: If I may. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I think the member has indicated that she will. Hon Lynn MacLaren, is that so? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, the letter’s reference is 24–542257/JH from the Premier. The member can chase 
that up or I can provide it to him. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I will ask Hon Lynn MacLaren to table it at the end of her speech. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, I will consider tabling that. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is very interesting that the member is keen to get this letter, which I have already 
read in almost complete detail except for the salutation, the sign-off and some niceties. Given that there is such 
a lack of information in the public arena, it is fair enough that he is asking for any sort of information I might 
have for tabling in this Parliament because, frankly, the Department of Transport has not provided that 
information to us to date. Other members from the East Metropolitan Region have also raised the issue of the 
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lack of information. It is fair enough that I am being requested to table that today, and I will consider tabling it at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

Another thing I want to refer to—the parliamentary secretary may well be aware of this and may well have 
attended this — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! I just remind the member that if she thinks the correspondence is sensitive 
or confidential, she does not have to table it, but the request has been made and she has indicated that she will 
consider it, so I am just pointing that out. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you. I do appreciate that and I was aware that I am not compelled to table it, 
but I have been requested to table it. 

I want to briefly talk about the Engineers Australia forum held on 10 February 2011. That is going back a few 
years, but at that forum a planning study was referred to that is relevant to the decision on where to locate the rail 
line. According to the information I have before me, one of the speakers at the forum was Eric Hudson-Smith, 
a geotechnical manager for the Public Transport Authority who has more than 30 years’ experience in 
geotechnical engineering, including a range of soft ground tunnel projects in Singapore, Western Australia and 
New Zealand. Also at the forum were Peter Arul and Chris Watts, who both also have extensive experience in 
rail engineering. The summary of the forum reads, in part — 

A planning study has recently been completed for a new passenger rail line to Perth Airport which 
forms part of a Public Transport Master Plan for the area. The planning study determined a feasible rail 
alignment between the Midland rail line and Perth Airport, extending through to the eastern residential 
hinterland at the foot of the Darling Scarp. Following assessment of several route options in 
consultation with key stakeholders, a preferred engineering concept was prepared inclusive of 
operational, structural and geotechnical considerations of the alignment and station design, suitable for 
preliminary cost estimation purposes. The preferred route incorporates bored tunnelling beneath the 
main runway and taxiways at the airport, an underground airport station that will be integrated with the 
airport development and an at-grade station at High Wycombe in its ultimate design. 

I was interested to read that. Were other members of East Metropolitan Region aware of the station at 
High Wycombe? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That’s the Forrestfield station? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That is now known as the Forrestfield station. The government has moved along 
years and changed the name of it, but it is still in the same place. 

Finally, I want to look at some of the information from the airport. Yesterday, when I was at last able to 
contribute some comments to the second reading debate, I noted the airport master plan. I believe I had some 
data from the airport master plan that may have been a bit out of date. Last evening I was able to do some 
research and I found the airport rail consolidated precinct as described in the airport master plan. I thought, for 
completeness of debate, we could reflect upon the map I showed yesterday, which was given to us in briefings. 
Anyone who received a briefing got this very helpful map and the Forrestfield–Airport Link as described in the 
master plan, which has been kindly printed out by the staff here. Members can see the red and blue lines. There 
is a slight variation in that, and one of the things that varies is the curve I mentioned the other day. I was 
concerned about that curve being quite a tight curve on this map. If we go to the other map—it is hard to tell on 
these concept maps—it does not look quite so tight or narrow and it looks as though the alignment, at this stage 
of the planning, did not cut across the market garden operation to the degree that the current alignment does. The 
current alignment, which cuts right over the building shown on this map, is quite different from the other one, 
which actually avoids the building and is a much smoother curve, as members can see. I know that this has not 
been finalised and that these are just indicative maps, but it is worthwhile pointing out that perhaps the route 
before us is not the best route and that some of the individuals whose properties may be impacted on by the 
decision to build this rail line may not have to suffer as much as they might have first thought. 

If, for example, this course were chosen instead of the other one, it would appear that there would be less impact 
on those properties. That is something that we are all going to have to watch in the public domain after this bill 
passes, but in the meantime it is important to note that the Leader of the Opposition released Labor’s Metronet 
plan and its airport link plan, which tends to go from the other side. I would like to know—for my own purposes, 
because hopefully we will be able to look at this in 2020 and see the next stage of this development—whether 
the next stage of the development is compatible with Metronet as announced by the Leader of the Opposition in 
the lead-up to the last state election. Metronet would have had stations at Airport West, Perth Airport and 
Forrestfield, before circling down to Fremantle by crossing over the Armadale rail. It was significantly different 
from the proposal before us, so I am interested to know whether they are compatible. Maybe we can develop 
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something together over the period of this project so that we are not reinventing the wheel in the event of a future 
government of another colour. 

Finally, can the parliamentary secretary comment further on the notion of the dedicated railway to the airport 
versus the commuter line? All the information before us indicates that the airport rail will be most frequented by 
commuters, with only a small percentage of people going to the airport. That may cause problems for, as 
Hon Alanna Clohesy said, people with luggage or even timetabling. It would be good if the 
parliamentary secretary would comment, if he is able, on the feasibility of not having a dedicated line to the 
airport, and why we will instead have a stop on, basically, the other commuter line for public transport that 
would go on to service other areas. 

In conclusion, the Greens are very supportive of the Railway (Forrestfield–Airport Link) Bill 2015. We are 
concerned about costings and anxious to hear the engineering details and how it will be achieved. All that will 
become known in the fullness of time; I do not expect to have that information at this stage. I conclude in much 
the same way as I began my remarks, by saying that this is a very significant time in the history of Perth and 
public transport in that we are introducing a new railway. A railway to the airport is long overdue, and 
Western Australians much appreciate that we will, within the next five years, finally have one. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Hon Lynn MacLaren, do you wish to table that document that 
was discussed earlier? 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: No, but I will provide it to the honourable member who sought it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Is it confidential? Otherwise — 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I do not know whether it is confidential. I would have to seek the constituent’s 
permission to find out whether that is a concern. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: If you claim it is confidential, you do not have to table it. 
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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