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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [5.40 pm]:  Before the House took questions without notice, I was 
mentioning my concerns about two consequences of the fact that this Bill is so simple, and the legal 
ramifications in the twenty-first century of building a railway through the centre of the central business district.  
It does not take a lot of work to deal with these points, which were not dealt with in the legislation.  I am pleased 
that Hon Simon O’Brien has placed two small and very simple amendments on the Notice Paper.  The first deals 
with the question of the deviation.  As contemplated by the Public Works Act, it specifies a maximum deviation.  
He may have been a bit generous in allowing a 50-metre deviation on either side.  Even that is a fairly significant 
move away from the planned line of the railway, but it certainly prevents a deviation of a mile on either side.  
The other amendment is to ensure that the rather outdated reliance on statutory authority as a ground for not 
being liable for nuisance is removed.  I am sure it is the intention of the Government to fully compensate 
anybody for any damage suffered.  It may very well be an oversight on the part of the Government, and it may 
be its intention to fully compensate anybody for any damage caused by the tunnelling.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It has not shown any willingness to do that so far.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I say that only because, in opposition, Hon Alannah MacTiernan was as hot as mustard on 
ensuring that people got compensation.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  She does that only while in opposition.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It has been known for people to change their tune.  Hon Tom Stephens is probably the best 
example of the merry prankster changing his view on public works.  I do not think we should say that just 
because Hon Tom Stephens changes his view on public works, Hon Alannah MacTiernan would do so.  That is 
something the parliamentary secretary can assure us of.  He can say in his reply to the second reading debate that 
the Government intends to fully compensate people for any damage they may suffer as a result of the 
construction of the railway through the central business district.  We can then all be happy to know that we are 
on the same wavelength, and that the views of the minister are the same now as when she was in opposition.  In 
any event, this Parliament should put the matter beyond all doubt with the small amendment that gets rid of the 
supposition that statutory authority deprives people of their right to compensation for damages.  That is all I am 
suggesting, and we can get it cleared up once and for all.  Either the minister has totally changed her views, and 
now wants to drive a hole through Perth without compensating anybody, or she has maintained her views and we 
can all hurriedly accept the amendment proposed by Hon Simon O’Brien and put beyond all reasonable doubt 
that it is not conferring any immunity by this Bill.   

I do not wish to delay the House unduly.  We have been through many of these arguments before.  However, I 
urge members opposite, in the same way as I have questioned this minister about the factual basis for her 
statements, to question that same minister.  Have members opposite applied the same degree of rigour that the 
Opposition has tried to apply to the arguments that she has put up to justify this railway?  There is no doubt that 
the principal argument she put up in the first instance was the increase in patronage.  That was the plank on 
which everything else was based.  However, as time has gone on, that plank is looking shaky, for a number of 
reasons.  If government members care for Western Australia, and for their own seats if they are south of the 
river, the people who get stuck in traffic on the freeway just before the next election will want to know why they 
are stuck.  If it turns out, as I suspect it will, that there is no factual basis for the minister making those claims for 
the increased patronage, they will not be very happy.  As self defence, those government members, particularly 
those south of the river, who wish to stay in government, should be asking for the document, as I have.  How can 
the minister say that all these extra people will be on the direct route, if there is no document?  Where is that 
document?  What is the basis for that decision?  It is not in this document that the parliamentary secretary has 
presented to us - tabled paper No 474 - because that is a 1998 document.  It is not in tabled paper No 468 from 
the Legislative Assembly, because that is not even a document.  It was obviously on somebody’s file and has 
never been completed.  It even has remarks in it - little points in brackets.  When someone is writing something, 
and they have not completed it, they put little remarks in brackets.  Page 5 of the document states - 

The most apparent differences that are likely to have a significant impact on the SWMR patronage 
forecasts are the changes in population and employment location in Kwinana, Rockingham and 
Mandurah (see a later discussion for the possible magnitude of these impacts when I have modelled the 
original route as a scenario with the new model).  
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If ever a document was a work in progress, this is the one.  It has taken until 6 November this year even to get 
this document out of the minister.  Obviously she has been asking her staff where it is.  She obviously did not 
ask the question, until 6 November, about the document upon which the figures she has been giving to the public 
are based.  I am sure everyone can imagine the scene of the minister in her office calmly, quietly and levelly 
saying to the staff of Perth Urban Rail Development, “I would like you to find the documents that show me the 
proof for the figures I have been quoting to the public.” 

Hon Murray Criddle:  “Or I’ll tear your arms off,” she says.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  “I’ll tear your arms off”, yes! 

Hon Barbara Scott:  “I’ll rip your arms off!” 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is what it would be - “I’ll rip your arms off if you don’t come up with it!” So off they 
went, to find something that goes back to the appropriate time.  That is why we got the “PURD Supplementary 
Master Plan Working Paper July 5, 2002”, which plainly is a work in progress, and not very well progressed at 
that.  Yet this decision was made in 2001.  Even this document is not very good, when the Opposition wanted to 
know what the minister used in 2001.  I certainly do not think she used a document dated 5 July 2002, which has 
not even been finished.  Government members should be asking the minister what she used to make her decision.  
If the Government is to spend an extra half a billion dollars - I bet some government members have other 
priorities for that half billion dollars - members should say to the minister that the project is looking a bit shaky, 
and ask for the document.  Government members are not pawns or ciphers.  Their job as backbenchers, and as 
frontbenchers, is to say to ministers who keep trotting out these wonderful figures, like Lyndon Johnson used to 
about the Vietnam war, “The Opposition says the minister does not have the figures to support the project, so can 
we see them?”  Obviously, the minister will not show the Opposition, but government members should ask to 
see them.  It is their future, their State, their half billion dollars, and their voters stuck in the traffic on the 
freeway just before the next election.  

I assure Labor Party members that if people are stuck in traffic, we will point out to them that there is no basis 
for it.  We will make sure that those people who are stuck in a bus or a car on the freeway and going nowhere 
know why they are stuck.  They will have ample time to hear the reason.  This could potentially have a nasty, 
horrible, negative effect on all members opposite, particularly those with electorates south of the river and whose 
constituents drive into Perth via the Kwinana Freeway.  Members opposite should think about whether they want 
to get stuck in traffic, as they know they can.  Do they want their voters to be stuck in traffic as they know they 
will be?  Do they want them to be stuck in traffic and at the same time find out that the minister who made this 
decision had absolutely no justification for it other than her own gut feeling that it would be a better plan and that 
she has spent thousands of dollars trying to prove that her gut feeling was right?  They will find out that she has 
released a document - the supplementary master plan - that supposedly proves that she is right but even on the 
face of it does not appear to be very good at all.  A document has been tabled that is supposedly the basis for the 
statement about the number of people who will travel on the line.  Between the writing of that paper and the 
supplementary master plan, 5 000 passengers on the Kenwick route have evaporated.  Where did they go?  Could 
it be that somebody faked the figures to help the minister?  Could it be that the officers were told to go away and 
remodel until the computer came back with a better result?  I must confess that I do not trust models.  I started by 
saying that I do not trust models at all.  However, government members should not trust them either.  Ultimately, 
our State, our budget, our public works and their political future hangs on this.  They think that they did a great 
job in complaining about the $5 million that was spent on the belltower.  What do they think we can do in 
complaining about $500 million being spent on creating the biggest traffic jam ever seen south of the river?  
What do they think we can do in complaining about $500 million being spent over three years on forcing people 
off nice comfortable buses that shoot down a beautifully made expressway in the middle of the freeway and into 
trains?  If people are lucky enough, they will get to catch the “wild mouse ride” down the ramp into the centre 
lane of the freeway and, after reaching a speed of 100 kilometres an hour down the ramp, get caught in the snarl 
of traffic that will be the result of what the Labor Government has done to the bus lane.   

I will not labour the point.  It is time that this Government started seriously looking at its minister.  If 
government members do not scrutinise their minister’s actions, she will cause them untold misery.  As far as I 
can tell, she has been peddling her members figures that are absolute nonsense.  Nobody in the Government 
seems to be able to stand up to her and ask about the figures and where they came from.  By now, government 
members should be getting suspicious -  

Hon Barbara Scott:  Maybe another faction of the Labor Party is looking at it.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Maybe it is the factions that are keeping her there.  I do not know.  Maybe that is why 
people get away with this nonsense.  The reality of the matter is that this State and its people need the diligent 
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appreciation of members opposite.  If that will not appeal to them, I appeal to their sense of self-preservation.  I 
suggest that if they value their seats and their political careers, particularly if they are from south of the river, 
they ask a few searching questions.  I assure the House that we will continue to do so.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [5.54 pm]:  As members might imagine I have a fair deal of interest 
in this Bill, which goes to the heart of expenditure in Western Australia.  It will impact on infrastructure 
expenditure across the State for many years to come.  We have already seen some erosion in funding for works 
in the infrastructure budget.  Affected projects include the Lancelin-Cervantes road, the Hyden-Corrigin road 
and the lime sands route which the other day was generously allocated $1.5 million from a $42 million budget.  
About $300 million will be taken from road funding and put into the southern metropolitan rail project.  That 
will have a major impact around country Western Australia.  As members might imagine, I am more than 
interested in country and regional Western Australia.  People are starting to ask questions.  They want justifiable 
answers to those questions.  We have not received justifiable answers to our questions about the trade-offs that 
are being made in getting rid of the Kenwick route, and about the benefits or losses for the people serviced by 
the line.  In my view, the people of Rockingham will suffer dramatically as a result of the decision to build the 
Dixon Road station.  The rail will now not go into the city of Rockingham.  That will cause a major problem.  
The previous Government committed $107 million for a short tunnel into the middle of Rockingham to service 
those people.  They were to get major benefits from that.   

I also notice that the Armadale line will not go beyond the central city area.  The supplementary master plan 
states - 

The adoption of the Direct Route and the integration of South West Metropolitan and Northern Suburbs 
Transit services means that the Armadale line services will become self-contained (i.e. only operate as 
far as Perth Station). 

The currently integrated Northern Suburbs/Armadale services imposes operating constraints on the 
Armadale line as the Armadale timetable is subservient to that of the Northern Suburbs.  When the 
Northern Suburbs services cease operating to Armadale and begin operating directly to the Mandurah 
line, this will provide the opportunity to re-examine improvements to the Armadale services.   

I would like to know what sort of improved services the Armadale region will get.  I notice that a couple of the 
stations will be upgraded.  Will we see the $35 million that was set aside for grade separations?  The minister 
denied that $35 million had been allocated in the previous budget.  Members can find that allocation in the 
previous master plan.  Those separations are absolutely essential for the flow of traffic in Victoria Park and the 
southern areas.  There will be major disruption in those areas. 
I will not speak for long because I have already made my views on this subject known.  I simply do not support 
the extension of the line from Glen Iris into the middle of the city.  There are major risks and engineering 
difficulties, and enormous uncertainty about the costs.  During the committee stage I will ask questions about the 
engineering and cost factors.  Other members have given what can only be described as a very detailed analysis 
of the passenger flows.  Most of those passengers are currently using the buses.  The bus service is very good.  
The time it will take those passengers to get off the buses and onto the rail system will chew up most of the 12-
minute advantage that has been claimed will be achieved as a result of the train going down the middle of the 
Kwinana Freeway and into the central station.  I have some real questions about the numbers of passengers on 
those services and what will happen with the bus services.  During question time we heard the answer to a 
question about taxi services.  We will lose all that.  The buses will no longer use the transit way.  Instead, they 
will travel with the general traffic.  An analysis needs to be conducted.  Hon Jim Scott spoke about an analysis.  
A decision about the route has been made before a total transport analysis of routes into the city and the impact 
of this rail construction on the freeway has been conducted.  If Hon Jim Scott were serious about an analysis of 
transport movements within the city, he would agree that it should be done before construction on the rail starts.  
We have not seen any consultation on the decision to put the rail down the middle of the freeway.  An analysis of 
the necessity of the line must be conducted.  In my view, central Perth needs a total revamp, bearing in mind 
what is happening near Fremantle.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Before the dinner break I was talking about an overall plan for Perth and the fact 
that the railway line down the freeway has been encapsulated very quickly.  I also spoke briefly about some of 
the changes that will take place and the infrastructure that will be built, including the Fremantle eastern bypass 
and the Roe Highway extension, which is a current topic.  I made the point, which was also made by Hon Jim 
Scott, about the overall planning and about joining regional centres with links such as rail.  Perhaps it would 
have been a good idea to have an overall plan in place.  Perhaps we will hear an explanation about the decisions 
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that have been made.  The railway may have an impact on the total transport system in Perth that would have 
been envisaged had there been an overall planning structure.  I wonder about the additional traffic from Lancelin 
and Cervantes on the Mitchell Freeway, the Kwinana Freeway and the Narrows Bridge if a railway is to be built 
along those pieces of infrastructure.   
Earlier I remarked about the answer given by the parliamentary secretary about taxis, now travelling in the 
transit ways, that again will have to travel in the traffic, which is a total contradiction.  Not only taxis but also 
buses will be back in the traffic.  As I understand from the master plan, a substantial number of buses will travel 
into central Perth over the Narrows Bridge.  Some of the overall planning issues need to be explained to me.  The 
freeway extension to the south, Safety Bay Road, Pagononi Road, the roads around Mandurah and Lake Clifton 
and the highway should be taken into consideration when these sorts of infrastructure changes are to be made.  
There are some real issues.  I took part in solving some of the traffic problems in Perth by signing off on the 
construction of the duplication of the Narrows Bridge.  When construction of the railway takes place, there will 
be huge disruptions along the freeway, unless something is planned that I do not know about.  We may well see 
some bottlenecks in the near future.  What traffic management plans will be put in place to deal with the 
disruption that will occur when construction begins?  
I will touch on a couple of issues that I mentioned earlier in the debate about the railway from Perth central to 
Glen Iris.  That is the crucial section of this infrastructure and this Bill.  What will be put in place to clarify the 
position of the old Myer building?  We know that there was scant, if any, consultation prior to March.  By the 
middle of the year there was an awakening and people were starting to be consulted.  I have a letter that indicates 
that there are some real problems with asbestos in that building and that it will take about 18 months to clear the 
asbestos before the old Myer building can be dealt with.  I would like to know whether there will be any 
compensation for the lessees and the owner of that building.  What will happen with the tunnelling under that 
building and the risk factor involved?  Hon Peter Foss spoke about the claims that may be made and the fact that 
this legislation will exempt the Government from paying claims.   
When the Government calls a tender, there must be a full explanation of the obstacles that could be encountered 
when tunnelling begins under some of those buildings.  The information I have received from people involved in 
the original construction indicates that some foundations go deep into the soil, right down to the limestone 
foundations.  Is there a clear indication of where those foundations are and where the caissons are that go into the 
limestone?  The minister gave an answer that indicated that she knows where a number of them are but that she 
is not clear about all of them.  Questions about the tunnelling and boring of that section of the railway line need 
to be answered.  Will those obstacles be well clarified when the tender is called?  I ask about the risk because if 
those factors are clearly known when the tenders are called, the contractors will know exactly what they are in 
for.  However, they could bore into uncertain territory.  It is totally different from what occurred with the 
Graham Farmer Freeway and the tunnel.  I was in that tunnel many times.  It was a cut-type tunnel.  As the 
workers excavated, they could see what was going on in front of them.  If these contractors start boring, it could 
be a different issue.  Although I am not an expert, we need some clarification and we need to know the risks 
involved, especially when considering the state budget.  As I said earlier, the minister made it clear at the outset 
that the budget would suffer no cost overruns.  I wonder whether the Government can stick to that commitment, 
given some changes are planned towards Rockingham and the Murdoch area.  I would like to know the budget 
situation regarding the various sections including the section just north of the Narrows Bridge to the Perth 
station.  I understand $195 million is involved and I would like to hear some justification for that figure.  
Questions have arisen about the width of the area allowed for the line that the train will use further south.  Will 
the specifications be sufficient to allow the trains to travel safely, given they will be travelling at 130 kilometres 
an hour each way?  We do not want them meeting head on in those circumstances.  We must be clear that all the 
safety factors are in place for a freeway right of way to run in both directions.  I understand the bridge will be 
10.2 metres in width.  
The new Narrows Bridge was built to specification to carry a light train, so it will need to be strengthened.  
Another bridge is planned to be built between the two road bridges.  Consequently, questions have been raised 
about the width between them.  I heard the minister explain that the coalition Government had allowed buses to 
travel on a narrow road.  The buses on the Causeway travel about 60 kilometres an hour.  That is totally different 
from two trains heading in opposite directions at 130 kilometres an hour.  
Hon Graham Giffard:  Was she not talking about car travel, not bus runs? 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We are talking about putting a rail line into bus transit lanes.  I want an assurance 
that the specifications will be suitable for two trains travelling in opposite directions, not buses or cars.  Mention 
was made of moving bollards.  I want to be reassured that the line will be completely safe.  The same problem 
could arise on the curve south of Mount Henry Bridge.  Will trains be able to travel the curve at the higher speed 
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in a width of 10.2 metres?  It is on questions of that nature that I want clarification and assurance that the system 
will meet world-class specifications for safe travel.  They are important issues.  
I seek to understand the costs involved in the construction of the route between the Narrows Bridge and Glen 
Iris.  I would also like an explanation about the ready-made tunnel that faces Jandakot and Canning Vale.  We 
have spent about $50 million on the Kenwick and Thomas Road infrastructure further south where it heads back 
towards Rockingham.  I presume the trains will take that track once they get onto the freeway.  A lot of work has 
been done.   The freeway south of Glen Iris has been widened to take the rail line.  I was responsible for doing it 
so I know it was done properly! 
We will debate in Committee one of the largest pieces of infrastructure to be built in Western Australia for many 
years.  This Government must assure the people of Western Australia that its funding will not blow out.  The 
public must be reassured that the rail down the middle of the freeway - about which I have some questions - can 
be justified economically.  I have my reservations and I will not support this Bill because it will deny the rest of 
Western Australia the opportunity to develop and produce at a far more economic rate of return than this 
proposal will ever deliver to Western Australians.  The proposed section from Glen Iris into the city can be 
handled by buses as is occurring now.  I have not seen any figures that show projected comparisons between rail 
and bus patronage.   

The coalition Government had planned to cater for light rail from Glen Iris and perhaps Murdoch into the city if 
and when patronage was high enough to justify it.  The construction of the South Perth station should be the last 
thing on our minds.  There are many more justifiable projects on which we can spend money, especially in light 
of the travelling options available to people in South Perth.  I am also concerned about the visual impact of the 
railway line and the impact of the ongoing community service obligation that will be imposed on the community 
if patronage is not high enough.  If people stop using buses and travel on the trains, the buses will also incur a 
CSO.  A policy will be implemented that will mean passengers will change from bus travel to rail travel, but the 
CSO must still be paid.  If we do not increase patronage on both systems, public transport as a whole will suffer 
an additional cost.  I think the CSO cost will be approximately $40 million.  It is not a matter of spending money, 
the amount of which could creep up a little; I think the total projected cost of the rail is approximately 
$1.42 billion.  We do not want to see a cost blow-out.  The ongoing CSO will be one of the major problems. 

Before this Government came into power, expressions of interest were called from various private sector 
organisations for ways to fund the rail between Perth and Mandurah.  That was immediately scrapped but that 
request showed some vision.  The private sector could be involved, although many people think that the words 
“private sector” are dirty words.  We will not be able to afford infrastructure in this State if we do not include the 
private sector.  The port towards James Point and this rail project provide opportunities to involve the private 
sector.  I understand all the ramifications and Treasury’s argument that the Government should build this 
infrastructure.  If we want to build the ports and the roads properly and remove some of the cost burden from the 
people of Western Australia, we might have to consider other ways of funding infrastructure in Western 
Australia.  That was a way of looking at other means - alliances - of financing and involving the private sector.  
We could have developed some of those hubs on the way and covered the cost of the rail through a build-own 
operate-transfer system.  At minimal cost the Government would have been able to take possession in, say, 50 
years when it would own the infrastructure.  Sure, private enterprise would have benefited but there is nothing 
wrong with that.  We would have benefited from first-class infrastructure with little impact on our budget.  We 
must use vision, which term has been mentioned in relation to building this project down the freeway.  The wider 
vision is for the well-being of the State’s finances well into the future. 

I will be asking some questions at the committee stage on guarantees for the future of this railway.  I want a 
guarantee from the Government in line with the guarantee given by the minister when the project was started; 
that is, it was not to go beyond the current budget.  I understand that escalation charges have been included, 
which is a given because they would have increased regardless of which Government built it.  However, there 
must be justification to the people of Western Australia for the change of route, for the funding, for the risk 
factors and certainly for the spending of money in this manner. 

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [7.50 pm]:  The Jandakot to Perth rail is a vital issue that we are 
debating tonight.  Most of the debate so far has been concerned with the advantages of this particular route 
straight down the freeway to Jandakot versus the Kenwick route, and some concerns about the costs and the 
ability to build the rail.  I want to refer first to the Opposition position on the Kenwick route, the Government’s 
position and the more ideal position suggested by the Greens (WA).  Quite frankly, the Greens do not fully agree 
with either the Opposition’s or the Government’s position.  We have always felt that the Kenwick route was not 
the way to go; I will explain why.   
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The Kenwick route was first mooted at the end of the term of the Liberal Government, which had conducted a 
study in the south west metropolitan area called the South Western Australia Transport Study - SWATS.  The 
study was the only comprehensive study which determined that cost benefit and land use issues were more 
important than transit links.  In fact, it determined that land use should be designed in a way that would reduce 
the need to travel.  That was a very good study; there has been nothing like it since.  It was completed about the 
time of the change of government.  Although I have copies of the study, it was never tabled in Parliament.  The 
Court Government made an instant announcement, without any discussion, that the rail route would be changed.  
It was initially proposed to go south from Fremantle, but the announcement was that it would go from Kenwick 
to Jandakot and then south. 

I must say I did not like that option.  I had done a lot of research on where in the region people travelled to and 
what links there were between regional centres.  At that stage in about 1998, 166 000 people were coming over 
the freeway by car every day from south of the river.  Those figures have obviously increased since then.  
However, only 20 000 cars travelled up the freeway from south of where the line deviated - that is, from 
Mandurah, Rockingham and South Lakes - and went out to Kenwick.  One must multiply by 1.3 to get the 
average number of people travelling in a vehicle.   

If only four per cent of people use public transport in this State, that means that a catchment of 800 people come 
up the freeway from south of the railway bridge at South Lakes.  That is not enough to run a railway line.  That 
railway line was about new developments.  There was no doubt that South Lakes was developing at that stage 
and there were proposed large developments at Gosnells at the other end of the line.  It was a railway line 
intended to be built for new developments.  It did nothing to alleviate the problems of the vast majority of people 
- 146 000 - who travelled over the bridge every day; they were missed.  We are looking after a new population 
that will come in the future and missing the vast majority who are now clogging up the roads and who caused the 
second bridge to be built.  The last act of Hon Murray Criddle’s predecessor was the announcement of the 
second bridge. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Hang on; I signed it off. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Hon Murray Criddle signed it off but - 

Hon Murray Criddle:  That is the first thing I did when I became minister. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes.  That bridge was needed because so much traffic was pouring onto the lanes on the 
Narrows Bridge that it was creating a bottleneck.  An unfortunate aspect was that, even with a new bridge, 
people had to slow right down to drive into the car parks in the city.  There will always be the problem of traffic 
slowing down wherever there is a huge amount of traffic, even with an extra bridge.  Many people have asked 
how much this rail will cost.  They are saying that it will not be built for $1.4 billion; it will cost $1.5 billion or 
$1.8 billion and it will be even more with interest on borrowings.  Why do we spend about $800 million a year 
on special projects such as the Polly Farmer freeway and other major road projects when we are about to spend 
two years’ worth of major road funding on a one-in-20-year or one-in-30-year project such as the railway line?  
It brings into focus the fact that a lot of money is not being spent on rail or alternative transport. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You should do a comparative analysis of the value of bringing the rail from Glen Iris to 
Perth.  You say there are 140 000 people but it is still money being spent on them. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  But we have roads with virtually nobody on them that cost half a billion dollars stuck out in 
the middle of the desert going to mines that are yet to be developed. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  It is totally wrong to count them. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Is it? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Yes. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is different from the information that I have. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You tell me where we spent half a billion dollars in the country recently. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I will give Hon Murray Criddle a list. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I would like to see it. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I was thinking more of the roads built by Hon Murray Criddle’s predecessor.  However, I will 
compare the problems with the two proposed railways.  It was claimed that all these extra people between 
Jandakot and Kenwick would use the Kenwick option. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Why didn’t you say that to the previous Government in 1997? 
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  I did, and it took absolutely no notice.  I said it over and over again. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I don’t recall that. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I recall you referred to that place as a wasteland. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  If members read my speeches on this issue, they will find I said that only 20 000 vehicles 
used the freeway.  I also pointed out that the SWAT study correctly identified 56 000 vehicles that travelled to 
the Fremantle region along Forrest, Cockburn and Rockingham Roads from south of South Lakes and that not all 
of those vehicles went on to Perth.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  They are not going to catch a train! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Oh, are they not? 

Hon Barbara Scott:  No.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Four per cent of 56 000 is almost three times as much as four per cent of 20 000.  If we are 
talking about 20 000 going one way and 56 000 going the other way, clearly the issue is that we have to deal 
with the 56 000 first and the 20 000 second.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  What about the 3 000 people who live in Mandurah and work in Rockingham?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  Hon Barbara Scott is talking about people who live in Mandurah and Rockingham. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  No.  In 1997, 3 000 people travelled from Mandurah to Rockingham to work and 1 000 
people travelled from Rockingham to Mandurah to work.   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  The member is saying we should spend $1.2 billion to transport four per cent of 3 000 
people!   
Hon Barbara Scott:  No.  That is a nonsense and you know it. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is a very small number of people to be talking about.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  You are going to support a Bill that for over $500 million will take an extra 300 people 
from Mandurah to Perth 12 minutes early!  That is what this is all about!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  I do not agree with that at all. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Do you not have a better way to spend that sort of money?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, absolutely. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Why do you want it to go down this big black hole? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Because it can still be done with that route, but it cannot be done with the Kenwick route.  
That is the reason I have sought from the minister that in March she will put together -  

Several members interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Let me explain it, because I will now tell members -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  There are some rules to this debate.  It is not an open date, and it must be very 
difficult for Hansard to hear.  Hon Jim Scott may like to address his comments to the Chair.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  He has no substance.  He survives on our interjections.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We had a lot of problems with the route that was proposed by the previous Government.  
First, once the rail got to Jandakot it would have to travel across an area that has a number of parks and golf 
courses, such as Ken Hurst Park and a golf course that I cannot remember the name of -  

Hon Barbara Scott:  You do not know your electorate very well! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Unlike Hon Barbara Scott, I do not play a lot of golf.  We deal with a different group of 
people.  I am not talking to Hon Barbara Scott.  I am seeking to make my speech.  Jandakot Airport and the 
Jandakot water mound cannot be built on.  There is then a brief respite to the south of the line where the land is 
zoned semirural and, to protect the water mound, cannot be developed.  Therefore, there will not be an increase 
in the population in that area either.  The next area is the Canning Vale marshalling yards.  None of these areas 
will have a major population.  Only when we get past that area can there be proper urban development.  The only 
people who will be able to use the train along that route are people who are travelling from the south to the city.  
However, if those people have to travel an extra 12 minutes to the east when all they want to do is get into the 
city we have a real problem.   
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Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am sorry, but I am sticking to my lines, because I have limited time and I want to get 
through it.  A whole lot of figures were made up for this Jandakot line.  At the time, I asked Hon Eric Charlton, 
the then Minister for Transport, how the Government had arrived at the figures for the Jandakot to Kenwick 
section and what methodology had been used to calculate how many people would use that section of the line.  
He was not able to provide an answer at the time, but eventually he tabled a document that showed that certain 
stations along the Jandakot to Kenwick line, such as Thornlie, would have a certain patronage.  However, it did 
not show the methodology.  All it had written on it was that this estimate should not be considered to be 
accurate. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Have you read the modelling report that I referred to this afternoon? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I will show the member the answer that Hon Eric Charlton - 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I want to know whether you have read the modelling report. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Which modelling report?  If it is the one that Hon Eric Charlton gave me when I asked him, 
yes, I have; and if he was hiding any other information from me and would not give it to me, I am afraid there is 
a problem.  I will provide the member with the question that I asked and the answer that I was given, and the 
member can see whether she would agree with that; I doubt that she would.   

A lot was made about the loop into Rockingham.  Up until just before the election, the rail was proposed to 
bypass Rockingham.  However, when the election came along, suddenly there was a loop into Rockingham. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  That was way before the election.  Do not misconstrue the facts. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It was not way before the election.  It was quite soon before the election.  The reality was that 
there were a number of problems with that loop.  The first problem was that during peak hour, every second train 
would go past the loop, because a bypass was built into the loop.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  It was a load of nonsense to build a $54 million bypass alongside a $107 million line into 
the City of Rockingham.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Indeed; I thought it was a nonsense too.  Why would we build a loop into Rockingham but 
then have a bypass and not put every train through the loop during peak hour?  Secondly, another problem was 
that the engineer said that because the loop would be very tight, the trains would have to slow down around the 
corners and there would be a lot of wear and tear on the rail and the rolling stock.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  Name another major city in the world that does not take the train through the city but 
bypasses it. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am telling the member about a problem with the route that was planned.  It was too tight to 
enable the trains to travel at normal speed to get people into town quickly.  I know a lot of people in 
Rockingham, and I spoke to them about this proposal.  It is interesting that Hon Barbara Scott spoke in her 
speech about the poll that was taken.  I heard a lot of complaints from people in Rockingham that nowhere in the 
poll could they say that they did not want to have to go to Kenwick and they would not use the train to Kenwick. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  That is because it was based on the Kenwick option.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Exactly.  The former Government did not give them any other option.  That is exactly the 
problem. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Why would we when we were planning the Kenwick route? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  How many options did this Government give to go into the city - one! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The member is right, and I have already criticised that.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  You are going to ruin Perth! 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It looked at more than one option.  It looked at 16 options, one of which was the west end. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  There were three options. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  There were 16 to start with.  The thing that was not an option was that it would go along the 
freeway. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  If they had been given an option, which one do you think they would have chosen?   

Hon Ray Halligan:  They were not given the Kenwick option, were they? 
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  No, quite right, in the same way that the Liberal Government did not give any other options 
and ignored the major studies that had been done prior to that.  The Liberal model ignored the existing traffic 
movements and the relationship between Rockingham, Fremantle and Cockburn, where most of the traffic 
movements were.  Hon Murray Criddle may laugh, but 56 000 is more than 20 000.  If we look at how many 
people wanted to travel through Kenwick, it was almost zilch.  We could have counted them on both hands; it 
was a joke to route the line through Kenwick, because people in that area did not want it.  People talked to me 
and lobbied me about this and I know they did not want it to go through Kenwick.  I will tell members what I do 
not like about the government model. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Which option did they want? 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Most of them wanted the Fremantle route. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  Fifteen in Rockingham chose that route. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is because they were not given an option. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  Nine thousand people wrote a submission - 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  They were being offered the Kenwick route and were being asked whether they wanted a 
loop or not.  These were 15 radical people.  Real studies were done on the Fremantle option and it was called the 
south west area transit study.  I went to a lot of these meetings long before I became a member of Parliament, 
and I saw hundreds of people at Rockingham and Fremantle who wanted a light rail route via Fremantle. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Would you have put it through to Fremantle? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  Hon Jim Scott does not have to answer 
anybody’s questions.  He can just stand and give us his point of view, which is his right.  I would appreciate it if 
members would allow him to do that.  I do not want to hear any more interjections. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I do have a lot to get through, but I am being put off track.  
I do not think the Government’s model is the right model, because it has the same problem as the Kenwick route.  
The whole emphasis has been to get a quick train to Mandurah rather than deal with the majority of the 
population who live immediately south of the city.  Both models ignore the bulk of people who live south of the 
river between South Lakes and the city.  The current government model going straight through the centre will 
cater for some of those people, and the other model completely ignored them. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  Where would the Greens put the line if they were in government? 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  The member should listen and she will hear.  The emphasis has been on the long distance 
travel, and little thought has been given to the linkages that exist with regional centres.  In that sense I could say 
that the Kenwick route was slightly better.  It was a reasonable route, but the only problem was that there were 
no commuters living in the area; it was aimed at helping developers rather than existing commuters. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  Why do you think all the councils in the area agreed that it was the best option? 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Because all the councillors in the area wanted it in their area.  The councillors in Fremantle 
want it in their area.  That is a nonsense. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am not listening to Hon Barbara Scott.  Little thought has been given to the rail linkages to 
the subregional centres, and little thought has been given to the existing linkages to the regional centres. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I wonder whether I can get into this debate, as I am on my feet!  I emphasise again, neither 
plan gave much consideration to the existing linkages between different regional centres - not just those in Perth.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Most people from Rockingham currently travel not along the freeway to Perth but within the 
region between Fremantle and Rockingham. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  No, between Mandurah and Rockingham. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  A lot more go north.  Fifty-six thousand vehicles travel to Fremantle, which is more than 
the estimated 3 000.  Whatever way the member counts it, 56 000 is a lot more than 3 000.  The figure of 56 000 
vehicle movements was calculated a few years ago, so the number would have increased. 
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Hon Ray Halligan:  Is that a daily or weekly figure? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is on a daily basis.  According to figures supplied by Main Roads, 56 000 vehicles travel 
along Rockingham Road, Cockburn Road and Forrest Road.  The latest figure will be higher. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  What percentage do you believe will transfer to rail?  Is that what you are getting at? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It does not matter what the percentage is.  If it is a bigger number the percentage is the same 
statewide - it is four per cent.  It will probably be more in Fremantle because Fremantle has the lowest car usage 
per capita of any part of any city in Australia, even though the rest of Perth has the highest.  It would probably be 
a bit higher in Fremantle. 

The other thing I do not like about the government model is that it has disregarded hybrid rail.  Hybrid rail is the 
future, not heavy rail.  Hybrid rail is cheaper, the construction is cheaper - 
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Indeed I have.  Has the honourable member? 
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes, I do, because I have travelled in a hybrid - 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  It would be helpful if Hon Jim Scott addressed his arguments to 
the Chair and it would be helpful if other members ceased interjecting.  Members will force me to do something 
I am not inclined to do, although I am starting to become inclined.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The reality is that Melbourne has trams, light rail services and hybrid services.  Hybrid 
services can travel on either the heavy rail or through the streets at very slow speeds.  We do not want people 
driving along urban streets at high speeds.  That would be very dangerous even in cars, which some members 
may prefer.  Once the hybrid service gets onto the main rail track to St Kilda, it travels at the same speed as the 
express trains.  Unlike Hon Barbara Scott, I have travelled on that service to St Kilda at great speeds, much faster 
than cars travel.  The problem is that some members opposite have not done the research that I have done and 
they do not understand the capacity of some of these vehicles.  Some members come into this argument rather 
unprepared and the silly remarks they make do not help very much. 

My major concern has been the non-development of our regional centres, which means all the facilities will be 
located either along or at either end of this rail line.  Facilities and services will be developed in Mandurah and 
Perth, but mostly in Perth.  This emphasis on the centre is rather unhealthy and will be at the expense of existing 
regional centres.  Most people in Rockingham prefer not to travel to the city by rail; they prefer to travel to their 
closer regional centre in Fremantle. 
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  I know the facts, unlike Hon Barbara Scott.  I have studied the traffic figures and can quote 
them.  Hon Barbara Scott has some airy-fairy ideas and makes some silly remarks, but can she tell me how many 
people travel along each road?  Has she done that work?  I have; she has not.  Let us leave it at that and get on 
with this debate.  
The problem is that currently we are trying to entice all those people to travel to Perth.  That will be to the 
detriment of the regional centres.  Instead of the facilities being built in the regional centres, they will be built in 
Perth.  That will mean that people must travel.  Only four per cent of people use public transport in Perth - a very 
low level - and that is largely because of the massive amounts being spent on roads and on expanding the city.  
Because we do not have the population densities to support public transport systems, people must travel by car.  
We are encouraging car movement.  We must put in place a model that will get people out of their vehicles and 
onto public transport, and provide a proper service.  That is when we come to what the Greens (WA) would like 
to see in place.   

The reason that the Greens do not agree with the previous Government’s model or the current Government’s 
model, but slightly prefer the current Government’s model, is that, under our model, we have always said - 
members can look at our platform and policy documents - that there should be in the south metropolitan region a 
network of rail systems, and they should be parallel systems where the population is located; that is, there should 
be a linkage between Fremantle and Rockingham, with a hybrid light rail, so that people are not cut off from the 
coast with fences or whatever.  The problem with the heavy rail is that fences must be built to stop people 
accessing the rail line, and that cuts people off from the coast. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  The point is that this is a heavy rail system from Jandakot to Perth, and it will go along a 
route on which it will pick up hardly any passengers, apart from those who have been kicked off buses, so why 
would you want that? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Quite so.  However, the other segment that we had in our plan was the building of a heavy 
rail system from Perth to Murdoch, because we believe that South Street should be used as an east-west link for a 
hybrid rail system. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  This brings us straight back to the Roe Highway eastern bypass debate. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It could do, because that would get a lot of cars off the road; indeed.  I know that the City of 
Melville put forward a plan for light rail around its city, and that was incorporated into the metropolitan region 
scheme.  I spoke to the person from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure who was working to develop 
that sort of network all around the city.  That is a forward-thinking way to go, because the beauty of hybrid rail is 
that the train can travel on either track, along streets and turn around sharper corners.  However, it can still travel 
at around 130 kilometres an hour.  When the Government went through its process recently - I understand it has 
already signed the contract for the building of the rail vehicles - I do not know whether it considered that it 
would be able to run hybrid light rail vehicles on the same route as it is building.  That question needs to be 
answered tonight by the parliamentary secretary because it is a very important issue.  If in the future we are 
looking at developing a network of systems to get that huge number of people who live immediately south of the 
river out of their cars and onto the public transport system, the north-south route is not the only route that we 
should look at, because the south west area transit study identified that the majority of traffic in the south 
metropolitan region did not travel north-south but east-west. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Again I ask you: why spend $500 million more than the previous proposal to put this 
heavy rail system north-south along the riverfront?  That is the central issue. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is an important issue, and that is a fair question on which one must make a judgment.  I 
agree that it is a tough one.  At one level, I would like that money to be spent on a regional system.  However, on 
another level, I also believe that eventually, in the centre of our city, we must have an underground rail system 
that delivers people into the centre of the city.  I have heard the debates on the west end model and the central 
model.  There are things to be said about both of them.  However, my understanding is that the debate did not 
come down so much to which route was important, but to the concept of whether the city should be more 
compact or spread out.  In the argument between the planners, one group of planners said that it would be much 
better to have the city more compact because there would not need to be as many stations and people could 
access them from a smaller area, and the other planners wanted to bring the rail line out to the west end to extend 
the city.  Ultimately, I understand that the people who were in favour of the compact model won the day.  
Another problem with the west end model was that we would lose the bus station; it would have wiped out the 
bus station, in fact.  That cost had to be taken into account too, because the bus station would have had to be 
replaced in some way.  Therefore, that was a problem. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You have just about talked yourself out of supporting this Bill, I think.  If you haven’t, you 
have 10 minutes to go. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  If I thought I could get the model I wanted, I would.  However, I know that if I vote 
against this legislation today, we will get the Kenwick model, which I do not think is a good option.  At least 
what I have from this Government is - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  A station in South Perth. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is giving you nothing and you know it. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  Perhaps I am being led down the garden path.  However, I must go for the best that I 
believe I can achieve in this debate.  As far as I am concerned, the biggest problem with this whole debate is that 
it has homed in on Perth and not on the development of the regions.  To be fair, a few people have mentioned 
regional centres, but neither of the concept plans has dealt with the problem of the regional centres and how they 
will be developed.   

I had many concerns, and I will deal with a few of them in a minute.  I said to the minister that somebody needed 
to sit down at some stage and look at the importance of developing not only the regional links but also the 
regional centres and the way in which they would be developed.  The minister has agreed that I table a paper, 
which states that she will carry out a series of workshops involving all the critics and everybody else, so that they 
can work out a plan that will at last enable us to look at the land use levers and the regional linkages between 
towns and cities between Fremantle, Rockingham and South Lake, rather than the links of those areas with Perth.  
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At the end of the day, unless we develop those relationships and those regional centres, we will end up with a lot 
more traffic.  
This has been a very hard decision.  The planning is not perfect and the concept is not right.  The plan covers the 
railway line from Perth to Jandakot.  We are told that there will be a rethink over the next 12 months.  I will fight 
to get people who want to be involved to take part in the forums that we are told will be open to critics.  The 
debate must be opened up so that we can examine the development of regional centres.  Even if people disagree 
with the tenor of my contribution tonight, I hope that they will take part in the discussions and encourage others 
to take part because it is a very important issue.  I believe that neither this Government nor the previous one has 
properly tackled these issues.   
I want to move on quickly because I am running out of time, unless members are prepared to give me an 
extension of a few minutes. 
Hon Alan Cadby:  No way. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  I will quickly refer to some other issues. 
Hon George Cash:  I would support an extension of 15 minutes if during that time you reconsidered your 
position. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  I thank the member, but I will pose a number of questions.   
The construction of the northern suburbs railway and the preliminary planning of the Mandurah railway set 
ground rules for the budget management of the proposed project.  Almost all internal project cost overruns cut 
the scope of the overall project.  Will any project scope item, whether offered as a desirable option in early 
published plans or subsequent negotiations, survive and continue to be carried out?  I do not want to see the 
Government not providing the correct costings and estimates and then saying that it does not have enough money 
and it will cut various things from the project.  That is the first point.  It is important that what we are offered is 
what we get.   
I am putting forward the concerns of critics.  I will not raise some of them because I do not agree with them, but 
if I had more time I would raise them.  The next criticism is that the engineering of the Northbridge to Narrows 
section remains highly contentious, as do matters concerning major river bridges.  Even if the initial cost is 
pegged at $1.4 billion, the 30-year bill to finance the operating costs was quoted as $3.6 billion.  That amount of 
money would absorb most of the discretionary funding available to government and suck funding from other 
worthy projects.  The questions of whether that is the case and whether it has been budgeted for must be 
answered.  On the other hand, I do not agree with the assertion of Hon Murray Criddle that it will starve road 
funds.  The State has reached a time in its history when we must say that rail and public transport infrastructure 
is as important as road building.  Successive Governments have been totally obsessed with building roads.  They 
have never questioned the $800 million a year that has been spent on roads.   
The next criticism is that the trend will grow for LandCorp to identify and commercialise development 
opportunities in such areas as public reservations, wetlands and heritage sites as it acts as the golden goose of the 
Government.  I am concerned about the activities of LandCorp and the developments on the Jandakot ground 
water mound.  I will be raising issues in the House about my extreme concern with what is happening on the 
ground water mound, the developments that are going on and what is happening to the water that is being 
pumped out.  I do not want the building of a railway line to help LandCorp’s further funding arrangements for 
the Government.  Although it is important that LandCorp should get a good return on the business that it does, it 
should be about providing appropriate land and not about trying to maximise profits from the land.  The effect 
would be to increase the cost of land in the city.  The building of such developments and railways to them will 
extend the metropolitan area more and more and decrease the ability to run public transport systems.   
Those criticisms need to be answered.  The most important one is whether the Government in the proposed 
forums will seriously look at the integrated land use planning issues with which we must deal.   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  I thank members.   
I want to see the Government being serious about examining the whole integrated land use issue in the south 
metropolitan region.  If we simply build a fast commuter train service through the region, servicing either end of 
the line and getting people from one end to the other as quickly as possible, all we will be doing is causing 
centralisation of services at one end and encouraging urban sprawl to continue at the other end.  In the Peel plan 
that was recently tabled, I understand that the green belt being put forward between the city of Perth and 
Mandurah is 150 metres wide, which is a joke and extremely poor planning.  If that is based on the fact that a 
railway line will be running from Perth to Mandurah so that the maximum number of houses can be built there, 
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there will not be good planning or the proper integration of the city of Perth and the city of Mandurah.  There 
will be wall-to-wall suburbs.  A 150 metre green belt is not a proper proposal at all. 
I do not agree with some of the other criticisms but they should be raised.  One is the net adverse effect of the 
railway on existing public transport in the southern suburbs of Perth, the extra transfer requirements for buses 
whose passengers will feed the railway stations and the unstated effects on off-peak public transport.  It is 
claimed that the northern railway works okay during peak hours but the journey can be time consuming, lonely 
and sometimes dangerous late at night.  In addition, there will be massive disruption during the construction of 
the railway system.  All this must be balanced against the time savings for Mandurah commuters.  Surely the test 
of a transport system is its ability to handle off-peak users and to encourage people to use public transport for 
more than merely commuting.  This proposed railway fails that test.  I have talked this through with ministerial 
advisers from the Department of Transport.  My understanding of the northern suburbs railway is that the 
integration of the bus services with the rail system works very well, not very poorly.  The criticism refers to the 
off-peak hours not being safe, but as a person who has travelled on trains during off-peak hours, I must say that I 
have never met a problem late at night on a train.  There has been this big hoo-ha about travelling on trains being 
dangerous, but how many people have been killed on a train lately compared with the number of people who get 
killed while travelling in cars?  People get killed while travelling in cars.  We must look at the reality, not the 
perceptions.  However, we must deal with those perceptions, and the way to deal with them is to point out the 
relative safety of travelling on trains compared with that of travelling in cars.  More people probably would 
travel on trains during peak hours if we promoted that issue strongly.  The more people who travel on trains, the 
less likely there is to be trouble.  There is little trouble on trains during the day because there are so many people 
around that it is not likely to happen.  That is not to say that it does not happen and that there are no problems.   
I re-emphasise my concern about the purchase of the railcars at the time it occurred.  I understand that there is a 
time limit within which the railcars can be ready for a rail system that goes to Mandurah by 2007 and to other 
places before then.  My concern is that there appears to be little information about whether the Government 
considered whether this system is compatible and flexible enough to allow integration with a hybrid light rail 
system.  To get the best use from this system, we must ensure that the rail system will cope with that.  Not 
ensuring that it will cope will reduce the potential of the south metropolitan rail.   

One of my concerns with the Kenwick rail line - a number of members said that they felt the line was bad for the 
south metropolitan region - is that it did not extend into the south metropolitan region until it reached 
Rockingham.  It avoided the south metropolitan region and most of it was in the east metropolitan region, which 
already had a line to Armadale.  This is not a perfect option by any means.  However, it can be ameliorated if the 
Government is serious about holding workshops and forums in March next year to consider the development of 
proper regional integrated land use planning for the region to ensure the health and development of our regional 
centres.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [8.43 pm]:  I will not take up much of the time of the House.  However, I 
must make it quite clear and it must be placed on the record that obviously this plan for the Jandakot to Perth 
railway line is part of a plan to build the railway line to Mandurah.  Although it is admirable to make plans and 
project for the future, I believe that this plan is way before its time.  The requirements for the line are nowhere 
near great enough at the moment.  It is deplorable for the State’s taxpayers to be asked to undertake a financial 
project that will not return to them or the State one dollar, while vast areas of this State, which would provide a 
financial return for such infrastructure, are crying out for infrastructure that should have been built years ago.  
This railway is being built purely for political reasons.  I want the record to show that I think that that is not a 
good reason to build the railway.  The Government should not do things primarily for political reasons.   

I have come to Perth many times over the years and my most recent trips have been the few times I have not 
experienced traffic jams on the Kwinana Freeway.  This is one of the very few times I can recall that the freeway 
has not been dug up.  It is very seldom now that I experience much of a traffic jam on my trips to Perth, 
particularly on the Kwinana Freeway.  Only once or twice have I experienced a jam between Canning Bridge 
and the far end of the freeway.  I have never been involved in a traffic jam or a near traffic jam anywhere along 
the freeway when it has not been dug up.  To undertake the largest ever financial project in this State, which will 
not return to the State one dollar, is bad housekeeping and bad management to the absolute extreme.  What is the 
point of building a wonderful facility which might be needed in 15 or 20 years, but which to a great extent will 
send the State broke in the meantime?   

Most people in Mandurah do not want to come to Perth.  Not very many people in Perth want to go to Mandurah, 
and it will be a long time before they do.  The river is supposed to be everyone’s sacred site in Perth.  I always 
supported the construction of the Kwinana Freeway.  As a child, I can recall more people swimming in that area 
of the river than along the west coast.  Once the freeway was built along the river, that was it; it was finished.  It 
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was necessary; there is no doubt about that.  The Narrows Bridge was necessary, and that was probably the case 
long before it was built.  However, this whole rail project is absolute pie in the sky and is gross mismanagement 
of taxpayers’ money.  It is other people’s money.  I would not mind so much if somehow the ministers and the 
people responsible paid for some of this nonsense.  However, the Government expects other people to pay to 
build this huge railway, which is a political exercise rather than an economically sensible project at this time.  
That is as clear as I can be.  At this stage of the State’s development, I certainly oppose the entire project.  Not 
one person living in Mandurah has told me that he or she wants a railway there.  It is part of my electorate and I 
am there quite often.   

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [8.48 pm]:  I am very pleased to speak on this Bill.  It demonstrates 
the high priority that I place on public transport.  The substantial commitment that the Government has made to 
this project demonstrates the high priority that we place on public transport, not only for the purposes of social 
and economic amenity but also because of pressing environmental issues, which means that we need to 
encourage more people to get out of their cars and onto public transport.  That means that we need well-
integrated and efficient public transport systems that make getting from A to B on public transport competitive 
with using a car.  That is a major reason that I support the change of route.  Some people have suggested that, as 
a member of the East Metropolitan Region, it is disloyal of me to support that change in route.  However, 
members might note that the East Metropolitan Region electorate services the community as far as the Kwinana 
Freeway, which is a very important part of the East Metropolitan Region electorate, as are Jandakot, Glen Iris 
and the developing suburbs south of that.  

I have been a long-time train user.  I have not owned a car for the majority of my working life and, every day, I 
have caught the train from Perth to work in Fremantle.  So that people can use public transport to get to and from 
work, it is important that it is direct and efficient.  Too much delay increases the temptation for people to travel 
to work by car.  It is fundamental that public transport maintain competitive times.  I spoke recently to a 
parliamentary staff member who catches the bus from the hills, to Midland and from Midland to Perth.  The 
directness of the route he takes is fundamental to his ability to use that public transport.  

I have noted that some members have raised issues of integrated land use and I have recently reviewed some of 
the development plans along the corridor and the freeway where the train will travel.  I was pleased to note that 
plans within those developments emphasise high density housing around where the train stations will be located, 
which demonstrates that people’s desire to walk to a train station depends on how far away they live from it; 
therefore, our land use and planning must be done to maximise the use of that very important and, I concede, 
very expensive infrastructure.  A lot of social change must accompany that planning.  We must change 
community attitudes towards public transport and get them to plan their journey and consider more readily using 
public transport than they do now.  I must confess that I often feel saddened as a member of Parliament that, at 
times, it is too difficult to get from A to B using public transport.  That is often because we work irregular hours 
and travel random routes throughout our electorates.  It would be nice to be able to travel across our electorates 
on a bus or train.  I dare say we probably could do so, but the time it would take to plan such journeys would 
mean we would fit in only a couple of appointments a day.  That is all the more reason we must continue to 
focus on making sure that public transport routes are efficient so that people can travel from A to B quickly.  The 
professional needs of members of Parliament are not always that different from the needs of people in the 
general community.   

Expansive population growth is expected along the south metropolitan corridor, which makes the new alignment 
of the railway desirable.  It is a very rapidly growing area that is forecast to contain about 25 per cent of the 
metropolitan population.  When communities are being developed, employment opportunities must be 
considered.  We know that many people are employed in the city.  There are also many employment 
opportunities further south in Rockingham and Mandurah and the industrial areas.  It is therefore important to 
provide efficient and direct public transport.   

I know many young people in trades and apprenticeships who struggle to arrive at work by 7.30 in the morning.  
It can be very difficult for a young person who has just turned 16 and who has signed up to do a tiling 
apprenticeship to get from A to B without a car.  A young male constituent of mine, who lives in the hills, 
dropped out of school and went into various employment services and struggled for a while.  He is now being 
supported to find a roofing apprenticeship over Gosnells way.  He will struggle to travel from Mundaring to 
Gosnells.  It is fundamental that we find ways to assist young people in particular to access employment 
opportunities.  A high proportion of young people live in the southern suburbs, so it is important that they can 
directly access employment opportunities in the city. 

Employment and population projections show that the Kenwick deviation, from Kenwick and Glen Iris, 
southwards, will attract 11 290 borders each week day in 2006.  The direct route will attract 15 890 borders in 
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2006.  That shows that there is a direct correlation in demand for those services.  The projected patronage figures 
indicate that up to 20 000 fewer cars will use the freeway every day.  We have all been stuck on the freeway in 
traffic jams at various times. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I see.  It is relevant to pollution outcomes for the Perth metropolitan area.  A number of 
people die each year due to the impact of pollution on their health. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Some people die just after they have eaten a meal of carrots.  
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The point is that congestion and smog is a significant issue for all cities, and Perth is not 
exempt from that.  Perth has a much higher dependence per capita on vehicles than almost any other comparable 
city. 

Hon Jim Scott:  More people die from smog than from traffic accidents. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I did not know that. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Did you learn this dogma from the Traffic Action Coalition? 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I have never been a member of TRAC, but I have been pleased to support it on a number 
of occasions.  During peak hours in 2006 the new rail line will carry the equivalent of between two and three 
lanes of freeway traffic from the Mount Henry Bridge to the city.  How about that!   
The change to the rail route correlates directly to getting more cars off the road.  That is significant. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  How will you get over Mount Henry Bridge? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am not an expert on that topic, I am sorry to say.  I am looking forward to the fact that 
there will be a significant reduction in exhaust emissions of up to 96 000 tonnes a year on the 12-kilometre 
stretch from Murdoch to the Narrows Bridge. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Can you guarantee that? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is what the projections show.  These days sophisticated modelling must be 
undertaken; we cannot simply say something will happen on a road.  We had a discussion about similar issues 
the other day when we talked about Roe Highway.  These days, very sophisticated modelling is required to 
determine the impact of new road and rail services on traffic management and demand.  Building a bigger and 
better road is not the best way these days of finding traffic and transport solutions.  We need a multi-layered 
effect to integrate transport, cycling, road, rail, land use and planning.  We must plan communities so that people 
can find employment closer to home. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Have you heard of the saying that you can take a horse to water but you can’t make it drink? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  A horse will drink if it is thirsty.  People will use public transport if we create the 
opportunities for them that make it desirable and competitive against cars.  One can take a horse to water and it 
may or may not drink; it will if it is thirsty enough.  People will use public transport if they want to get from 
points A to B and it is as competitive as using a car.  A great number of people, in fact, use public transport 
although it might be slightly more inconvenient than driving a car because they get other benefits from it, 
including being able to read a book, do some study or listen to music. 
Hon Ed Dermer:  Arriving at work in a more relaxed frame of mind. 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  They are certainly the types of things I used to enjoy when I caught the train to work in 
Fremantle.  I also caught the train when I went to school in the city. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  That is why you are so rural? 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No, that is when we used to have great gossip sessions. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  You would not have terrorised people on the train surely? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No, I generally found that trains were quite safe to travel on.  It was normally my school 
friends I had to watch out for.  They had as much opportunity to terrorise people in the playground as they had 
on the train. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Which school was that? 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  In years 8 and 9, I went to Perth College before returning to my local state school, 
Eastern Hills Senior High School. 
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I have been taken completely off the topic.  I am trying to demonstrate the importance of rail transport in the 
lifestyles of a number of Western Australians. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Your Government has delayed a railway by more than two years and is now spending 
$5 billion. 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Liberal Governments have shut down railways whereas Labor Governments have 
reopened them and built new ones. 

I had the great privilege the other day of presenting a Lotteries Commission cheque to the Australian Railway 
Historical Society.  I had not appreciated quite as fundamentally the great importance of rail to our State’s 
development.  I had the privilege of talking to engineers who had worked in the signalling stations and a great 
many people who have had a long working commitment to rail in this State, including Torres Strait Islanders 
who constructed vast railway tracks of great importance to the mining industry in this State.  There is no doubt 
about the importance of rail transport in this State.  I would like to see perhaps not less money given to such 
projects as the Western Australian Maritime Museum, which is a very important asset, but more priority given to 
rail heritage in this State.  The Labor Government is certainly seeking to do that through the recognition of the 
Midland railway workshops. 

I return to the Jandakot to Perth railway.  There are a number of complex issues in this project relating to city 
planning, urban design, engineering and construction and issues of bringing together key stakeholders to ensure 
that opportunities are recognised and effectively managed.  The Government has had a close liaison with the 
community and more than 50 different forms of community consultations have been undertaken. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  Free coffee and biscuits? 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes, we as members of Parliament know what it is like to get free coffee and biscuits. 
A substantial cost of $1.149 billion is associated with the Perth urban rail development, which includes the 
construction of the south west metropolitan railway, the extension of the northern line and the Thornlie spur, 
upgrades to the Armadale line and 93 railcars and associated infrastructure.  This Bill will give the Government 
the legislative authority to construct this first-class transport system to the rapidly growing south west 
metropolitan region.  I am very pleased to be able to support the Bill and I commend it to the House. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [9.05 pm]:  My contribution to the second reading debate on this 
Bill is to reiterate some aspects that have been spoken about before.  I doubt that a great deal more could be said 
that would convince any member - apart from members on the Government’s side of the Chamber - to support 
the Bill.  An enormous amount of taxpayers’ money will be expended on a railway line that will supposedly - I 
again use that word supposedly - provide a far better service than if the railway line went down a different route.  
Many of the figures that have been put before us are subjective.  I believe that modelling is an important aspect 
of projecting a likely outcome; however, it is only the starting point, not the end point.  We have heard 
percentages of known figures of vehicles that have gone down a certain route.  I am a little unsure from where 
those percentages came; if anything, they are rubbery figures.  There is always a belief in the mind of people 
who push forward a view that the information they are providing contains indisputable facts, whereas often they 
are not indisputable.  I have not seen some models and I wonder whether they provided the best and worst 
scenarios that could be expected and the one that was believed might happen; or whether only one figure was 
offered for acceptance or rejection.  The proponents of the proposal most definitely accepted it and expected 
others to fall in behind them and accept it also.  As I said, that is often only the starting point; there are many 
other issues to consider. 

We cannot make bland assumptions to put a railway line between points A and B because 56 000 vehicles run 
between them and a fixed percentage of the people in those vehicles will move out of their vehicles and into 
railcars.  Even Hon Louise Pratt said that she would like to see the rail competitive with motor vehicles.  That 
means the rail must be competitive in time, frequency, speed and the convenience it provides.  The rail option 
might take people out of their way so that they must find another form of transport between the station at which 
they get off and wherever they want to go.  Comfort is another thing as well.  Over the years I have travelled on 
many trains, and they have been decidedly uncomfortable, not because of the shape and height of the seats, but 
because there were just too many people on them.  I think Hon Louise Pratt would be more than happy with my 
saying that there were far too many people on the train and that caused some discomfort. 

Mention was made of building high-rise accommodation around railway stations.  I would query that, because 
over many years exactly that type of thing has happened, and unfortunately that high-rise accommodation has 
often attracted an element of antisocial behaviour.  I suggest that high-rise accommodation around railway 
stations is not necessarily good planning. 
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We have heard argument about this 12-minute saving.  Twelve minutes is nothing when a train has to slow down 
for some reason or breaks down.  As I have said, over the years I have travelled on many trains.  When people 
are travelling that distance between Mandurah and Perth, I do not think everything will be plain sailing all the 
time. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is true, and I can tell the member stories about that as well.  The picture that 
people are trying to paint at the moment is that it will be nice and simple and everyone will be happy.  I am 
suggesting that that will not necessarily be the case, and it is best to make that known now.   

In the North Metropolitan Region, the rail line will come across the Narrows Bridge and I am told will go 
underground and then up William Street.  We have heard plenty of argument about the possible, if not probable, 
problems associated with going down that path.  I have no argument with the railway line being underground.  I 
am sure that members have either been to or seen pictures of Circular Quay in Sydney.  What an abomination 
that is, with not only a railway line in the air but also a road.  It is absolutely ridiculous.  We have a wonderful 
foreshore in Perth, and I would hate to see anything detract from its beauty. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you think they should bury it all the way along the Kwinana Freeway? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes, if that is viable.  There has been argument about the station at South Perth and 
about how people do not want it.  I am sure that a railway line running down the Kwinana Freeway is not -  

Hon Jim Scott:  The City of South Perth has said, “Thank you very much; we really want it.” 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  How many people within the City of South Perth have said that?  Have the councillors 
consulted with their ratepayers and the people who are likely to live along that rail line?  Sometimes we have to 
accept the word of certain people, but it does not mean that it is absolute.  Sometimes things have to be checked.  
Hon Jim Scott:  That is right. 
Hon Paddy Embry:  The South Perth local paper does not say that.  It does not support it. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  A representative from South Perth, Hon Phil Pendal, believes that a great number of 
the people in South Perth will not be happy to have a railway station there.   
Other aspects of the modelling need to be considered.  Hon Jim Scott has mentioned the figures that have been 
compiled.  I have no doubt that he has read many reports provided by eminent people who know what they are 
talking about.  I am also sure that we can talk to any number of engineers who would probably give us different 
opinions. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Not on that, because these are actually measured traffic figures. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am not denying that.  However, the member has used a percentage of those figures 
and has said that that percentage is known - and I have admitted that - because that percentage can be counted.  
However, what percentage of those people will move from their vehicles onto the train cannot be counted.  That 
is our difficulty. 

Hon Jim Scott:  That is true. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I say that if we are basing an expenditure of nearly $1.7 billion purely on those figures, 
then that is the wrong thing to do. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Exactly.  We should be trying to get more people onto the trains. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes.  I accept the member’s point about extending the city and the like.  When the 
member spoke about regional centres, did he mean within the metropolitan area, such as Joondalup? 

Hon Jim Scott:  Yes, and Armadale and Fremantle. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I have no argument about that.  I think we have found over the years that when railway 
lines are put through an area and stations are built, things grow up around them.  Once we provide the 
infrastructure, often the rest will follow.  We could go down that path.  We have been arguing the case about 
how we must go down the Kwinana Freeway and not through Kenwick.  Hon Jim Scott has mentioned that 
certain areas will probably never be built on, for a variety of reasons.  However, I imagine that other areas will 
be built on.  Therefore, we will still have these regional or satellite-type towns. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Not between Kenwick and Jandakot.  
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am sure others would argue differently.  It comes down to the interpretation of these 
figures, and making judgments and obtaining as much information as we possibly can from people whom we 
believe can provide expert opinions.  I just hope - I know I am being cynical - that because of the enormous 
amount of money that the Government will have to find to pay for this railway line, and particularly for what is 
being proposed around the city of Perth, there is not an escape clause in the contract.  Has Hon Jim Scott seen a 
copy of the contract? 

Hon Jim Scott:  I have a copy of the -  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Can Hon Jim Scott raise his voice, because I cannot 
hear.  

Hon Jim Scott:  I have a copy of the contracting strategy.  I asked for that because I was concerned that the 
Government would have to pay out money because it did not meet the required level, so I asked to see how the 
contract was worded to ensure that could not happen. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I accept the point the member is making.  That is a contract strategy, but it is not a legal 
document.  That is my concern.  I have no doubt that there will be talk of commercial confidentiality and the 
like.  There has been a lot of toing-and-froing about whether the railway line should be sunk from the Narrows 
Bridge and go up William Street, and the costs involved.  I repeat that I do not want to be cynical, but I would 
hate this Government to say in a couple of years, “I’m sorry, but we do not have the money to go down that path.  
We will have to put it above the road.  That is the only way we can do it, because that is all the money we have.”  
This Bill does not suggest how the railway line will be constructed, just that a railway line will be constructed 
between point A and point B. 

Hon Jim Scott:  I do not think it could get away with doing that.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It has tried to get away with other things in the past, and fortunately that not been 
allowed to occur.  

We often talk to experts and they provide opinions - often differing opinions, sometimes because of different 
information they have been provided.  If they do not know the questions, they cannot provide the answers we are 
looking for.  I wonder whether the Government and those members who will vote for this Bill have taken into 
account what has been written by an engineer by the name of Lindsay Tilly.  I imagine Hon Jim Scott has seen 
the article, but he obviously does not agree with it.  Mr Tilly is a civil engineer and a fellow of the Institution of 
Engineers Australia.  The article states -  

He reported on the transport systems of Perth metropolitan area for the Federal Government in 1975 
and prepared a plan for Perth which removed the freeway extension from the river front.  He has 
planned many hectares of subdivisions, and canals.  He instigated the Henderson shipbuilding industry 
and proposed rail/freeway spines for the then existing railway reserves.  This was taken up by a Labor 
government for the Joondalup line. 

He is one engineer with one opinion; I am not denying that.  The article further states that he believes that what 
is being proposed is wrong.  

Higher density zoning and public services on nodes around railway stations will help to contain the 
urban sprawl that costs so much in services and transport. 

This is along the lines that Hon Jim Scott has mentioned.  The article continues -  

If Mandurah must have a railway in five (seven) years, we should build the railway via Kenwick and 
start planning a comprehensive integrated transport system for the whole of the metropolitan area to be 
implemented over the next 20 years. 

A quick fix for political purposes is not planning for the benefit of future generations.  A bad mistake 
now could cost billions to correct. 

That is a more than reasonable approach to take to the current situation.  It takes some time to plan these types of 
infrastructures because of the purchasing of land and the like, and the argument put forward by Lindsay Tilly 
seems to be logical and reasonable.  I am afraid the argument I have heard for the alternative, as proposed by this 
Bill, is not as logical and rational. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, I am fully aware of that, but he still talks about going through Kenwick and not up 
the Kwinana Freeway.  He also speaks of creating loops so that we end up having that east to west movement of 
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the railway and therefore allow people to move all over the metropolitan area.  I agree with what Hon Jim Scott 
said earlier that all we have at the present is a lot of north-south railway, when we even have difficulty finding 
east-west bus services, certainly in the north; I do not know what it is like in the south.  If we are going down the 
path of having a railway, what Lindsay Tilly is suggesting is a better way of approaching the problem, even 
though it may take 20 years to conclude. 
Hon Jim Scott interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The difficulty here is that we are building a railway line down the Kwinana Freeway, 
between Perth and Jandakot, whereas this engineer - presumably an expert - suggests something that is logical 
and rational.  I would have to think twice about deviating from a suggestion from an expert that sounds this 
logical and rational.  He concludes, as I can only conclude, that this is all being done for political purposes; it is 
certainly not being done for the future benefit of the people of Western Australia. 
HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [9.25 pm]:  The Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill 2002 differs from the 
original Liberal Party proposal and saves 14 minutes of travel time.  When one thinks about the infrastructure 
that is required and the money that is needed for the project, and having listened to the previous speakers, it 
seems to be management by crisis.  This rail project from Perth to Mandurah was originally proposed to go 
through Kenwick and has been changed by the Government to go through South Perth to Mandurah.  The 
original proposal was to cost $750 million, it went up to $1 billion, then to $1.5 billion, and God knows how 
much it will be eventually.  No real cost structure has been provided.  The members in the upper House of this 
Parliament in the years 2001 to 2005 will make the ultimate decision about this rail project and will guarantee 
taxpayers’ funds for it.  As a member from the Agricultural Region, I am concerned at the many projects that 
could be rectified with this money, such as the Lancelin to Cervantes road and the drainage system.  This money 
going into the rail project will save 14 or 15 minutes for a journey from Perth to Mandurah.  At the end of the 
day, who really cares about 14 or 15 minutes?  We are talking about hypothetical stops, hypothetical distances 
between one station and another, and we are budgeting for something that is an unknown factor.  The difference 
between 14 and 15 minutes is the difference between getting up at 6.45 am, 7.00 am or 7.15 am.  Who really 
cares?  At the end of the day, we are talking about 14 minutes, and now we are getting pedantic and saying that it 
may be 12 minutes.  Who really cares about two minutes?  In that time a person can pick his nose.  We are 
getting down to pedantry and semantics.  At the end of the day, according to the Labor Party, the railway line 
will go down the main freeway and along the riverfront between the Narrows Bridge and South Perth.  I suppose 
that is the most beautiful area of Perth, but a railway will be put in that area.  The city of Perth will then be dug 
up, and a tunnel will be constructed under the city.  Who really cares about it?  I guess the people of Perth care 
about it.  I have heard that there will be a thousand people here and a thousand people there.  These figures are 
all “subject to” and “perhaps”.  There is no firm knowledge of what the figures will be; they are all proposed 
figures.  At the end of the day, they could all be totally and utterly wrong anyway. 
It would be different if the Government was spending hundreds of thousands of dollars or a million dollars.  
However, those amounts of money will not be spent; billions of dollars will be spent, perhaps for the 
appeasement of a thousand people, for God’s sake.  We could give them a free taxi ride into Perth, and that could 
overcome the problems!  This is all “perhaps”, “maybe”, “maybe not”, “our figures show” and “we are 15 to 20 
years ahead”.  In the early days I thought to myself, “I could have been a member of Parliament and we could 
have put in that railway.  It is fantastic.  It was expensive at the time, but 20 years down the track, gee, I’m glad 
we did it.”  However, I have thought and thought about it, and I think the Government has got it wrong.  We 
should think about it a little more.  A Bill and a proposal are being pushed through this place - something that the 
Labor Party wants to do - and I believe it is wrong.  When I think about what the Bill will deliver, I believe it is 
wrong.  It is all right to put down a railway line between South Perth and Perth, dig up the city of Perth and put 
tunnels everywhere.  However, at the end of the day, what will we gain?  Who knows?  The figures show that 14 
or 12 minutes will be saved.  If the train is running late, it could be 12, 10 or maybe eight minutes.  At the end of 
the day, who really cares about eight minutes?  When people drive into the city in their motor car in the morning, 
they get onto the freeway. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  Does that mean you never speed because you don’t really mind losing 10 minutes to get 
somewhere on time? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  If the member’s time is all about eight minutes, she has a problem.  At the end of the 
day, one should plan one’s life around getting to work a little early or a little late.  It is probably typical of Labor 
Party members that they plan their lives minute by minute, and if they get caught, they blame the system.  On the 
conservative side, we do not blame the system.  We plan our lives and allow a bit extra.  We have a bit of 
padding, and we get to work either on time or a bit early.  One could say that Labor Party members should take a 
leaf out of our book, and ask us what we do and how we go about it.  It is just a matter of getting up, having 
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one’s baked beans in the morning at seven o’clock instead of at quarter past seven, getting in one’s motor car at 
half past seven and arriving at work on time or a little early. 

This rail line is all about saving time.  It concerns me that the cost for this project started at $700 million.  I heard 
about this $700 million - rubbish!  The cost is now $1.5 billion perhaps, and it could be more.  Who really knows 
what it will cost?  I would love to know what this railway line will cost Western Australia and what Western 
Australians will get for what we pay.  That amount of money could restructure the agricultural industry.  It could 
be used to construct the Lancelin to Cervantes road or the Hyden to Kondinin road several times.  It could be 
used in many agricultural areas .  It could be used to reschedule all the salinity drainage to help solve the salinity 
problems in the agricultural areas.  There would be no problems in the Avon River because of the drainage into 
the ocean.  There would be crops in all those areas, and we would probably still have $1.25 billion left.  We 
could end up with a saving in the agricultural industry, and the current transport system would still be the same.  
Our opinion is that to have a railway line going down the freeway and saving 14 minutes is not what we are 
about. 

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.36 pm]:  I will be as 
comprehensive as I can be in the shortest possible time.  However, there have been over five hours worth of 
second reading contributions, and a number of members have raised some significant issues that I need to 
address in this debate.  The first speaker, Hon Simon O’Brien, referred to the coalition’s plans and the sequential 
extension of services to the southern suburbs, commencing with the opening of some stations in 2003 and 
continuing through to 2005.  I want to put that in its proper context.  In October 2000, the previous Government 
announced that, under the Perth urban rail development project, services to Thomsons Lake would commence in 
mid 2004, to Rockingham in mid 2005, and to Mandurah by the end of 2005.  However, importantly, the 
delivery of railcars was identified as the critical factor in the commencement of train services.  To achieve those 
time frames, I am advised that it would have been necessary to issue tenders for the railcars in either June or July 
2000.  Under the previous Government’s proposal, tenders were called for the private financing of railcars and 
depots in November 2000.  Therefore, with regard to the first critical time by which the previous Government 
needed to get things done, it was already five months later than it had planned.  Therefore, we must place a 
question mark around the whole proposition that the previous Government would have half built the railway line 
by now and would have delivered on time, because it certainly did not have a particularly good start. 

During the tender period - of course, there was a change of government in the intervening period - the 
Government determined that private financing was less financially attractive than was government financing.  
This Government extended the tender period to enable tenderers to submit prices based on traditional 
government financing.  The decision to extend tenders and enter a period of negotiation with the preferred 
tenderer was justified in the long run.  I believe these are Treasury figures.  They show that the Government 
made an overall saving of $25 million by moving to government financing rather than using the private financing 
model of the previous Government.  It certainly caused a delay in the time frame, but the benefit derived as a 
result of that delay is in the order of $25 million.  The contract was awarded earlier this year. 

Hon Simon O’Brien said that the Government has not laid a centimetre of track; that it promised a railway on 
time and on budget and it has now delayed it for a couple of years.  The context of that statement is of course 
that the previous State Government did not lay a centimetre of track during eight years in government. The 
coalition’s only past contribution to urban rail in Western Australia was to close the Fremantle line, which the 
previous Labor Government reopened.  Since coming into government, we have signed the railcar contract.  We 
have put up over $40 million for the infrastructure for the extension of the northern suburbs railway, and we 
have put up $25 million for various design contracts.  The Government has most certainly been making itself 
busy with advancing the construction of the rail project. 

Hon Simon O’Brien made the point that the Government started with the proposition of building a railway from 
A to B.  In his terms, the Government has done it completely the wrong way around.  Not to put too fine a point 
on it, he gave the analogy of putting the cart before the horse.  I make it clear to members that the process 
undertaken by this Government is identical to that undertaken by the previous Government.  The previous 
Government made a strategic decision on the route and then undertook a master plan process.  At no time did the 
previous Government undertake a detailed assessment of those various routes.  It made a decision and then 
engaged in a more detailed consultation and planning process.  Therefore, we do not see anything problematic 
about this Government’s approach; indeed, it is the same as the previous Government’s. 

Hon Simon O’Brien made a point about the patronage figures from Thornlie on the Armadale line, which he 
pointed out was not part and parcel of a route from Mandurah to Perth.  I congratulate him on that; he is quite 
correct.  He talked about it not being the same as the former plan, which involved picking up people and taking 
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them on the Armadale line.  He said that it reduces the passenger numbers from around 28 000 to 24 500, or 
6 500 more than would have travelled on the Kenwick route, which is still too many for the patronage contrast he 
was referring to because, he said, the other thing that the Government fails to allow for in its passenger forecasts 
is that the Kenwick route was complementary to a busway and that the additional 6 500 passengers included at 
least 5 000 bus passengers.  That is the way in which Hon Simon O’Brien’s argument reduces the number of real 
transfers to somewhere between 500 and 1 500.  The Government’s response is that the patronage projections for 
the fast, direct route were undertaken by the same professionals who undertook the patronage projections for the 
now discredited Kenwick deviation.   

The Opposition has not revealed that its patronage estimates for the deviation included current bus users 
switching from bus to train on trips between Mandurah and Perth.  They include people who currently catch 
buses from all those places south of Jandakot essentially, and then including Canning Vale and other places to 
the city.  They also include people who currently catch buses at Nicholson Road or Thornlie and then switch to 
rail on the Armadale line.  The simple point I make to contrast with that is that the Government has sought to 
look at the relevant patronage figures of the Kenwick deviation versus the direct link and the Thornlie spur 
project.   

The Government has compared the patronage figures for those two projects and they have been revised.  
Looking at it in its simplest form, the Government has looked at how many people its rail project would carry as 
against how many people the Opposition’s project would carry.  Unfortunately, I do not have patronage figures 
for all those people on the Kenwick deviation who would switch from bus to rail, so it is very difficult to go 
down the path of that debate when one wants to discount all those figures for the direct route but when there are 
no corresponding figures for the Kenwick deviation.  It is a difficult and problematic part of the debate. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am not interjecting on every point.  However, if we can explore that a little, if you do not 
mind, it is possible to compare the figures.  Your Government made the claim in justification that it had 28 000 
new passengers to put on the railway. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  We said that 28 000 passengers will use the route. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  No, you said there would be 28 000 more. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  We said that 28 000 people will use it.  The member can check it, because that is 
what we said. 

It is interesting that the same arguments were used by the opposition members when they were opposing the 
northern suburbs line.  I will not go into the argument, but suffice it to say the language about the lack of 
confidence in projections seems to be revisited on this project.  It is as if some opposition members have taken 
what was said all those years ago and repeated it here, just changing the names to protect the innocent.  If 
members want to explore patronage figures, we can possibly do that in committee when we have the opportunity 
for exchange and dialogue, rather than going into it at the moment. 

The next point Hon Simon O’Brien made referred to the 420 Mandurah residents, out of the 12 100 employed 
Mandurah residents, people who are working in the Perth central business district, of whom about 110 currently 
commute to Perth metropolitan by public transport.  Those are 1996 figures as I understand it.  A large 
population increase has occurred in Mandurah and the surrounding areas since then.  It is easy to understand the 
low figure that was produced in 1996 when one looks at the public transport system at the time, which was 
essentially a limited bus service.  Higher figures are projected for the railway because of the railway’s large 
capacity, greater level of service, faster transit times and the public’s greater confidence in the railway system.  
That will certainly encourage people to use it.  That makes it possible for those people who want to live in 
Mandurah and the surrounding areas in the southern suburbs and want to work in Perth to commute to Perth. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  How many people who live in Mandurah work in Perth? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  This will take all night if we argue backwards and forwards across the Chamber.  I 
am more than happy for the member to go further into any of these issues during the committee stage.  That is 
not a problem. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  It is a reasonable question.  How many people who live in Mandurah work in Perth? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Hon Simon O’Brien also spoke about the significant jump in patronage figures at 
Thomsons Lake.  He did not say much other than that a greater level of understanding and more detail was 
required.  The Government’s response to that is that the public transport modelling process includes a large 
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range of inputs, which results in the best theoretical projection of patronage available to the public transport 
planners.  The accuracy of the modelling process has been checked against actual observed patronage on the 
remainder of the system, particularly the northern suburbs railway.  The model has been calibrated to take into 
account geographical, demographic and social differences in the south west area.  The model has produced clear 
evidence that the direct route, with the relative travel time saving of 12 minutes from Glen Iris to Perth compared 
with the route through Kenwick, will produce a net increase of 40 per cent more all-day passenger boardings in 
2006.  This result is easy to understand given that people using the system from Thomsons Lake south to 
Mandurah are those who have longer journeys, and the same time saving is a significant factor in their decision 
making about whether they will use the railway as their preferred mode of transport.   

Hon Simon O’Brien also referred to a report from the City of South Perth, which contained a number of 
assertions about alleged problems with the rail, particularly the proposed single railway bridge.  People from the 
department have spoken to the engineers and the officers from the City of South Perth to clarify how this report 
was put together and to get some understanding of how the people who produced this report came to their 
conclusions.  The concerns raised in the report were not a result of research or analysis.  As it was explained to 
us, they were simply views expressed by a planning officer who did not have expertise or experience in this 
field.  Indeed, it was acknowledged that one of the concerns raised - that of salty froth - was a result of recent 
media reporting of the issue and was not based on any analysis carried out by anyone from the City of South 
Perth.  I was listening to radio 6PR that day and I heard the chairman of the commissioners of the City of South 
Perth, Julian Donaldson.  He was contacted by Paul Murray and I have a quote of what Julian Donaldson said 
that morning on the radio, which probably sums up the extent to which we can place any weight on this report.  
He said - 

. . . the report has got absolutely no status in the council at all.  It’s been touted as an engineer’s report, 
it’s actually a report that’s written by a planning officer and the council did not approve the report and it 
has absolutely no status.   

He went on to say - 

. . . The officer was not competent to write an engineer’s report.  

One of the concerns raised in the report was substandard traffic lane widths on the south-bound bridge, which 
would be reduced from 3.5 metres to 3.4 metres, which is below the optimum Main Roads Western Australia 
standard of 3.5 metres but well within the Main Roads minimum width of 3.1 metres.  I am advised that before 
the duplication of the Narrows Bridge, some of the lanes were 3.1 metres.  Some of the lanes on the Mount 
Henry Bridge were reduced from 3.5 metres to 3.45 metres when the bus lane was constructed.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  Are we talking about cars or trains? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  We are talking about the standard traffic lanes on those bridges.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  For cars. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  The report noted that building the rail line on the new Narrows Bridge would 
reduce that width to 3.4 metres.  I make the point that the previous Government saw fit to reduce the size of the 
standard traffic lanes to construct a busway on the bridge, but opposition members do not seem to think that the 
standard lane size can be reduced for a rail line.   

Another concern in the report is the lack of protection against spillage of fluids into the river.  The existing 
bridge decks already have effective containment curbs, as will the new structure.  There is a very low risk of oil 
spillages from electric cars, unlike the old diesel cars that covered the railway with oil, and intercepted traps will 
capture any run-off containing oil from the bridge.  That is a normal requirement and that is being done.   

Another concern is increased noise and vibration because of the use of continuous slab construction rather than 
ballasts.  I am advised that the system that will be put in place will use a rubber mattress to isolate the slab from 
the bridge and fasteners also have isolation pads.  There will be no increase in noise and vibration and this 
method has already been proved.   

The next concern was loss of power due to salt encrustation and consequent stoppages.  There are already rail 
bridges over the Swan River at Guildford, East Perth and Fremantle, and none of those bridges has this problem; 
neither does the railway along the coast to Fremantle, not to mention railways and bridges around the world.  
Loss of power is not an issue as the Western Australian Government Railways Commission preventive 
maintenance procedure is to wash the insulators once a year and three times a year in areas such as the Fremantle 
Traffic Bridge, where there is a higher build-up of salt.   
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Another concern is derailment due to points being wrongly adjusted, debris on the track and rail fatigue.  No 
trains have been derailed on Perth’s passenger network.  This track system is more secure than other parts of the 
line and will be properly maintained.  

Another issue raised in the report is that the Western Australian Government Railways Commission sought to 
exclude consultation on the issue.  The development application was made by the WAGR to the Water and 
Rivers Commission under the Swan River Trust Act.  The development application was not made to the City of 
South Perth.  When a development application is made to a local authority, the local authority is able to ask the 
Western Australian Planning Commission to impose conditions on the development authority.  The WAPC can 
then choose whether to impose the conditions.  The Narrows Bridge falls under the jurisdiction of the Water and 
Rivers Commission, not the City of South Perth, so the Western Australian Government Railways Commission 
simply asks that the application not be seen as an opportunity for the City of South Perth to impose conditions 
that it has no authority to impose.  There was no request not to undertake the normal consultation process, as has 
been suggested by other persons who are not members of this place.  The Government does not place great store 
in the report produced by the City of South Perth.   

Hon Simon O’Brien also spoke about the retailers in the city and the amount of time they will be given to get 
their affairs in order.  He made the point that retailers with high-volume turnover order stock from overseas 
possibly 12 or even 18 months in advance need some notice.  Since the initial advice, the project office has 
reviewed its schedule in detail with a view to pushing back the commencement of demolition as far as possible, 
without impacting on the commencement of the railway service.  As a result of that exercise, commencement of 
demolition has been reprogrammed to early 2004, which will allow a 12-month period of negotiation and/or 
resumption and includes, importantly, an additional Christmas retail period.  All businesses were advised of the 
revised project schedule by way of visits on 31 October and correspondence sent immediately after those visits.  
Effort has been made to take into consideration those concerns and the project term has pushed back demolition 
programming as much as it can without compromising the important time frames it had to set.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien then referred to asbestos in the building, which may take 18 months to resume.  The project schedule 
allows for the removal of the asbestos.  WorkSafe has confirmed that asbestos can be progressively removed to 
allow a staged demolition process, commencing with the south west corner of the old Myer building.  The 
remainder of the building will not impact on platform construction and can be completed later without affecting 
project completion.  We are aware of that.  I think Hon Simon O’Brien was suggesting that we had not taken the 
asbestos into consideration.  That is not the case.  It is built into the program for demolition and it will be done.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It will depend on how much the site must be cleared.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  As I said, the whole site does not need to be cleared to proceed with the 
construction process.  Only partial demolition is required to get the construction work done.  The rest of the 
demolition can occur concurrently.  A consultation process was undertaken during the preparation of the 
supplementary master plan for the direct route.  That was the same as that which I indicated to members 
previously.  It was undertaken by the same group of individuals with an expanded stakeholder consultation 
group. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Who did you consult? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I do not have the list and I will not respond to every whimsical interjection made by 
members opposite.  Hon Simon O’Brien referred to costs and claimed that the $1.217 million does not include 
works in the central business district.  He also referred to an $85 million price escalation due to a two-year delay 
and that the Government is borrowing $700 million to $800 million at a cost to finance of $66 million a year.  
The cost of the direct route is the same as the cost of the Kenwick route and stage two of the Kwinana Freeway 
bus-lane project.  

The budget for the Kenwick route was in 1998-99 values.  The direct route budget has been escalated to factor in 
the consumer price index up to the time the work is completed.  If members are saying that the previous 
Government would not have escalated its budget, we should understand what sections of the project would have 
been deleted in order to accommodate cost escalation, which is a simple necessity of time.  I will not speculate 
on what that might be; it will no doubt attract further ire.  

In relation to the engineering issues with the Narrows Bridge and Mount Henry Bridge, prior to the decision of 
the previous Government to create the direct route, the planning and design for the widening of Mount Henry 
Bridge was proceeding to accommodate the two central lanes of the Kwinana Freeway busway.  In order to test 
the feasibility of the direct route, Main Roads engaged consultant engineers to examine the impact of placing the 
railway tracks in the centre of the bridge.  I understand that was the first time the people working on the railway 
project had been asked to examine the feasibility of using the centre of the freeway.  The previous Government 
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had considered going underneath, west or east.  However, it was not until we decided to use the centre of the 
freeway that the planners of the railway had seriously examined the feasibility of that. 

Hon Barbara Scott:   The coalition examined it twice in detail. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The member did not listen to what I just said.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  It doesn’t make sense. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It does not make sense according to what Hon Barb Scott said.  The Government 
engaged consultant engineers to examine the impact of the railway tracks in the centre of the bridge.  An 
investigation considered engineering, aesthetics, traffic, and cost effects of placing the railway over the bridge.  
As members can see from the supplementary master plan, the proposal is now to send railway tracks down the 
centre of that bridge, and to attach traffic bridges to both sides of the Mount Henry Bridge so that two new 
bridge structures will be added to replace the roadway area that will be taken up by the railway.  That will 
obviously involve significant earth works, piling, concreting and a range of construction work on the bridge. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I believe the estimated cost of that work is in the order of - 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I will ask at Committee. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I have the break-down of strengthening, piling and building the foundations.  The 
other important bridge consideration relates to the Narrows Bridge.  Main Roads engaged consultant engineers to 
examine the feasibility of using the old and the new bridge structures to accommodate the railway crossing the 
Swan River at the Narrows Bridge.  After a comprehensive analysis of engineering feasibility and traffic 
engineering as well as the public transport requirements, it was concluded that a new rail bridge could be built 
between the two existing bridges in a way that minimises environmental and visual impacts.  The new West 
Bridge can be strengthened so that north-bound trains will run in the existing new north-bound busway.  
Members who have looked at the supplementary master plan will already be aware of that.  Buses that use the 
inner lane as a busway will be relocated to the innermost traffic lane immediately adjacent to the concrete barrier 
that will separate rail and road traffic during and after construction of the railway infrastructure on the western 
bridge.  Buses will continue to operate as present on the busway lane of the old - or eastern - bridge with bus 
priority arrangements from Judd Street to the Narrows Bridge.  These are the arrangements that will occur in the 
longer term on the Narrows Bridge. 

Hon Barbara Scott made a number of assertions about the cost blow-out for the direct route.  The supplementary 
master plan for the direct route released by the Government outlines the cost estimates in detail, including cost 
estimates for specific parts of the project that puts it in contrast with the master plan for the Kenwick deviation, 
which included only a general overview of the cost estimates on a geographic basis.  She said that people such as 
Professor Martyn Webb were ignored; that there was secrecy in the Perth City Rail Advisory Committee’s 
processes; and that no consultation had been undertaken by that committee.  The committee undertook important 
consultation and I will put that consultation in its proper context. 

The route for the Perth to Mandurah railway via Kenwick was included in the metropolitan region scheme in 
December 1994; that was done without any consultation.  In July 1995 Cabinet announced an extension of the 
existing railway system from Kenwick to Mandurah, again without consultation.  In April 1997 Cabinet 
approved funding for the preparation of a master plan which commenced in late 1997.  It was not until that 
master plan phase that any consultation took place; even then the community was not given an opportunity to 
have a say on the rail line; that is, the decision was made and consultation about the planning for the 
implementation of that decision was then undertaken. 

I have alluded to similarities in the process this Government undertook to the process of our predecessors.  The 
consultation period following the minister’s report for the city part of the project took the following forms -  

a web page was provided shortly after the release of the report, which was updated on Wednesday 3 
April by the inclusion of three disruption management plans; 

a full page advertisement was placed in The West Australian on 16 March this year, which included a 
tear-off mail-in response form and which gave two options for public comment - the central and 
western options - and outlined the key advantages of each option; 

two public forums were conducted on 25 and 26 March, one for professional associations and one for 
interest groups, which were advertised in the week preceding in The West Australian “Business” news 
with 96 people recording their names at one forum and 50 at another; 
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information displays were placed in Rockingham City, Thomsons Lake Gateways Shopping Centre and 
Mandurah Forum Shopping Centre from 21 March to 5 April, and 10 000 information leaflets with a 
tear-off mail-in response form were freely available; 

30 000 information leaflets were handed out at Perth city station and Mounts Bay Road busport 
between 21 March and 3 April, and a total of 3 119 submissions were received; and 

an industry workshop was held to assist the committee in its deliberations by working to enhance the 
viability of the proposed western and central options and addressing the constraints and opportunities of 
each option, which workshop was attended by representatives of professional organisations, the 
construction industry, the City of Perth and government. 

The committee went to great lengths to engage in an extensive consultation process to get the best outcome for a 
route through the city.  It is most unfair of members to say that secrecy surrounded the process and that it was 
not consultative. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  You are talking about 30 000 leaflets -  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  And 3 000 submissions. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  We issued 30 000 leaflets in Rockingham.  You had 3 000 responses.  We had 9 000 
responses in Rockingham.  That is hardly a fair consultation comparison. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Sometimes I think the member just does not listen. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Graham Giffard is trying to respond to various members. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The next claim was that in adopting the direct route, rail operations had overridden 
planning considerations.  The principle of the supplementary master plan of the direct route was to examine land 
use and planning in the south west metropolitan area, to determine the patronage demand that will arise from the 
transport needs of people living in that area and, finally, to decide on the appropriate balance and configuration 
of infrastructure and rolling stock to satisfy the identified patronage demand.  That was an extensive examination 
of planning and land use.  I am therefore unsure of the point the honourable member was making.   

Hon Barbara Scott said that the direct route would let down southern communities because of the level of 
expenditure on the northern section; that is probably getting into opinion and language.  The Government takes 
the view that the Kenwick route would have provided a second-class rail service to the people of the south west 
region; it is providing instead a first-class rail service.  We believe that the people in the south west are entitled 
to enjoy that first-class service, as indeed do their northern suburban neighbours. 

The next point was that the exclusion of Rockingham as an all-trains-stopping station would restrict 
opportunities.  The member said that it might consign Rockingham to a slow death.  In the previous 
Government’s plans only every second train would have stopped at the main Rockingham station in peak hour.  
That decision was made on the basis that people travelling from Mandurah would not take a train if all trains 
went through Rockingham city because of the additional travel time imposed by that route. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  That is incorrect.  That is absolutely biased if you are talking about a direct bypass or a route 
into Rockingham.  If the route bypassed Rockingham, the trains would not have stopped.  If it went through the 
city it would be an all-train stop.  That is the point I made. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I understood that only every second train would stop there. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  If the route went through the city centre it would stop there. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Importantly the location of the new Rockingham station proposed by this 
Government would be in the residential part of Rockingham and all trains would stop at that station. 

The honourable member said that no independent review had been made of patronage demand, engineering 
issues or cost estimates.  I make the point, although this might be repetitious, that patronage projections and cost 
estimates were prepared with the same level of examination and review and undertaken by the same set of 
professional people as those for the Kenwick route. 

Hon Peter Foss made a number of points; first about the south eastern corridor due to changes in the route from 
the Armadale line.  I think he used the expression that there was considerable dismay that those changes had 
occurred.  Members must understand that the Kenwick route was a barrier to improved rail services on the 
Armadale line in the south east corridor.  A combination of the Mandurah line and the Armadale line meant there 
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would be over 20 trains an hour each way between Perth and Kenwick, and that was the maximum number of 
trains that that line could carry, which meant that the Armadale line could not cater for growth of the rail system.  
That very serious flaw was not addressed in the Kenwick option.  Two train services were being put onto the one 
line, which would have inhibited growth in those areas when the population grew and when there was a demand 
for more regular services.  

Hon Peter Foss also referred to previous consultation about the Kenwick line versus the direct line, and he drew 
a contrast between good and bad.  It was essentially the same consultation undertaken for the Kenwick route.  I 
again make the point that the previous Government made the original decision to go the Kenwick route without 
any consultation about that route. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  They used the same plan that you are using. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No; on the contrary.  The member is alleging no consultation.  We are saying we 
followed the same process; how come it was good enough for the previous Government? 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You had better read what the minister said in the other House. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No, it did not.  We did not consult for four or five years. 

Hon Peter Foss also raised some questions about computer modelling.  I am no mathematician, but I advise 
members that the patronage modelling for the Kenwick route was undertaken by the same people who used the 
same computer modelling for the direct route; the only difference being that the version of the computer 
modelling that was used for the direct route was an enhanced version of the model previously used.  That is why 
the use of the enhanced version and changes to land use data resulted in different figures for the Kenwick 
deviation. 

Hon Peter Foss then said there was no documentation to support the direct route, pre-master plan.  I make a 
simple point that there was no patronage modelling undertaken prior to the preparation of the supplementary 
master plan.  As with the Kenwick route, patronage modelling was done after the announcement of the route.  
An analysis of the patronage modelling undertaken for the Kenwick route showed there was a clear relationship 
between patronage, travel time and frequency of service, and that has been borne out in the patronage projections 
contained in the supplementary master plan.  Hon Peter Foss also referred to the July 2002 working paper, which 
includes data for employment.  One of the difficulties reading from working papers is that they are not 
documents that were ever intended to be published; they are working documents.  Nevertheless, Hon Peter Foss 
requested the document and it was provided.  One section of that paper included data for employment in 
Kwinana, Rockingham and Mandurah.  The member referred to those figures, which are clearly not correct, and 
that can be borne out by the fact that the employment figures in question in table 3.1.9 in the supplementary 
master plan far exceed the corresponding population figures.  Clearly, the figures in that section of the working 
paper are wrong.  I hasten to add that the working paper does not reflect the correct data that was ultimately 
incorporated into the supplementary master plan and which is included in table 3.2.3 of that document.   

Hon Peter Foss spoke about the virtue of a couple of amendments that were put on the Notice Paper by Hon 
Simon O’Brien.  I have indicated to Hon Simon O’Brien that we will support the first of those amendments and, 
with some minor amendments, we will also support the other one.  I do not think I need go into a detailed 
explanation.  Hon Simon O’Brien has his reasons for moving his amendment, and I am sure he will explain 
those.  We have some sympathy for the arguments that were put forward and we will be supporting those 
amendments. 

Hon Murray Criddle has indicated that he will be raising further questions during the committee stage.  I do not 
have responses to all of the issues he has raised, because he raised them in a general sense.  He referred to 
disruption to the Kwinana Freeway, he said he would be raising issues about the ongoing community service 
obligations and the whole question of private sector financing.  He has indicated that he will be raising those 
questions in a more particular form during the committee stage. 

Hon Jim Scott raised a number of points that I will address.  First, he referred to the fundamental tenet of a high-
speed commuter rail link that will be of benefit for Mandurah and the Peel region.  He questioned that and 
suggested that it may not be the case; it may be the opposite.  The high-speed rail link and road network to major 
regional centres is an important component of proper planning for any region, particularly in a narrow, long, 
low-density corridor such as that in Perth.  On its own, the railway will not guarantee development of any 
particular area, but we do not believe that the railway will be a disincentive to any development.  Other planning 
strategies that complement the transport network are required to ensure the best environment for communities to 
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develop.  Hon Jim Scott then made the point about the value of light rail as an appropriate technology.  Transport 
planning professionals in Perth have open minds on the appropriate form of rail technology to be used in any 
case.  A detailed examination on a case-by-case basis will be required before we can arrive at a conclusion that 
light rail is the best solution. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I can take that question up during the committee stage.  I do not have an answer at 
the moment.   

Hon Jim Scott raised the point that the construction of the northern suburbs railway and the preliminary planning 
for the Mandurah railway have set the ground rules for budget management in the proposed budget.  I suppose in 
any major project like this, where there is a finite budget, it is important to employ strict controls on the 
management of costs and time frames.  It would be most unwise to have an open-ended budget for these projects.  
The Government has taken the best advice it can get on the costings for all aspects of the project and has 
indicated what it believes the project will cost.  It is not open ended and is not an infinite amount.  I suppose that 
is similar to any major project.  Changes in scope and cost can be approved only by the appropriate mechanism.  
In the case of the Perth urban rail development project, a steering committee has been established to advise the 
Commissioner of Railways, who is responsible to the minister for the delivery of the project.  That is the process 
that would need to be followed for any change.  We are certainly not going into this contemplating changes to 
those items. 

Hon Jim Scott said words to the effect that the permanent effect of subsidising riders on the heavy railway is 
likely to impact on future state spending on a range of other issues.  The reality is that public transport costs 
money.  All parties accept that the Government has an obligation to provide a proper public transport system and 
that, with our low population, a subsidy is required.  If we do not have a public transport system that gets people 
out of cars, we must invest more heavily in roads, and that brings with it all the issues associated with the 
building of extra roads, which include, of course, the diminished revenue from rail users or public transport 
users. 

Finally, Hon Jim Scott said that the cost of the project cannot be regarded as finalised; engineering of the 
Northbridge to Narrows Bridge section remains highly contentious.  That has probably been partly addressed 
already.  The examination of the scope, budget, time frame and risks has been carried out to a level of detail that 
shows that the defined scope of works can be delivered for a total cost of $1.419 million, with due allowance for 
the appropriate amount of escalation.  I hope that addresses the issues that were raised by Hon Jim Scott. 

I indicated a minute ago that when Hon Simon O’Brien moves the two amendments that now appear on the 
supplementary notice paper, the Government will support the first one without proposing any amendments, and 
will support the second one with two minor amendments, which I have already mentioned verbally to the 
honourable member.  With those words, the Government urges members to support the Bill. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Jim Scott  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Tom Stephens  

Noes (12) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon John Fischer Hon Norman Moore Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Giz Watson Hon Peter Foss 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
 Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Robin Chapple Hon Barry House 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Graham Giffard (Parliamentary Secretary) 
in charge of the Bill. 

Statement by Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN:  The Bill has three clauses and a schedule.  Given the limited number of clauses, I will make 
a statement to the House, and it is in fact the statement that was made on 16 October 1996 by the then Chairman 
of Committees, Hon Barry House, in respect of relevancy of remarks.  In part, Hon Barry House, as Chairman of 
Committees, said - 

I formalise my earlier remarks made during the Committee debate on the Vocational Education and 
Training Bill regarding the nature and scope of debate on clause 1 of a Bill.  The stages of a Bill are 
intended to achieve two primary objects: First, to enable full discussion of both the substance and form 
of the legislation.  Second, to ensure that decisions already made at one stage are not reopened for 
discussion at a subsequent stage and do not thus prolong a Bill’s passage unnecessarily. 

The second reading debate concentrates on the substance of a Bill and the policy of the Bill and whether 
it is acceptable to the House.  Having made that decision the rules of debate prevent further argument 
on the policy contained in the legislation during subsequent stages.  The Committee of the Whole stage 
is specifically to examine the Bill’s provisions to demonstrate whether, as a package, they will have the 
intended or desired result.  That examination may and frequently does lead to amendments.  To 
demonstrate the point I am making, any amendment must be relevant to the scope of the Bill and must 
not be destructive of its intent; that is, it must not directly contradict the policy principles already agreed 
to in the second reading debate.  

This is the point I want to make -  

The short title debate does no more than give members the opportunity to range over the clauses of the 
Bill, foreshadow amendments and indicate, consistent with the policy of the Bill, how its formal content 
may be improved.  It is not a vehicle for continuing debate on policy; rather, if members do not wish the 
Bill to proceed, the action they should follow is to vote to defeat clause 1 of the Bill as it stands. 

As I said on 30 August 2001, I am indebted to the former Chairman of Committees, Hon Barry House, for the 
decision he made in 1996, because it is clear and precise and gives members a clear understanding of the limits 
in this particular debate.   
Clause 1:  Short title - 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I draw the Committee’s attention to the comments that the Chairman of Committees, 
Hon Barry House, made in 1996.  In addressing the short title on behalf of the Opposition, I will say only these 
things: the Opposition will oppose clause 1, which is consistent with our opposition at the second reading stage 
and also consistent with the suggested approach as outlined by the Chairman of Committees, Hon Barry House, 
of which you have just reminded us, Mr Chairman.  I shall use the debate on clause 1 to indicate what the 
Opposition is proposing to do during the committee stage.   

The CHAIRMAN:  There is too much conversation. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  In effect this Bill, as was suggested by the Leader of the House earlier during the 
second reading debate, is a very small Bill consisting of three clauses.  However, as he has readily 
acknowledged, of course, it is a Bill that carries a heck of a lot by way of financial and other implications for the 
State of Western Australia within those three clauses and one schedule.  Because of the complexity of the entire 
exercise, that presents some challenges to the Committee of the Whole House.   

I am suggesting that as far as the Opposition is concerned, we will seek to expedite matters in this way: I will 
conclude these introductory remarks in a moment, and the focus of our examination of the Bill, which is 
basically looking at the whole route of the proposed railway, will take place in the examination of clause 3.  
When we do that, I will endeavour to frame the Opposition’s approach in such a way that we take it in a logical 
sequence, probably by starting at the southern end of the route and working our way up to the more complex part 
in the central business district.  We will seek clarification of a couple of other matters of an overall nature; for 
example, patronage figures, overall costing and other things that members may wish to explore. 

In the course of that, I remind the Committee of the Whole House that I said during the second reading debate 
that we must by definition have recourse, when considering this matter, to not only the simple three-clause Bill 
but also the supplementary master plan that goes with it.  I think all members recognise that, as has the 
Committee when the Chamber has considered other special Acts for a railway on other occasions.  I hope you 
will accept, Mr Chairman, the proposition that I will put forward when I approach a couple of aspects of this 
whole operation.  A few parts of what is generally referred to as the Perth to Mandurah railway line fall outside 
the immediate area of the route of the railway contemplated in this Bill, but at the same time are part and parcel 
of the whole exercise.  That is made clear by the master plan.  I will use that basis, with the Committee’s 
indulgence, to cover briefly some questions that arise in substituting the supplementary master plan for the 
previous master plan which was passed by this House as a Bill in 1999. 

I shall move in the course of the committee stage new clauses 4 and 5 to deal with some important matters which 
were raised during the second reading debate and which relate to the amount of deviation allowable and the 
matter of compensation in the CBD.  We will come to those in due course.  That is how we intend to approach 
the matter.   

For the sake of interested persons reviewing this debate in the immediate or, indeed, distant future, it should be 
read in connection with sundry other proceedings that have already occurred in this place.  It is not our intention 
to re-run all of that in the course of the committee stage.  That is not to say that we will not look in some detail at 
the Bill, but we certainly do not intend that this matter go on forever, which it has the potential to do.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Before Hon Simon O’Brien resumes his seat, I want to make it clear to the Chamber that my 
statement on clause 1 was not designed to restrict any comment relevant to clause 1, but was made for the 
purposes of indicating that because this Bill comprises only three clauses, it would seem to me that most of the 
debate, as Hon Simon O’Brien has pointed out, would be confined to clause 3, and that the scope in respect of 
that clause is significantly wide.  I say that because clause 3 states under the heading “Authority to construct 
Jandakot to Perth railway” - 

A railway, and all necessary, proper and useful works and facilities in connection with the railway, may 
be constructed and maintained along the line described in Schedule 1. 

That is extremely broad.  All necessary, proper and usual questions in respect of the necessary, proper and usual 
works and facilities will no doubt be canvassed by members.  I make that point that clause 3 is the substance of 
the issues, along with schedule 1.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It is appropriate that we get an absolute assurance from the parliamentary secretary, 
as outlined by the minister on a number of occasions and as outlined in the master plan, that the budget that has 
been made public of $1.42 billion or thereabouts will not be exceeded.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I confirm the budget figure is $1.419 billion.  I confirm that is the commitment 
from the Government, and I repeat that commitment. 
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  As I mentioned, that is absolutely crucial to the wellbeing of the State.  I would like 
some outline of the way in which the funding will be applied to that budget.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  This question potentially could come under clause 3, but it is about the overall costs of 
choosing one option over another.  Can the parliamentary secretary outline whether there were best and worst-
case scenarios for undergrounding the railway along the Perth foreshore with the mobile unconsolidated soils 
that are associated with that work?  What was the source of that information?  Who provided the best and worst-
case scenarios, and what is the difference between those two options?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  In relation to the points raised by Hon Murray Criddle, the budget for the project 
will be reviewed annually by Treasury to ensure ongoing compliance.  The project management will require that 
the scope of the works and the individual contracts within the project come in on budget.  Works will be 
monitored by virtue of the project management process.  The steering committee that oversees the project will 
monitor that process.  The cabinet expenditure review committee also will monitor the progress of payments that 
form the project.  

I am advised that the consultants who were engaged to examine the undergrounding work have experience 
internationally.  There were experienced people from Main Roads Western Australia.  Also, additional 
geotechnical work is being undertaken.  That has been awarded and is taking place now.  I am advised that there 
was no simple best or worst-case scenario.  There is an allowance for varying conditions within the budget 
projection for that undergrounding work through the city.  There is a margin that will come closer to the top or 
the bottom of the figures.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that response.  I refer to the information 
available for the various options, such as the central option and the western option.  If the specific bore tests are 
only now under way, how could that level of certainty have been provided when making the decision, given the 
unknown potential for there to be substantial engineering problems with shifting, unstable sands?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The geotechnical work being undertaken now is in addition to the extensive work 
that has already been carried out.  I am advised that the work that has already been carried out relies on 
knowledge that has been accumulated over many years by Main Roads Western Australia through its monitoring 
work, and information and results of work carried out for the construction of the convention centre.  It is not 
simply a matter of waiting until now to do the geotechnical work; that work is more extensive and is being done 
in addition to what I am advised was a considerable body of knowledge in the first place.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The initial question I asked was about the cost of close to $1.42 billion.  The 
indication the parliamentary secretary gave was that that is the figure beyond which we will not go.  To accept 
that guarantee, we must know the final outcome of the tender system.  Will the whole tender for construction be 
let at once?  I understand that some planning work is being done for Glen Iris south.  At what stage will the okay 
be given for the total project, bearing in mind the Government’s commitment to stick within that budget?  

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  These are clause 3 questions.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  He will ask them either now or then.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Hon Simon O’Brien clearly stuck to clause 1.  I want to deal with clause 1 and then 
clauses 2 and 3 when I suggest the question should be responded to. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It will not be in that one package.  There are a number of three-station packages: a 
major railway infrastructure package, a major Main Roads package that will cover bridges and freeway work, the 
underground rail and city package and the train control centre package.  The project management has already 
undertaken an extensive investigation of the scope of works and those involved have talked to many people in 
construction and planning who have a range of experience in the cost of these projects.  Much work has been 
done on the scope and cost of the works.  When tendering is sought for each of these packages, the prices that 
come in will be continually reviewed.  That will be a project management issue.  The package for railway 
infrastructure might come in slightly under, and the package for railway stations might come in slightly over.  
However, it will be a management task to continually review the tenders on the basis of the work and the 
knowledge people already have about the scope and cost of the works.  It is considerable and that is why we are 
confident the project figures for each package will be met. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The transit link to Rockingham station - 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order! This is a clause 3 question.  We are on clause 1.  I will call the member on clause 3 
when we get past clauses 1 and 2. 
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  During discussion with the parliamentary secretary and his staff, I was provided with the 
contracting strategy development - 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order! Hon Jim Scott is also developing a clause 3 question.  We are still on clause 1.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  This does not concern the actual building of the rail.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If Hon Jim Scott can relate it to clause 1, that is fine. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I could not see how it fitted in with the rail itself because it relates to contracting risks. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is the project, isn’t it? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is right.  The contracting strategy development said in part - 

. . . key stakeholders in the project carried out detailed risk identification and quantification for 
individual project elements, developed corresponding risk management plans, allocated responsibility 
for risk to the most appropriate party and finally, selected the most effective contracting strategy for 
each individual risk.  

I would like an example to illustrate how a decision was made on who was an appropriate party.  This is difficult 
to work out from the amount of information I have been given. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  This involves individual risks.  The process was to look at the individual risk of 
whatever particular element of the project was being examined and to make an assessment.  People’s expert 
opinion will be relied upon to make an assessment of where the risk best lies with a particular element of the 
project.  The best way to explain it is to give an example.  Land acquisition is one element of the project.  A 
person might conclude that the most appropriate way to proceed with that part of the project is for the 
Government to assume all the risk for land acquisition and for no risk to be put on the private operator or 
contractor, who might otherwise be involved in that part of the project; for example, in underground work.  
When going through the project, each package and all the elements of each package are assessed in that way.  
Each particular risk is looked at by people in the private and public sectors.  They provide advice on the best way 
to consign a contract and apportion risk.  By way of the example of land acquisition, those people identify and 
assess particular risk.  Having done that they devise a strategy to address the risks.  That is the example I gave 
about the Government assuming risk in a particular instance.  That is carried out by people within the 
government and private sectors who provide advice on the risk management aspect of the project. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  This is probably the most appropriate time to ask a question about the planning 
process.  Will the parliamentary secretary advise whether Mr Peter Martinovich undertook the transport planning 
for the Perth to Thomsons Lake site?  Was that on the order of the CEO to the Minister for Planning at the time, 
Mr Terry Martin?  If so, was that order given before or after any cost-benefit analysis for the proposal?  Was any 
contribution to the costs provided by the owners of Thomsons Lake shopping centre? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am advised that in 1992, Westrail was asked to devise a Perth to Mandurah direct 
route assessment by the then Department for Planning and Urban Development, of which Mr Martin was head.  
One direction given was that the rail must access the emerging regional centre at Thomsons Lake.  That direction 
for accessibility was made on the basis of there being an emerging regional centre.  I understand that land-use 
driven criteria formed part of the direction.  No contribution was made then and no contribution has been made 
since by the owners of the Gateways Shopping Centre.  

The CHAIRMAN:  I indicate to Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Jim Scott that planning questions are certainly 
incidental to this clause but are relevant to clause 3.  If members have a number of questions relating to planning, 
I will not chop them off in clause 3; however, we must move past clause 1.   

Clause put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Jim Scott  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Tom Stephens  

Noes (12) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon John Fischer Hon Norman Moore Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Peter Foss 
 Hon Robin Chapple Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
 Hon Giz Watson Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Barry House 

Clause thus passed.    

Clause 2:  Commencement -   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Today is 26 November.  I was hoping that the parliamentary secretary might be able to 
advise the Committee of the key dates for the Bill’s progress from the Parliament in order that it may receive 
royal assent.  I hope he can tell us what deadlines the Government is working towards so that the processes that 
follow the Bill’s assent can occur.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The original plan for passing the Bill was the end of November.  In all likelihood 
this Bill will have to go back to the Assembly to have amendments dealt with, and it will be assented to within a 
week or two weeks after that.  There are pressing issues about opening tenders for contracts north of the Glen Iris 
section of the project, but importantly the public environmental review starts on 2 December and advertisements 
for that review will be subject to the legislation being passed.  It is planned to have that through formally by 30 
December. 

I will clarify and correct that.  It is hoped that the advertisement to open the public environmental review will 
appear on 30 November, and the review will commence on 2 December, which will provide a 10-week period 
for public submissions.  We will not be in a position to award contracts until environmental approval has been 
granted.  We are looking at 7 July as the date when we can start to award contracts.  They are the key dates that 
the member was asking about. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Call or award contracts? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Award contracts. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3:  Authority to construct Jandakot to Perth railway - 
The CHAIRMAN:  If members have a line of questions, will they indicate so that the parliamentary secretary 
can respond in a logical manner?  I will then move to another member who may have other questions, so we can 
keep moving. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  Further to my earlier remarks and what you have just said, 
in order to try to put some structure into what has the potential to be a pretty messy exercise, I propose to 
commence an examination of this Bill based on the route, which is referred to in clause 3 and the schedule.  I 
propose to start from the south and work my way north.  For example, when we have finished, say, with Mount 
Henry Bridge, we can then start to look at the Como foreshore section.  That is also probably the time that I 
might ask about matters that touch upon the local authority - the City of South Perth.  I will do that because there 
is an order to some of the documents to which we must have recourse, whether they are the bundles of aerial 
photographs, the supplementary master plan or, indeed, the 1999 master plan and a range of other things.  
Members can choose whether to follow that lead and dovetail in with it.  Members can raise anything they like at 
this stage, but it would probably expedite the process and be a courtesy to all involved if members were to follow 
that sort of pattern.  If anyone has any better ideas, he or she is free to say so.   
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I indicated earlier that I would talk about the impacts on Rockingham that flow from this Bill.  I will ask that a 
specific question be examined.  I am well aware that the 1999 rail Bill authorised the building of this section of 
the Mandurah railway.  I understand that all of the Rockingham area was within the limits of that Bill.  That is 
why the supplementary master plan could say that rail loops and whatever else would not be contemplated and 
that we would now do what was set down in the rail plan.  However, the Government relied upon that decision in 
a couple of ways.  Firstly, it freed up some significant funds that might otherwise have been spent on the 
Rockingham loop and other similar parts of the operation.  Those budget amounts could then be transferred on 
paper from what was formerly proposed to what is currently under consideration.  As part and parcel of that, the 
Government, through some of its local Assembly members and during a range of discussions with the local 
authority - the City of Rockingham - gave undertakings in connection with an alternative local passenger transit 
system that would provide feeder services, or whatever they are called, as an alternative to the heavy rail loop 
that was formerly contemplated.   
One or two questions need to be clarified.  I thank the Committee for its indulgence in allowing me to raise those 
questions.  I know that Hon Barbara Scott has some specific questions, so I will ask only one question in 
addition to that introduction.  I understand that an amount of $68 million was contemplated for some sort of 
transit system in the Rockingham area.  Can the parliamentary secretary provide a general overview of what is 
actually proposed for the people of Rockingham in exchange for what they were to get from the earlier program? 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am advised that the $68 million that Hon Simon O’Brien mentioned is the cost of 
the direct route through Rockingham, and that includes the two stations at Ennis Avenue and Waikiki.  On the 
question of the linkages into Rockingham, I make the point that, under the project, the direct route will have 
stations at Rockingham and Waikiki.  That is the situation under this project as it relates to Rockingham.  No 
further works within this project relate to transport strategies and solutions for Rockingham.  Therefore, I am not 
able to give the member advice on what the Norm Marlborough-Mark McGowan working group is working on 
with regard to solutions for Rockingham.  It is not part of this project, and I do not have information on what that 
group is discussing, basically.   
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  My question relates to the question that has just been asked by Hon Simon O’Brien.  
The Perth urban rail development supplementary plan of August 2002 stated that the provision of a Rockingham 
city centre transit service was being examined by a separate committee and was not within the scope of the 
project, which is what the parliamentary secretary said just now.  However, on behalf of the community of 
Rockingham, I refer to an answer to a question that I received in October 2001.  When I asked how much was 
budgeted for the connection of the bus or light rail transit service to the Rockingham station, I was told by the 
minister at that time that $6 million was budgeted for buses into the city centre.  While one document states that 
it is outside the scope of the project and an answer states that $6 million has been budgeted, the estimated cost of 
the technology, which is yet to be decided, seems to me to be far in excess of that amount of money.  Will the 
parliamentary secretary give the Parliament some indication of whether the answer given to me on 18 October 
2001, which was that $6 million was budgeted for buses into the city centre, is indeed correct?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The simple answer is that the bus system from the railway station is not part of this 
project.  I cannot recall the details of the answer that was provided to the member.  In the original master plan, 
one of the alternatives to providing a rail loop was to run buses on a continuous basis from Waikiki to the 
Rockingham transit station.  I think the allocation was $5.7 million, which sort of equates to the figure that the 
member is talking about.  That may be where that figure was obtained.  I am not sure, because I cannot 
remember the context of the question that the member asked about the allocation of money for Rockingham.  
That may give some indication to people who are working on the purchase of buses that will provide a linkage.  
That may give the member some guidance, but ultimately it is not part of this project.  I am not in a position to 
answer questions about a linkage into Rockingham that is not part of this project.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The answer was given to me in this Parliament on 18 October 2001.  I asked how 
much has been budgeted to connect the rail with the buses or light rail, and what is the estimated cost of the 
infrastructure required to service the City of Rockingham.  Even though the connection is outside the scope of 
the project, do the City of Rockingham and the people of Rockingham have any guarantee that there is any 
money in this budget for that connection to be funded?  Is that money still there? 

Hon Graham Giffard:  That is outside the scope of the project. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I appreciate that.  I was told when I asked that question on 18 October 2001 that there 
was $6 million for the buses.  Even though the parliamentary secretary has admitted that he is not clear on 
whether that is for the buses to go around Rockingham, it is very clear from the question and answer that it was 
to connect the rail to Rockingham.  Is that $6 million still there?  Do the people of Rockingham have a guarantee 
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that at least some money has been budgeted for the connection; or after the rail bypasses Rockingham will they 
have to chase this Government or a future Government to get people to the train?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I understand the question, and it is the same question, worded slightly differently.  

Hon Barbara Scott:  I was trying to make it clearer for you. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It is very clear to me.  The member was asking me -  

Hon Barbara Scott:  You did not understand. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  If the member wants to mutter under her breath, she will not hear anything I say.  
The member is asking me about something that is outside the scope of this project.  I cannot be any clearer than 
that.  The $68 million is the amount set aside for the route through Rockingham, which includes two railways.  
Under this Bill, nothing else has been allocated in that area of Rockingham.  The member may want to refer to 
questions that were provided in this place on behalf of the minister.  I am not in a position to contradict the 
answer that was provided by the minister on that occasion.  I will not comment on that area, because it is not part 
of this project.  
Hon JIM SCOTT:  One of the questions that has not yet been adequately answered, and the parliamentary 
secretary indicated that he might be able to answer it with the help of his advisers at this stage of the Bill, is the 
question of the flexibility of the system.  Will the rail be built in such a way that in part or in whole areas it 
would be accessible to some types of hybrid rail systems?  If it will not, why will it not be made compatible?  I 
understand that hybrid systems can run on heavy rail track, as they do in Melbourne.  Has an effort been made to 
ensure that we will get the type of system that will enable that to happen? 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The signalling system and the safe working systems are designed for a dedicated 
rapid transit train.  It is not compatible with light rail.  The member has referred to what happens in Melbourne.  
My understanding is that Melbourne has a heavy rail track on which there is light rail.  It does not have heavy 
rail and light rail working on the same track.  Therefore, it is not the sort of utopian interface that people might 
think of with heavy and light rail on and off a track; that is not how it works.  This heavy rail has been designed 
for a dedicated rapid transit system, as have the signalling systems and safe working systems.  The heavy rail 
operates on 25 000 volts of alternating current, whereas the light rail operates on 1 600 volts of direct current.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  You are an AC/DC sort of Government. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  We are not that AC/DC.  The short answer is that the system is not compatible. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  It seems to me that it will limit the flexibility in the future if the Government is looking at 
linkages east-west and the need to travel down the line with a hybrid rail system, for instance, if a hybrid rail 
were put up South Street and the Government wanted it further south as well rather than people getting off one 
system and onto another.  I note that the Government has not bothered with the design in the city to cater for 
people getting off one train and onto another but has designed a system in which people can travel straight onto 
the north.  It seems to me that the plan will be less flexible.  Did the Government examine the possibility at any 
time of designing part of the track, if not all of it, that would give greater flexibility? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I understand the point Hon Jim Scott is making.  He is talking about flexibility, and 
I make the point again that light rail does not necessarily move on and off track built for heavy rail.  There is not 
that degree of flexibility in any event.  The project being undertaken here creates the ability to have flexibility in 
interchanges.  People can go east-west and north-south in terms of building up the linkages with the stations and 
the transit systems that can be put in place.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Is that running more heavy rail? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No; we are talking about interchanges.  The design of this rail project suits the 
geographic layout of Perth.  It is very much a north-south focus, and the design of the rail system reflects and 
accommodates that.  The stations are designed to accommodate other forms of public transport to gain easy 
access to those stations.  There is the ability for people to move east-west and north-south fairly comfortably and 
easily within different forms of public transport.  It is designed to accommodate that integration.  It is designed 
to allow the modal transfers in the same way that light and heavy rail integrate in Melbourne.  The whole idea of 
running light rail on heavy rail track has the potential to restrict the operation of the heavy rail dedicated rapid 
transit system.  It is not as simple as getting light rail and sticking it on the train to Mandurah.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have a couple of simple questions.  What is the expected loss of passenger 
numbers as a result of the change to Rockingham?  That would be from the area of the Glen Iris tunnel back to 
Mandurah.  What is the loss of passengers, if any, and the cost savings as a result of that change to Rockingham?  
I am actually referring to page 134 of the master plan, which is the Glen Iris to Mandurah section.  
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Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The amount that will be saved is $70 million.  The figures for the remodelled 
Kenwick route on page 20 of the supplementary master plan indicate that there are 3 580 all-day boardings for 
the new Rockingham transit interchange and the Waikiki station.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, that is right.  If the two figures are added together, the remodelled Kenwick 
route has 3 580 all-day boardings for the new Rockingham transit interchange and the Waikiki station.  The 
question was about the Rockingham passengers. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I want to know how many passengers will be lost because the line will not go into 
Rockingham. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The figures on page 21 of the supplementary master plan indicate that the all-day 
boardings for those two stations are 2 320 and 2 060, which gives a total of 4 380.  That is a gain of about 800, 
not a loss, because the line will go through the residential heart of Rockingham.  Patronage increases on more 
frequent services.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will return to the overall patronage figures later.  I will now shift focus up the line a 
little to two issues.  For the record, can the parliamentary secretary confirm that the Leda and South Lake 
stations will not be built at this stage?  If that is the case, when is it proposed that they will be built in the future?  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No date has been set for the South Lake train station.  It is one of the future 
stations, which is set for 2010 and beyond.  
Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is not on the 2010 horizon. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No; a date has not been set for it.  Provision has been made at Thomsons Lake for 
an extra 600 car parking spaces, increasing the number of spaces to 1 000, to accommodate people from the 
South Lake area. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  People will drive down from South Lake to Thomsons Lake.   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  There will be extra parking for people who choose to do that.  I am told that the 
distance is less than two kilometres.   

The money for Leda is included.  The Government is having ongoing discussions with the developer about the 
timing of the construction of that station.  At the moment, those discussions are about the possibility of building 
it in 2006.  Those discussions have not been concluded, but that is what we are looking at.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  In effect, the money is almost going back in.   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The money is included in the part of the project for Leda.  It was not out.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will move into the territory that is covered by the schedule, starting at the intersection 
of the freeway route for the railway with the freight rail bridge at Glen Iris.  This is referred to in some detail on 
pages 102 and 103 of the supplementary master plan.  I am also looking at figure 11 of the aerial photographs 
that have been provided.  As I understand from pages 102 and 103, the railway heading south will approach that 
point along the median and go up the natural rise.  A new bridge will be built between the twin traffic bridges 
that currently go over the freight line.  Figure 44 on page 104 of the supplementary master plan shows a cross-
section of the line as it crosses over at that point.  That is clear.  I ask the parliamentary secretary to describe 
what will happen after that.  The supplementary master plan says that from that point, the rail lines will continue 
south but must separate.  Presumably one will go left and the other will go right so that they go either side of the 
existing tunnel portal, which is on the south side.  According to the map, that is some 300 or 400 metres south of 
the freight line.  I did not realise it was quite that far.  The slope declines reasonably steeply at that point.  How 
much room is there for the rail line?  How will it be accommodated?  Will the roadway have to be moved 
towards houses, and will that in turn have an effect on sound buffers and the like?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The answer to Hon Simon O’Brien’s question is contained in the master planning 
process.  The planning at that stage for the Kenwick route allowed for one track to go either side of the Glen Iris 
tunnel, plus three freeway lanes, plus a busway.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is already there.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, essentially.  It was in the master plan and the consultation that flowed from 
that.  That was known when community discussions were held and was part of the discussions.  I am advised that 
Mr Court held discussions with community members.  All those areas were part of the master plan.  
Hon Simon O’Brien:  He was good at consulting.  He went to Manjimup too.  
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Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The Liberal Party got rid of him.  The grade is well within the capacity of the trains, 
so it does not pose any problems.  I am advised that the steepest grade on the track to Clarkson runs in and out of 
the Warwick station, and the train handles that okay.  This track is not as steep as the track at the Warwick 
station.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Are the Kenwick and the Glen Iris tunnels included in this financial arrangement?  
Will they remain in place for future years?   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Both the Kenwick and Glen Iris tunnels are included in the budget.  The Kenwick 
tunnel will be completed and it will allow for the trains to run to Thornlie.  The Glen Iris tunnel will be retained 
and it could be used in future.  I am advised that, depending on how the contractor undertakes construction work 
south of the Glen Iris tunnel, it may be used in that process as an interim route by construction trains.  It is part 
of the budget and it will be retained.  It could be used in the future. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I will move further north.  There was an intention to build a bus lane further north 
to the Mount Henry Bridge.  What is the cost of that bus lane compared with the cost of rail for that section?  Is 
it a plus or a minus? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The bus lane to Mount Henry Bridge referred to by Hon Murray Criddle was 
covered by the second stage of the busway project, which cost $70 million.  It was from Manning Road to South 
Street.  That covers the area the member is talking about.  I do not have a figure for that section of the rail line.  
It will obviously be more expensive but I cannot say by how much. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Could I receive information on that comparison at a later date?  I do not want to 
hold up the debate tonight. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am advised it will be possible to make that calculation.  I can commit to providing 
the information to Hon Murray Criddle. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There was some contention about the site distances south of the Mount Henry 
Bridge.  Will the parliamentary secretary give an assurance that there are no safety issues?  I require some 
clarification. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  In relation to the site distances, I am advised that the issues have been addressed 
and have been comprehended in the master plan analysis of what is required on the Mount Henry Bridge.  There 
are ongoing discussions about the road arrangements across the Mount Henry Bridge.  Those discussions are 
being conducted with expert road planners, who are working with Main Roads on that.  I can give members a 
firm commitment that the work will be ongoing and safety for the travelling public in that work will not be 
compromised. 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  The Railway Technical Society of Australasia raised in its submission a couple of safety 
issues that might require further analysis.  Two points in particular need to be discussed; that is, the issue of 
disabled passengers and noise impacts on the city.  Were those matters addressed to the satisfaction of the 
society?  I am particularly concerned about whether the concerns of disabled passengers were properly 
addressed. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The work on noise impacts of rail-wheel interaction is well understood in Australia.  
Places such as Monash University and BHP Melbourne Research Laboratories have an international reputation 
for the work they do.  The Government has people working on the project; for example, Mr Martinovich, who 
has led research work in this area.  Mr Martinovich has also been involved in the design of other tunnel work and 
comprehends the issue involved in rail-wheel interaction.  A range of measures will be introduced to reduce the 
noise impact in that area.  Our consultations with stakeholders about issues concerning disabled passengers are 
well advanced.  That consultation has been ongoing for three years.  We will adopt the disability transport 
standards that the federal Government has recently adopted.  Those standards will comply with the Australian 
public transport standards for access to public transport for people with disabilities.  As I say, those consultations 
are well advanced.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We are making good progress.  We are just about to get on to the Mount Henry Bridge 
and we have picked up 12 minutes - 

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is 10 to 14 minutes.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I note that reference is made to ballasted track on the Mount Henry Bridge.  Will the 
Mount Henry Bridge section have ballast?  How will the rails be mounted on the bridge?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The rail on the Mount Henry Bridge will be mounted on a slab track where rail will 
be directly fixed to concrete.  There will be no ballast for the Mount Henry Bridge.  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is similar to what is proposed for the northbound part of the Narrows Bridge.  
Whether or not it is, I would have thought that if the rails were mounted directly onto the concrete, it would be 
part and parcel of the bridge and therefore there would not be the same sort of give that one would expect.  There 
will be no cushioning effect with regard to vibrations in particular.  Structurally that would not be good for the 
bridge and it could even transmit vibrations to a number of other places, possibly through the ground to nearby 
homes.  Certainly it would cause vibrations from the bridge to adjacent road lanes.  Will the parliamentary 
secretary advise whether any studies have shown that there will be some degree of vibration because of the lack 
of the cushioning effect?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Vibration isolation pads will be placed between the rail and the concrete structure 
during the construction of the slab track.  Vibration and noise attenuation pads, which are made of rubber or an 
elastomeric compound, are needed when steel is put onto concrete like that.  The exact depth and composition of 
those pads will depend on the noise and vibration attenuation required.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  In effect, cushioning will be provided.  That is why I asked that question.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It can also be put under the concrete slab where it interfaces with the bridge 
structure.  It could probably be done twice.  They are looking at the extent to which those attenuation pads will 
be placed throughout the structure.  It will be done on the basis of what is required.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I note in passing that it would perhaps be a bit easier to ask questions of a panel of 
experts when dealing with matters such as this instead of having to get people to educate parliamentary 
secretaries on the run.  I would never reflect on a decision of the House, but sometimes one cannot help thinking 
that there might have been some merit to the idea of having a committee look at this legislation, away from the 
Committee of the Whole House.  However, I would never reflect on a decision of the House, no matter how jolly 
flipping stupid it might have been.  Nonetheless, I thank the parliamentary secretary for his cooperation in 
dealing with what are technical matters.  I know he is taking some trouble to make sure that he gets his answers 
right, as we would expect.   

I move on to Canning Bridge.  As this project has developed, some changes have been made to what was 
planned.  I understand that the buses that were to have dropped passengers at the rail station at Canning Bridge 
will now continue to their former destinations in Perth in response to community concern.  Admittedly, that will 
have to be done without dedicated lanes throughout much of the route.  Will the bus services be kept?  If so, by 
how much will they be reduced?  Can the parliamentary secretary provide any further information on that 
subject?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I refer to the bus services at Canning Bridge.  The buses that currently travel east-
west along Canning Highway and stop at the Canning Bridge transit station will continue to do so.  However, 
people will obviously transfer onto trains.  All the buses that access Perth from the west will continue to do so.  
They will travel from that ramp up the freeway and into the city.  All the buses that use the ramp will continue to 
go into the city. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  With the same frequency of service? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Our committee stage is proceeding very well, and it is doing so in the form of a 
detailed question-and-answer segment, which is quite legitimate.  However, it is also appropriate to raise certain 
matters of opinion and debate in the course of it.  I note that some issues related to Canning Bridge probably 
need to be aired.  They were not aired during the second reading debate, so I take the opportunity to do so now.  
First, the initial proposal was that the bus services onto the freeway would be done away with altogether and that 
people would have to debus, if Perth was their destination, and get onto a train whether they liked it or not.  The 
Government, probably in response to the reaction to that proposal, has now changed its stance to the one that has 
just been described.  It is a pity, though, that those bus passengers will no longer have the dedicated lanes that 
they currently enjoy.  It will mean that those people who currently and will continue to use those bus services 
will have a slightly lower standard of service, because a train that they do not want will be superimposed on their 
travel route.  This is the case for a range of commuters whose point of insertion into the freeway spine route 
occurs north of Glen Iris.  It shows the weakness in the Government’s plan; that is, that although it claims there 
is the much-vaunted 10 to 14-minute saving for people from Mandurah, the fact is that there will be no benefit to 
the vast majority of people who will use this route and who will join the train service north of the freight line.  
This is what makes it so silly.  As an example, I will backtrack a bit to Murdoch, which is just down the line.  
Perhaps the parliamentary secretary will tell us what the rail transit time will be from the time of boarding at 
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South Street in Murdoch to arrival at the final destination in the central business district.  I think it might be 
about 11 minutes. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Do you want that answer by interjection? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will be happy to take it by interjection if the parliamentary secretary has it. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Thirteen minutes by train.  That is on page 76. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Okay.  I have another reference that shows it as 11 minutes.  However, it does not 
matter.  It is about that time.  How long would it take to go by bus from that South Street point into Perth using a 
dedicated lane?  My understanding is that it will take about one minute longer.  What is the point of having 
$500 million extra worth of railway?  It does not stack up.  We will be spending that sort of money for nothing.  
It will not even be for a one-minute saving, or a 90-second saving or a 47-second saving or whatever the heck it 
may be.  The fact is that people will lose that minute by having to change to the rail mode from whatever other 
mode of transport they may use to get from their point of origin to the railway station.  A commuter will have to 
park the car, walk for a few hundred yards, get onto the platform in the middle of the freeway, wait for a train to 
come along, and get on the train.  Many of the commuters who will make up the bulk of the train passengers - 
because they will have to - currently catch buses at a bus stop on the side of the road near where they live.  They 
stay on that bus as it joins the freeway, which in the case of the example I am using is at South Street in 
Murdoch, and off they go into the city.  How are we replacing that with a better option?  We are not, and it is 
costing an extra $500 million in infrastructure and an extra $700 million to $800 million in borrowings.  This 
underscores the reason that the Opposition views this proposal with great circumspection.  It is not that anything 
will be wrong with the railway that will be built.  I am sure our engineers will do a great job with it.  However, 
what is the point?  There is no point.   

I raise those issues, together with the old chestnut about the bus lane that currently goes from Canning Highway 
north to enter the freeway that will have to be torn down and rebuilt a few feet to the west.  That is the sort of 
thing that really gets on the wick of the public of Western Australia.  Everyone in this place should know that it 
infuriates people when we have perfectly good infrastructure that is performing a perfectly good purpose in a 
very efficient manner but that for no apparent reason is to be torn down and then rebuilt in a similar fashion a 
few feet away!  That is the sort of thing that characterises the approach that this Government is taking to this 
railway: “We will do this by hook or by crook, because we need something to differentiate ourselves from the 
last mob”.  That approach does not stack up.  We now have to be here at half past 12 in the morning to push this 
through because this damned Government has some artificial and unnecessary tight deadline that it has to meet 
so that it can waste money and borrow hundreds of millions of dollars for the sake of its vanity.  That is what we 
will have to do and continue to do for the next however long it takes.  However, I did not think we should go for 
too much longer without pointing out the stupid and unnecessary nature of what this Government is doing.  I do 
not know whether the parliamentary secretary wants to respond.  I am not asking for a response.  I am just 
making a point.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I might not do so much fist thumping. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Quite frankly, we are getting a bit sick of the arrogance of your Government.  That is why 
we are here at this hour.  Do not criticise me for that.  You and your rotten minister should get out there.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The bus will come off the freeway at Canning Bridge.  The ramp will be taken 
down and demolished.  Another will be built so that the bus may enter the freeway on the central lane.  The Main 
Roads advice on the traffic in that vicinity is that it is generally good and it is not a congested area.  The main 
congested area is around Judd Street.  At Judd Street the buses will be able to travel in a dedicated bus lane to the 
south end of the Narrows Bridge.  Hon Simon O’Brien made the point about the relative travel time from South 
Street to Perth.  It is interesting to note that Warwick used to have a dedicated bus station.  Dedicated bus lanes 
ran south from Warwick station into Roe Street.  Interestingly, the same sorts of comments were made about 
Warwick station that are now being made about South Street station.  Similar bus infrastructure was removed to 
accommodate Warwick station; indeed, Warwick station is closer to the city than South Street.  The benefits that 
the train service will deliver in comparison with the bus service include a greater capacity, greater reliability and 
greater safety.  It is part of a much more extensive project than simply Perth to South Street. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Has the parliamentary secretary any data on how many road lanes the trains will replace 
when they are running at full capacity and what it would have cost if additional road lanes had been necessary? 
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Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I have found the reference to that in the supplementary master plan.  A reference on 
page 86 addresses that question.  The paragraphs read - 

It can be shown using normally accepted data that through the Lake Monger area, the Northern Suburbs 
Railway carries the equivalent of over 2.5 freeway lanes of traffic towards Perth in the morning peak 
hour period. 

The proposed SWMR train service will yield similar benefits through the South Perth area. 

These figures refer to projected annual rail patronage in 2006.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That promotes immediately the question I was asking earlier on about the growth in 
traffic as a result of opening up the areas to the north and bringing the traffic down the freeway.  If at least one 
lane is closed, as will be done in this case on either side of the railway, pressure will automatically be put on the 
freeway.  The parliamentary secretary made the comment that there was no pressure, apart from Judd Street, 
from vehicular traffic under the Canning Bridge.  There is also a bottleneck at that point.  Has any allowance 
been made for widening the road in the Canning Bridge area?  That is a major bottleneck at present.  We are 
creating further bottlenecks, which is why the Narrows Bridge was built in the first place.  I understand what 
Hon Jim Scott is saying to justify his position.  The simple fact of the matter is that we will just create a long-
term problem based on the fact that traffic will grow.  If the freeway is extended south beyond Safety Bay Road, 
and around Mandurah, we will have a major problem.  We are not fixing the problem at all.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The busway was designed to go underneath Canning Bridge, with two lanes for the 
busway, and three lanes of traffic on either side.  This project will replace those busways with rail traffic, and it 
will retain the three lanes of traffic on either side.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is exactly what I said.  The problem is already there.  Has there been any 
provision to solve the problem that already exists?   

Hon Norman Moore:  You will have to catch the train.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I know I would have to catch the train, but most people do not want to.  Hon Jim 
Scott pointed out earlier that the catchment area is exactly where the buses currently feed off.  People will quite 
happily go on a bus into Perth. 

I again ask the question I asked earlier so that I can identify the savings or otherwise contained in page 134 of 
the budget papers.  Can I have a breakdown of that $194.7 million?  I do not necessarily need it now, but in the 
next day or two, if possible.  I realise it would take substantial time now to clarify it.  I will later ask for the same 
information on the Perth to Narrows Bridge section.  Can I have some clarification on that?  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:   I am advised that we will be able to provide that information in the next day or so.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I return to the point I was making about the safety issues, and the width of space in 
which the train will travel.  I think 10.2 metres is allowed according to the current information we have.  There 
was some discussion about this in the second reading debate.  I would like clarification of the safety 
requirements for trains passing at 130 kilometres an hour.  Does that distance meet all the stipulated 
requirements for safety that exist at present?  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  For about the past six weeks a detailed risk analysis has been carried out with Main 
Roads Western Australia, and that process has probably another six weeks to run.  It is considering rail safety 
aspects, as well as the Fremantle traffic aspects.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Will that guarantee the safety of trains passing on the two rail tracks with a 10.2 
metre median?  I want to know whether there is currently a world standard or a set of standards that must be met, 
or do Governments just do whatever they want to do?  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Hon Murray Criddle has asked about particular standards for rail safety.  The 
standards vary.  We have determined that for this project the trains can be run safely with a 4.2-metre centre.  
The important and critical consideration is that, at the end of the day, we must satisfy the rail safety regulator 
that it is world’s best practice.  We are confident that that standard will be met.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am pleased that the Government is confident that this will work.  I would like to 
be confident that when I get in a train with 399 other people, it will miss the train also carrying 399 people that is 
coming the other way.  That is the point I am making.  It has to be absolutely safe.  There should be no ifs or buts 
about it.  Maybe the six-week test will determine whether it will work.  Are we building something that works?  
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Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am advised that what is proposed is no different from the clearances around the 
world for trains that run through tunnels at high speeds.  Those standards are international standards.  This 
standard will be met.   
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I want to ask a couple of questions about safety and whether there has been an 
independent economic review of some of the difficulties that will be faced.  This follows from Hon Murray 
Criddle’s line of questioning about the safety of the rail.  I expressed in my speech during the second reading 
debate the view of Professor Martyn Webb and others about the failure of the Government to provide an 
independent review of the substantial construction costs of this option, particularly in light of the extreme 
difficulties of establishing firm foundations in the sand and mud of the Perth foreshore near the Narrows Bridge, 
the conditions underneath William Street and the fact that more than half the total cost of construction will be 
incurred on the shorter northern section of the south west metropolitan railway.  Does the Government intend to 
undertake an independent review of the cost of construction over the Narrows Bridge, and are there any 
engineering fears about building on the sand and mud at the Perth foreshore near the Narrows Bridge and the 
conditions under William Street?  Will there be an independent review of those costs so that the public of 
Western Australia can be satisfied that they are justified and that there is no danger in building where it is 
planned to build?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  All the costs have been developed with reference to expert consultants.  Those costs 
have been supported by detailed risk analyses, which are included in the project budget.  The level of detail of 
the cost estimates is at least as good as that in other projects of this nature.  Ongoing detailed reviews at 
executive level will be carried out to ensure that the project costs are contained. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for his explanation but it did not answer my 
question.  I asked whether the Government intends to conduct an independent review.  I construe from his 
response that the answer is no.  

Does the Government intend to inform the public of a full and comprehensive economic assessment such as that 
which the Victorian Government recently undertook of the Tullamarine railway, as a result of which 
construction of the railway was subsequently deferred?  I want to know whether the Government intends to 
conduct a full review of the revenue, expenditure, public subsidy, projected fare income and interest on capital 
repayments.  According to my information that could exceed a cost of $7 billion over 30 years.  I asked a simple 
question.  Does the Government intend to conduct a full and comprehensive economic assessment before it 
undertakes the building of the south metropolitan railway?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  An economic assessment was carried out for the original south west master plan.  
The capital and operating costs in this project are similar to those costs.  We are not contemplating a further 
economic analysis of that sort.  However, we are looking at the revenue figures and the capital repayment 
requirements; that is, the recurrent costs of the project.  A review of that is being undertaken in consultation with 
officers from Treasury.  In relation to the Perth city section, a detailed economic analysis was undertaken as part 
of the route comparison.  It was published as part of the second Perth City Rail Advisory Committee report, 
which was released in May this year. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation.  Part of my question was 
whether the Government intends to publish that information in consultation with Treasury.  Will that information 
be published for the public of Western Australia? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I cannot give a categorical answer as it is a matter for the minister at that time. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would like to move over the Narrows Bridge and ask a few questions about how 
the tunnel will be constructed.  Will it be secured by caissons into the limestone or is there another method by 
which it will be constructed? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The preferred method for the cut-and-cover work will be stone columns, which is 
the same method used for the convention centre road embankments. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Does that mean that the columns will go into the limestone as a base?  What will 
secure the tunnel?  We do not want to see a train racing off the middle of the bridge and not hitting the middle of 
the tunnel.  What will stabilise it? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The short answer is yes; the columns will extend into the bedrock. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is the section along the foreshore leading into the tunnel, which will then 
proceed up William Street.  Do we know exactly what is underneath those buildings?  What is the risk factor 
with the buildings that will be tunnelled under?  Is there a clear understanding of the obstacles that may be in the 
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way?  I understand that some of those buildings have substantial foundations.  Can they be negotiated without 
hitting the foundations?   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  We have accurate information on all the foundations that I am advised we will 
avoid.  We have information on the steel ground anchors that are within the road reserve, which are non-
structural elements that are temporary measures for basement construction.  I am advised that the rail will pass 
under those elements. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  With regard to that information, is there an allowance for risk in the budget, for 
which I have sought clarification?  All I am asking is that any allocation for risk be included in the detail that I 
have already asked for, which I believe the parliamentary secretary agreed to give me at a future time.  In other 
words, if it is not in the budget, it will not be included in the analysis. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  There is an allowance for risk and I am advised that the figure will be identified 
when the information the member asked for is forwarded to him. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Before I return to the financial details, my last question with regard to this clause 
concerns the former Myer building.  Will the parliamentary secretary outline the intended negotiations and at 
what stage they are currently?  There is some uncertainty for not only the people who own the building but also 
the lessees of the building. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Discussions have been conducted with all owners and lessees of those businesses 
and they are visited at least once a month to keep them up-to-date with the project.  We will enter into formal 
negotiations when the passage of the legislation has been dealt with.  We have had discussions with them for 
some months now and we will enter into the formal phase when the Bill is passed.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I understand that there have been some discussions about purchasing either half or 
all of the Myer building.  It seems entirely unsatisfactory to purchase only a section of such an old building.  
Does the Government have an understanding with the owners that it will purchase the whole building if the 
railway goes through or under that area?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The Government has investigated the partial acquisition of half of the Myer 
building.  We have considered that on the basis that it has occurred in the past.  The construction of the Graham 
Farmer Freeway involved partial acquisition of a building that was modified.  However, we note that in the past 
that has occurred with the agreement of the owner.  That will be an important consideration for us when we 
discuss this matter with the owners of the Myer building.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We are getting to the end of questions about infrastructure matters per se.  A number of 
questions have been settled by various matters that other members have raised.  During the second reading 
debate, mention was made of this option being preferable to the extension of the Armadale line because that way 
the Armadale line would still have room to grow, whereas the construction of the Kenwick line would have 
brought it up to its full capacity.  I will ask some questions on that theme.  Are the railcars four or six-car sets?   

Hon Graham Giffard:  They are three-car trains.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The supplementary master plan referred to some services that may have to run down 
Thomsons Lake and which would require six-car trains.  Will the trains be doubled up from time to time to allow 
for greater passenger capacity?  I want to find out the length of the platforms.  I assume that they will be a 
variety of lengths.  Will the stations, particularly the underground stations, which are likely to be key 
destinations during peak hours, be long enough to take six-car trains?  If not, how will the passengers be 
unloaded?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  All stations in this project will be built for six-car trains. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Does that include the underground ones in William Street?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  All the stations on the northern suburbs train system will be extended to 
accommodate six-car trains.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  A number of them currently accommodate four-car trains.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  A dedicated six-car train will run from Whitfords to Thomsons Lake and 
return.  On top of that, a three-car train will run from Mandurah to Clarkson and return.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That probably brings to an end the questions I had of an engineering or technical 
nature.  Other members are probably also finished.  That is not to say that there are not a whole lot of questions 
that would be of interest to a whole lot of people.  I do not want to labour the point too much, but that 
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demonstrates how this type of proceeding on the floor of the House is not a suitable way to consider a technical 
Bill.  I do not derive much pleasure from being able to say to the House, “I told you so.”  It is not good enough to 
have these obvious restrictions on us when we are considering a Bill of this nature and importance.  I have made 
that point and will now move on.   

In closing my remarks at the second reading stage, I referred to two central points to outline the Opposition’s 
position.  One related to patronage figures and the other to overall costs.  Hon Murray Criddle has indicated that 
he will ask some questions about costs, so I will restrict my present questions to the matter of patronage.  Hon 
Peter Foss said some things about this matter earlier.  No doubt he will have some other things to say on other 
occasions.  I draw members’ attention to page 19 of the supplementary master plan, which refers to patronage 
figures.  This is, in large part, the aspect of the whole project that justifies it or not, so it is pretty important.  It 
states -  

Because of the importance of demand modelling, a full description of the process is given in a separate 
paper.  

The Opposition has asked for that separate paper, but we do not believe we have received it.  We do not know 
whether it exists.  I ask the parliamentary secretary: what is that separate paper?  Does it exist; and, if so, can we 
have a look at it?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The paper that Hon Simon O’Brien mentioned is referred to on page 19 of the 
supplementary master plan.  He is probably aware that an undertaking was given in the other place to table that 
paper when it was completed.  The commitment was to complete it by the end of November.  Essentially, as I 
understand it, all the work on it is finished.  It is just being reviewed.  That document has not yet been tabled, 
and I am not in a position to table it now.  However, I am advised that the commitment to table it by the end of 
November will be met. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for his answer.  I do not think it is being pedantic to 
note that the supplementary master plan states that a full description of the process is given in a separate paper, 
and the salient points from that paper are reproduced in the supplementary master plan.  It gives the indication 
that there is a complete document and that it is an important document because it contains some important data.  
We have subsequently found that no document existed at the time the supplementary master plan was published.  
Indeed, it has not been finished yet.  I do not know what on earth is being done to it.  However, I think the 
parliamentary secretary will appreciate the Opposition’s trepidation, given that it has highlighted the whole 
question of patronage figures as being germane to whether the Government can justify the colossal expense of a 
railway. 
I also remind the Committee of the Whole House that during the second reading debate I directed the attention of 
the Chamber to the fact that when the people acting on behalf of the Opposition in this place set out to try to 
track down this paper, they had no more luck than did our colleagues in another place.  We requested a copy of 
the report just over a week before our last sitting day, I think, and we were sent a copy of the 1988 report, which 
quite clearly was not what was required.  Anyone should know that that was not what was required, but that was 
what we were sent.  Further calls were made.  We were finally told that the report was currently being prepared 
and would not be available for some time - perhaps a month.  I am referring to some notes that I have from the 
first week of this month. 
In the meantime, Hon Peter Foss has taken certain actions demanding that this paper be provided.  As recently as 
our last sitting day, when I was part way through my remarks in the second reading debate, in question time a 
document was tabled that was meant to be provided to Hon Peter Foss, as I understand it, in satisfaction of that 
latest request.  Lo and behold, that turned out to be that very thick document that gives the old 1998 figures from 
the previous plan.  The official record shows that this is 26 November.  I say for the purpose of the Hansard 
record that it is, of course, 25 past one on the morning of 27 November, even though officially the sitting day is 
still 26 November.  We are now being told that in order to satisfy the Government’s requirements for royal 
assent to this Bill, this Bill must go through the Parliament this week, because certain advertisements have been 
arranged to be placed on 30 November.  We are told also that a range of processes will flow from those 
advertisements, and if the Government cannot get that 30 November advertising in place a lot of things will fall 
into a hole.  At the same time, we are now told, finally, that this paper should be finished and be available by 30 
November, when the advertisements will be hot off the presses, and when, presumably, royal assent has been 
obtained, or certainly when the Bill has passed through all stages in both Houses of this Parliament.  I am sure 
Hon Peter Foss will be following up that matter, as he has said he will, because it is not good enough that we are 
required to debate this sort of Bill and all that it implies through to finality at half past one in the morning; and 
we are a long way off finishing yet.  I make that point for the record.  I am not phrasing it as a question.  It is a 
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statement.  As Hon Peter Foss is absent from the Chamber on urgent parliamentary business, it is an observation 
that has to be made before we proceed past this point.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have made the point that I will be asking some questions about the financials on 
page 133.  I would like the parliamentary secretary to give me some indication of why the $141.5 million has 
blown out to $158 million.  I understand also that the rolling stock on the contract was $437 million for 91 
railcars instead of the 117 railcars that we had intended to order.  We had made provision in our budget for about 
398 railcars.  The Perth to Thornlie line goes from $115.7 million to $87.8 million.  I think I have been given 
some indication about the Perth to Mandurah section, and I will get that information later, but perhaps the 
parliamentary secretary would like to touch on that as well.  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The increases in project management and engineering costs reflect the additional 
engineering involved in more complex work during those periods.  That is why the figure goes up from 
$141.5 million to $158 million.  The $300 million rolling stock and depot amount is directly comparable with the 
$398 million in the original master plan.  Neither of those figures includes maintenance.  The $398 million was 
for the capital costs of the 117 railcars only and did not include recurrent maintenance costs over a 15-year 
period.  The $300 million is a capital cost for the 93 railcars.  Hon Murray Criddle asked about Thornlie.  There 
is a reduced scope of works at Thornlie, which is why the amount is reduced for the subsequent periods.  That 
means that fewer trains will be running through that area, so the scope of work has been reduced. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Page 105 of the metropolitan master plan 2000 quite clearly states that the 
Mandurah section of the railway line will cost $629 million for infrastructure and $312 million for rolling stock. 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The $312 million applied to the south west metropolitan railway needs.  This figure 
refers, in addition to that, to the northern suburbs extension and growth on the whole urban system.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I realise that.  Our figure was $398 million including depots and the like, and the 
Government’s figure is $437 million.   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  That figure includes maintenance.  The $398 million was for railcars and depots 
only.  The $300 million is for 93 railcars, and depots only.  The $137 million Hon Murray Criddle is talking 
about is the maintenance - the operating costs.  No maintenance or operating costs were included in the 
$398 million either.  Hon Murray Criddle is saying it is $437 million, but the capital cost is $300 million.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I want a clear understanding of what the $437 million announced by the minister 
for 91 railcars was about.  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The $300 million was for the 93 railcars and depots.  That is the capital component.  
The other $137 million is for recurrent expenditure, to maintain those trains for 15 years.  That is what the 
$437 million is made up of.  
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I want to refer to some of the social impacts of this route, which I maintained in my 
contribution to the second reading debate was the wrong route.  I refer to a report by Environmental Resources 
Management Australia, which was commissioned by the City of Rockingham in 1999, to examine the potential 
economic impact on Rockingham of the alternative route alignment options.  An article in The West Australian 
on the announcement by the Premier of the contract for the design reported that a bonanza of jobs would be 
created - some 6 000 positions.  He made the announcement at the signing of the $9.77 million contract for part 
of the railway infrastructure.  I want to specifically put on the record that the ERM Australia report talked about 
the economic impacts for Rockingham of the route if it had gone through the city centre.  The report contains 
some information that I think is important.  The Government needs to recognise that there is a lopsided benefit in 
employment.  The unemployment rate for Rockingham at the time of the 1996 census was 10.5 per cent.  The 
report indicates that the considerable employment opportunities generated by a direct route alignment into the 
city centre would facilitate a higher level of regional self-sufficiency than would a route to the eastern side of the 
city centre.  In addition, the high unemployment rates in the south west corridor generally and the higher job 
opportunities afforded by a direct route into the city centre are extremely important in this region.  They are very 
important in this region because people have less access to public transport.  Rockingham has the highest 
unemployment rates for 15 to 19-year-olds and 20 to 24-year-olds.  The unemployment rate for 15 to 19-year-
olds is 17 per cent and for 20 to 24-year-olds it is 19 per cent.  They have less access to employment 
opportunities outside Rockingham because they do not have their own vehicles.  If the rail route is located to the 
eastern side of the city centre, the additional 1 130 direct and 1 000 indirect jobs either will be lost to the 
Western Australian economy or will graduate to the inner corridor areas such as Perth and Thomsons Lake.  I 
emphasise that point to the parliamentary secretary.  This will serve only to reinforce the present labour market 
disequilibrium in the Rockingham and Kwinana areas.  The employment opportunities that would be generated 
as a consequence of a direct route into the Rockingham city centre would assist in reducing the long-term rate of 
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employment in the area.  To simplify my query, where are the 6 000 jobs?  Does the documentation that has been 
produced for the City of Rockingham by ERM Australia justify its reason for the Rockingham connection, with 
the very serious social impact of addressing the high unemployment rate among the young people in 
Rockingham and Kwinana?  Is the report accurate?  Will there be disequilibrium in jobs from the south to the 
centre of Perth, which does not have a high unemployment rate? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I will have to take that question on notice.  I do not have a ready answer to the 
member’s question, but I will follow it up and provide her with an answer.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Mr Chairman, you would be aware that the supplementary notice paper contains a 
couple of proposals, one of which is for a new clause 4.  Obviously, the Committee will consider that clause 4 at 
the appropriate time, which I hope will be fairly soon.  However, it will help procedurally later if I were to ask a 
question now, which I believe I can ask under clause 3 because it relates to the authority for this Bill to be made.   

Section 96(1) of the Public Works Act 1902 establishes, first, that every railway should be made under the 
authority of a special Act.  That is the process we are going through at the moment.  In part it goes on to say -  

. . . but it shall be lawful to deviate from such line at a distance of 1.6 kilometres on either side thereof, 
or such other distance as may be provided in any special Act.   

Of course, 1.6 kilometres is the old mile, which would have been referred to in 1902.  When one is considering a 
Government of 100 years ago putting a railway across the Nullarbor or another area in which the topography is 
not even completely known by survey, it seems reasonable that the line could, for a range of reasons, deviate 
somewhat.  However, most of this project involves inner city stuff; in fact, much of the rail is in the central 
business district itself.  In theory, the Government could have this Bill passed and then decide for whatever 
reason that it will not pursue the William Street underground route but run the rail line for another kilometre or 
so along the river foreshore before having it turn north to hook up with the existing railway.  That is not what is 
contemplated.  I am sure the Government would say that that simply will not be contemplated.  However, if that 
measure is unnecessary, this Bill probably should not be allowed to pass without a planned major deviation of 
the route through the central business district being required to come before the Parliament.  Would 50 metres be 
a more realistic deviation allowance?  Perhaps some other deviation allowance of considerably less than 1.6 
kilometres but a bit more than 50 metres might be necessary.  Could the parliamentary secretary tell us, so that 
we do not have any procedural difficulties shortly, the absolute minimum deviation allowance that is required in 
case there must be a bit of a bend in the railway line?  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Hon Simon O’Brien would be aware that we support in principle the point he 
makes about the Government not requiring a 1.6-kilometre deviation allowance for this project.  I note that an 
amendment on the supplementary notice paper deals with that matter.  Although we support in principle the 
point he makes, I am advised that, given the urban environment and the possibility, however remote, for 
unforeseen geotechnical conditions or underground obstructions to occur, a distance of 50 metres might pose 
some difficulties for us.  In the spirit of acknowledging that the allowed deviation of 1.6 kilometres is more than 
is required, we suggest to Hon Simon O’Brien that 200 metres would be sufficient for the Government’s 
purposes of dealing with any issues that it might need to deal with.  We make that offer, recognising and 
acknowledging the principle that Hon Simon O’Brien has outlined.    

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We have been considering the current route.  Have there been any further developments in 
the project that indicate that some other deviation might be necessary?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  To clarify my earlier point, I refer to a public document that I released as minister, 
which indicates that $398 million will be funded by way of an operating lease to the private sector for the supply 
and maintenance of railcars, including the necessary infrastructure.  

Clause put and passed. 

New clause 4 - 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is the chairman aware of another amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN:  I understand that Hon Simon O’Brien will move new clause 4.  When I put the question, the 
parliamentary secretary will move that the numerals 50 be deleted and 200 be substituted.  It would be against 
standing orders to defeat this clause and have the parliamentary secretary move the same clause with different 
figures.  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr Chairman, for clarifying that.  A range of matters have been clarified.  I 
move - 

Page 2, after line 7 - To insert the following new clause - 

4. Deviation to be limited 
For the purposes of subsection 96(1) of the Public Works Act 1902, 50 metres is set as 
the distance for which it shall be lawful to deviate from the line of the railway set out 
in Schedule 1 and the accompanying map. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Subject to three small amendments I support this new clause.  I move - 

New clause 4, line 3 - To delete “50” and insert “200”.  

New clause 4, line 3 - To delete “accompanying”.  

New clause 4, line 3 – To insert after “map” the words “referred to in Schedule 1”.  

It will then read in part “set out in Schedule 1 and the map referred to in schedule 1”.  That amendment is based 
on legal advice because the word “accompanying” might be ambiguous in the context of a Bill or an Act.  It 
means a lot to us as we go through this process, but it might not mean much to someone reading the statute.  

Amendments put and passed. 

New clause, as amended, put and passed. 

New clause 5 - 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I move - 

To insert the following new clause - 

5. Right to compensation not limited by Special Act of Parliament 
Despite the specific authorisation of this Act, a person who is the owner of or 
interested in any land which is injured or damaged by any works carried out by reason 
of the authority of this Act shall not be deprived of any right to recover damages with 
respect to that injury or damage to that land that the owner might otherwise have had 
but for this Act. 

By way of brief explanation, some concern has been expressed publicly and in a number of forums, including 
this place during the second reading debate, that the status of people who may have their property affected may 
be extremely limited in their capacity to seek or obtain compensation.  I am not referring specifically to 
landowners.  That is the key point that needs to be understood.  I am talking about the protection of interests of 
people who may be tenants - as opposed to owners of property - and those who carry on businesses in buildings 
on land affected by the building of the railway, and several other categories of person.  The Government has 
indicated a willingness to accept this new clause.  I am sure it will be appreciated by a number of people whose 
views have been represented in this place in that they have grave misgivings about whether their rights will be 
upheld by the Government.  The parliamentary secretary can correct me if I am wrong, but I understand the 
Government’s predisposition to accept this new clause is based in providing a gesture to the Parliament and the 
public to give a fair go - as far as it can - to people caught in the positions I have described.  It is also prepared to 
give a fair go to the extent that a special Act of Parliament would otherwise deprive people of that fair go.  This 
new clause reinstitutes the position.  I seek the support of the Committee for this new clause. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I indicate the Government’s support for the new clause moved by Hon Simon 
O’Brien and the principle he is advocating by way of this amendment.  Expressions of a fair go for all people is 
wholly supported by the Government. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I want to signify the support of the Greens (WA) for this clause.  It is a very reasonable one 
that will allay the fears of property owners who may be impacted by the rail project. 

New clause put and passed. 

Schedule put and passed. 

Title put and passed.   

Bill reported, with amendments. 
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Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages.   

Report 

Report of the Committee adopted. 

Third Reading 

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.01 am]:  I move -  

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [2.02 am]:  The Bill, as it emerged from the committee stage, 
has had a couple of necessary amendments made to it, and I thank the Government for acquiescing in those 
amendments.  One amendment relates to the possible deviation of the line.  The second amendment relates to the 
very important matter of the deprivation of the rights of people who have an interest in land and who may be 
affected by a loss of entitlement to compensation that might otherwise be extinguished by force of a special Act 
of Parliament, such as this legislation.  Those improvements, however, do not detract from the Opposition’s 
opposition to the Bill on the bases that a case has not been made on the basis of patronage nor has a benefit to the 
community been demonstrated for the concept of the railway containment in the Bill, and the Bill imposes an 
unnecessary burden of capital expenditure on the State to the tune of many hundreds of millions of dollars, all of 
which will be funded by borrowings.  For those reasons the Opposition will oppose the third reading.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Jim Scott  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Tom Stephens  

Noes (12) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Norman Moore 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Peter Foss 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
 Hon Robin Chapple Hon Barry House 
 Hon Giz Watson Hon Bill Stretch 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 

House adjourned at 2.07 am (Wednesday) 

__________ 
 


