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THE PRESIDENT (Hon John Cowdell) took the Chair at 4.00 pm, and read prayers.

PERTH URBAN RAIL DEVELOPMENT, TABLING OF QUESTIONS AND REFERRAL TO STANDING
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE

Motion
Resumed from 6 March on the following motion moved by Hon Peter Foss -

(1) That the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure do -

(a) table in the House at the next sitting day three calendar days after the making of this order,
full and complete answers to all the questions of which notice was given with respect to the
Perth urban rail development proposal for the hearing by the estimates committee for the
2002-03 budget together with all the documents requested by those questions;

(b) attend before the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance at its next
meeting after such tabling and thereafter and with such other witnesses as directed by that
committee in order that the committee may satisfy itself as to the adequacy of such answers
and tabling, and on any other matters arising out of those answers or which as a result of its
inquiries the standing committee consider appropriate to inquire into.

(2) The standing committee do generally inquire into and maintain parliamentary supervision over the
Perth urban rail development and report to the House.

(3) The standing committee do report to the House -
(a) with respect to the compliance of the parliamentary secretary with part (1)(a) of this order no

later than three sitting days after the making of this order;
(b) with respect to compliance with part (1)(b) of this order, and any other matters related

thereto, no later than 3 December 2002; and
(c) otherwise, as the committee deems fit from time to time.

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.05 pm]:  I refer those members who like to keep track of matters to pages
E865 to E874 of Hansard of 2002, which contain the questions on notice that were asked.  That should also refresh
members’ memories about the answers we received.  I provided to the estimates committee a list of the questions that
had not been appropriately answered, and I read that to the House last week.  The Department for Planning and
Infrastructure refused to answer a number of those.  Generally the answer that was given was that the department would
not tell us at that time, but that we would find the answer when we received the supplementary master plan.

During the estimates hearing I again asked the department to go through those questions and answer them properly.
That is found in supplementary information No 12 on page E862 of Hansard.  A committee of the House asked
questions of a witness, who was obliged but refused to answer.  The department was again asked to answer those
questions.  I asked -

I have made a list of the questions on notice for which information apparently is available but has not been
provided.  I table that list and ask that the answers to the questions on notice be provided, if the information is
available, because this Committee is entitled to answers.

The answer we received was -

Where questions on notice have sought information or documentation which is not finalised, and/or which is
subject to the deliberative processes of government, that draft or preliminary material has not been provided.

That is straight-out defiance -

The information sought in the questions is generally within the scope of the matters which will be finalised in
the Master plan process, so that information based upon the final decisions of the Government will be available
to the members when the Master plan is released.  It is anticipated that the Master plan will be released by late
July 2002.

The original responses to the questions on notice therefore stand.

That is strike two.  The department was not content with defying this Parliament and its estimates committee once.
When it was drawn to its attention that the questions were asked by a committee of the Parliament and that it was
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obliged to answer them, it sent back a supplementary answer that said, “No”.  This has shades of Peter Murphy.  The
department said that it would not provide the answers.  The supplementary information continued -

Some answers refer to the original Master plan produced under the former Government and the documents
upon which that Master plan was based.  The Parliamentary Secretary will table a copy of such a report, being
a paper titled “The Modelling of Patronage Forecast for the South West Metropolitan Railway Master Plan”,
prepared by Asymptote Consulting for the original Master plan.

The answer includes a statement that we will receive a document.  What worries me is not only did the department
refuse to answer the committee once, but also when given a second chance it refused to answer the committee and
virtually defied the Parliament.  When did something start to happen?  It did not start to happen until the Bill came into
this House, and I threatened to bring this motion on.  We then received some answers.  I have two comments to make
on those answers tabled by Hon Graham Giffard in November 2002.  The first is that many of the questions were still
not properly answered.  This was the third time they had been asked and they were still not properly answered.
However, the second comment is that mine were not answered at all, which is a bit of an insult.  Admittedly, only one
of my questions has not been answered, but it was a very vital one.  I refer members to the document -

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I do not know why you are so upset.  I never used to get my questions answered, especially not
by you.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Poor little ladies like Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who do not attend during the debate and then try to
make a comment, do not understand that in this House there is no obligation on a minister to answer any question.  All a
minister in this House has is the obligation to stand up in public and say that he or she refuses to answer that question.
It is different when it is a question asked in the Committee of the Whole House.  If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich would like
me to repeat my argument -

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Peter Foss has the call.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does not seem to understand, and it is a pity she was not paying attention
during the earlier part of this debate, or during the debates we had about Dr Peter Murphy.  The difference between
these questions and those seeking information in the House is that ministers are not obliged to answer questions.  It is
their choice as to whether they answer them, but when the Committee puts a question, or this House orders a minister or
another person to answer a question, they are obliged to answer.  The estimates committee, a Committee of the Whole
House, put questions to the department, which the department refused to answer.  That is an offence under the
Parliamentary Privileges Act 1891.  The Committee then put another set of questions, which again the department
refused to answer.  That is an offence under the Parliamentary Privileges Act.  That is the point I made.  The fact that
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich must have missed the earlier part of this debate and the entire debate on Dr Peter Murphy is a
pity.  She should not interject to take me back to the beginning of a very well-argued case to raise matters that are
totally irrelevant and wrong.  If she paid attention, she would not fall into the trap of showing her ignorance.

As I said, the answers tabled by the parliamentary secretary can be found in tabled paper No 460, which was tabled in
this House on 13 November 2002.  It should be kept in mind that the estimates committee took place in June.  It took
from June to November to get any answers, and I did not get any at all at that time.  On the following day, 14
November, we received the document promised as supplementary material, which ended up as tabled paper No 474.
Interestingly enough, this paper was prepared in December 1998.  How can it take from June to November to table a
document that had been promised to a committee, when that document has existed since December 1998?  I have a
problem with what has been done by this Government, particularly the parliamentary secretary.  If this matter had been
answered in the estimates committee, the individual who had answered it would have been subject to all the penalties
under the Parliamentary Privileges Act covering false answers and, more importantly, could have been asked further
questions during the estimates hearings.

Not only did we miss the opportunity for an answer virtually on oath, but we also missed the opportunity to make use of
the estimates committee.  It is hard enough to get any useful estimates format, but when the committee comes up with a
good format, if people are allowed to get away with this, the opportunity to scrutinise the dealings of the Government is
lost.  That was particularly important, because, in November, the House passed the Bill authorising the public works.
Even if we get the information now, we have lost the opportunity to find out before we authorise that work.  I intend to
demonstrate that that is a massive contempt, because of the impact of some of the matters now being disclosed by
another document tabled by Hon Graham Giffard on 4 March 2003 as tabled paper No 785.  We have been strung along
by this department and this Government, which has concealed a matter of vital importance to this Parliament in
determining, first, whether to grant moneys and, secondly, whether to allow a public work to be built.  The first
paragraph of part (1) of my motion reads -

That the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure do -

(a) table in the House at the next sitting day three calendar days after the making of this order, full and
complete answers to all the questions of which notice was given with respect to the Perth urban rail
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development proposal for the hearing by the estimates committee for the 2002-03 budget together
with all the documents requested by those questions;

That order is necessary so that this Government is put on exactly the same requirement for honest disclosure as would
apply to any committee.  I do not wish this House to be deprived of that right, by continual refusal to answer during the
committee proceedings.  Unless we get that order, how are we to get the benefit of that honest disclosure?  The second
paragraph of part (1) of the motion requires the parliamentary secretary to -

(b) attend before the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance at its next meeting after
such tabling and thereafter and with such other witnesses as directed by that committee in order that
the committee may satisfy itself as to the adequacy of such answers and tabling, and on any other
matters arising out of those answers or which as a result of its inquiries the standing committee
consider appropriate to inquire into.

I will go through some of the questions that will need a bit of probing to see how adequate they are, because some of the
answers raise more questions than they answer.  This paragraph is necessary to place at least some part of this
Parliament in the position it would have been in had those questions been answered prior to estimates, and the
committee then had the opportunity to follow up with other questions.  This is the minimum measure to enable this
Parliament to overcome the contempt of this department in refusing three times to honour its obligations under the rules
of the House and the statutes of this State.  Part (2) of the motion refers to something the committee would probably do
anyway, but it is important that there be a specific reference.  It states -

(2) The standing committee do generally inquire into and maintain parliamentary supervision over the
Perth urban rail development and report to the House.

The committee can do that anyway, probably as a self-referral, but it is important that the House now resolves that, if
the Government is so dodgy in answering questions, the committee should keep an eye on it.  It is a red flag.
Part (3) of my motion states -

The Standing Committee do report to the House -
(a) with respect to the compliance of the Parliamentary Secretary with part (1)(a) of this order no later

than three sitting days after the making of this order; and
(b) with respect to compliance with part (1)(b) of this order, and any other matters related thereto, no later

than December 3 2002;
That date has obviously passed.  I suggest that the end of September 2003 would be sufficient.  That would allow plenty
of time.  It is a reasonable time to give.  The final paragraph states -

(c) otherwise, as the Committee deems fit from time to time.
I think it is a very reasonable order.  It is saying the Government should do what it is meant to do and do it promptly: to
be asked questions in the way it should have been.  In the same way that applies to the estimates committee, the
committee will tell the House whether the Government has done the job or not.  The Standing Committee on Public
Administration and Finance will keep an eye on this.  I will give more reasons why it should be keeping an eye on this.
As I said earlier, my question was not dealt with.  My fourth question was quite important in one particular aspect.  All
members will recall that the reason for changing from the Kenwick route to the freeway route was increased public
patronage.  I asked -

Upon what basis was the view formed that if the Como Route takes 12 minutes less time; this would lead to an
increase in passengers on the Mandurah line so as to justify the announcement of the changed route . . .

We are going back historically.  On what basis was the announcement made?  The announcement was made a long time
ago.  It is fair to ask the question.  Why was it decided upon then, and upon what basis?  The question continued -

(a) If the view was in any way based upon studies, please table those studies and identify:
(i) when each was prepared
(ii) who prepared each

(b) In any event, if you have not already been asked to table it by reason of the above questions, will you
table a copy of the “preliminary patronage studies” the Minister refers to as supporting her argument
that an additional 2,500 people will use the new service.

This is a question of history.  It is asking what were the documents that the minister was referring to.  It was not asking
what could subsequently be invented.  What did they have then?  The Government said that preliminary patronage
studies supported an additional 2 500 people.  One would expect to see a piece of paper that would show there were
2 500 extra people.  Where are they?  Paragraph (c) states -

If this is not the documentation currently relied on, please table the currently relied on documentation and all
intervening documentation prepared together with the information referred to in (a).
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In other words, when it was prepared and who prepared it.  I was asking the minister to give us the pieces of paper, and
to tell us who prepared them and when.  If, in the meantime, there had been additional documentation, we should have
been given that and everything in between.  That is a fairly simple request.  We wanted to see the evidence.

I will be frank.  The reason for the question was that I had my doubts that the minister could justify the remarks she
made.  I doubted her.  Since that time my doubts have got bigger and bigger because of the nature of the refusal to
answer questions and the documentation I now have.  I intend to refer to some of the documentation tabled by Hon
Graham Giffard and Hon Alannah MacTiernan.  The answer to my question was -

The average journey speed on the Northern Suburbs Railway is in the order of 67 kilometres per hour while on
the original network the average journey speed is 42 kilometres per hour.

This sounds like a question of mathematics.  Perhaps Hon Alan Cadby should be listening to this.  The answer
continues -

The eight stations on the Northern Suburbs Railway carry about 40% of the urban rail patronage.  The other 48
stations on the much slower, old network carry the rest.

Studies carried out prior to construction of the Northern Suburbs Railway -

That is going back a bit -

showed that in order to maximise patronage, journey times had to be minimised.

Yes, one cannot really argue with that answer.  Is it an answer to the question?  The question asked what documents
were held.  I also asked about preliminary patronage studies that the minister referred to, which referred to an additional
2 500 people.  That might be an answer now but what documents did the Government have then?  Why was there no
answer?  When the Government was asked to answer properly we still did not get an answer.

I was gaining the distinct impression that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure was misleading the public about
what she had in her hand at the time the decision was made.  We then witnessed an interesting circumstance when Hon
Kim Chance, on behalf of the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, tabled a paper on
4 March.  Many members may not have paid much attention to the statement he made that -

In response to Legislative Assembly parliamentary question No 283 on the patronage modelling undertaken for
the fast, direct route, -

I like that “fast, direct route” - it begs the question.  The statement continues -

the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure advised the member for Carine that a patronage paper was being
finalised.  In addition, during debate on the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill, Hon Graham Giffard gave an
undertaking to Hon Peter Foss, MLC and Hon Simon O’Brien, MLC that he would table the report when it was
completed.  That paper has now been completed and was tabled in the Legislative Assembly by the Minister
for Planning and Infrastructure on 25 February 2003.  This paper is not the result of any new work since
completion of the supplementary master plan.  It simply draws together the work undertaken as part of that
process and includes the projected patronage figures that appear in the master plan for the fast, direct route.

The patronage modelling and associated paper were prepared by Asymptote Consulting, which undertook the
patronage modelling for the Kenwick deviation also.

I now table a copy of the document titled “A Technical Report on the Model Description Calibration and
Validation of Spectre 2.0”.

May I suggest that the word “spectre” may have more than the intended meaning.  The reason that the parliamentary
secretary referred to proceedings in the other House and parliamentary question 283 was that the minister was being
challenged about whether she was relying upon any current documentation to justify the claims.  Of course, there is
plenty of documentation!  She went so far as to say that a document exists right now, which is dated July 2002.  I refer
members who would like to read it to questions without notice 275 and 283.  I have to refer to it to tell the House why
Hon Kim Chance referred to it.

The tabled paper states that the paper referred to in the master plan was prepared in July 2002.  It outlines in detail the
modelling process, in particular the difference in the modelling process that took place between the provision of the
original master plan and the supplementary master plan.  It states that the model has been updated and that the paper
sets out that updated process and the reasons for the difference and the reduction of population forecasts.  The paper
then draws together the work in this paper and all other tabled papers.

The minister then tabled document No 468.  I have previously referred to tabled paper No 468 in this House.  Tabled
paper No 468 is an extraordinary document.  It is titled “Notes on the Modelling Processes for Spectre 1.3 and
Spectre 2.0, Their differences and the Impact on Rail Patronage Forecasting for the South West Metropolitan Railway”.
It is a funny document, because it is full of bits and pieces.  Obviously, it is not a complete document.  One part of the
document was included as a joke, because it had not been seen before and has not been seen since.  Page 3 of 11 states -
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The derivation and form of the trip distribution functions (one for each trip purpose) is based on the doubly
constrained “gravity” model.  This “balances” the final trip matrix against the trip productions from the origin
zone and the trip attractions to the destination zone as well as applying a cost or impedance function analogous
to the inverse square-of-the-distance function of Newton’s law of gravity.  The precise form of the
mathematical function was determined at the time of the Roads Reserve Review in 1990 and is based on an
exponentially decaying function rather than the inverse square.

I am not surprised that it was seen neither before nor after.  I suspect it was put in as a joke.  However, it raises a few
questions - I raised this at the end of the last session - because the real justification for stating that more people will
travel on the freeway was the new thing called spectre 2.  Spectre 2 is a computer model.  Anybody who knows
anything about computer models knows perfectly well that we can get out of them exactly what we want if we handle
them properly.  I will read some excerpts from the paper tabled by Hon Graham Giffard that state just that.  The point I
raised before was this: page 10 of 11 refers to the number of people on the Kenwick route as being 19 100 under the
spectre 1.3 model.  That is fine.  Page 19 of the “Perth Urban Rail Development - Supplementary Master Plan - August
2002” reads -

Kenwick Route Original SWMR Master Plan 2006 Forecast Passenger Boardings

The figure for all-day boardings is 19 100.  I will backtrack a bit.  Paragraph 3.7 of tabled paper No 468 states that -

The major impact on patronage forecasts for the SWMR will come from the significant changes in the land use
input data.

We can forget everything else.  It also states that -

This will exceed the impact from all the above influences put together, with the exception of peak period
forecasts when time period factors will also be significant.

It is basically stating that even though everything else has changed, the only factor that will really make a difference is
the population forecast.  It then refers to the impact of population forecast.  It is not in tabular form, but the calculations
are shown and the estimated total number of all-day boardings factored for the changes in the land use is 23 070; that is,
the Kenwick route was to go from 19 100 to 23 070.  That is the document upon which the supplementary plan was
supposedly based.  Page 20 of the supplementary plan states that the all-day boardings on the remodelled Kenwick route
will be 17 980.  Where did 5 000 passengers go?  It not only did not show the increase that had been shown in July,
which was supposedly the basis for the tabled paper, but also the figure had gone down.  What was the figure for the
alternative route?  It was 24 950.  That is the new figure due to the change in land use on the freeway, which is
remarkably close to 23 070.  Could it be that the difference would be less than 1 000 passengers?  That is an expensive
exercise for 1 000 passengers.  I have not finished with this, because it begs the question: why was there an evaporation
of 5 000 passengers in the meantime?  Could this be the reason that this Government has been so reluctant to answer
questions on this issue?

Hon Kim Chance:  Have you asked that question directly?  There probably is an answer.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I raised it at the end of last year.  The answer is contained, to some degree, in the report that was
tabled on 4 March.  That report is titled “Strategic Transport Evaluation Travel Demand Model, A Technical Report on
the Model Description, Calibration and Validation of Spectre 2.0”  It does not update, but states whether spectre 2 is
valid.  Page 44 states -

Initially the “forward stepwise method” option is used to give a “feeling” for the significance and value of each
of the potential independent variables.

A feeling.  It continues -

The final selection of the independent variables is achieved using the manual option of explicitly defining the
independent variables to be used.

That is a wonderful model in which one “feels”.  What does that mean?  It is better explained at page 58, which reads -

In the first formulation of the final model all likely attributes were input as part of a general utility function
(the “catch-all” approach).  The statistical significance of each attribute (does it differ significantly from zero?)
and whether or not it makes intuitive sense is established.

Does it fit in with the answer one thinks it should give?  That is a great method.

Hon Ray Halligan:  Or you want it to give.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I did not use that word, but, yes, now that it has been mentioned.

Hon Kim Chance:  But that is quite a normal methodology to test the results.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Of course it is; but it tells one how valid a model is.

Hon Kim Chance:  Models are all -
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Hon PETER FOSS:  Bulldust.  I will read the rest of the document, which explains that the models are all bulldust.  It is
interesting that I read from the final report - the report that has been coming for months.  This is the justification that did
not exist until just recently.  At the time, the minister was still saying that the Government had the figures, but she did
not read the report to realise that there were 5 000 too many people.  I can just imagine how well it went down when she
realised she had tabled a document which was reasonably slapdash and just thrown together and which came out with
the wrong intuitive results.  Intuitively, the minister knew there would be 2 500 more people.  However, there were not.
Unfortunately, her intuition did not match spectre.  The document continues -

The statistical significance of each attribute . . . and whether or not it makes intuitive sense is established.
Each attribute was then rejected or accepted and a further model formulation was run.  This process was
repeated a number of times, eliminating those attributes with the lower levels of significance, until the
remaining attributes are significant at the 5% level or better.  This process is by no means totally objective (the
order in which attributes are accepted or rejected can influence the final utility function) and this has been well
recognised.  Ben-Akiva and Lerman in “Discrete Choice Analysis” . . . describe mode choice model building
as being as much an art as a science.

I suspect that there has been a lot more art and not much science in the announcements that were made by the Minister
for Planning and Infrastructure.  When the minister made that announcement and I asked her to show us the science that
she had used and the development in that science, I did not get an answer.  I was stonewalled right up until 4 March.  I
would have had no objection had the minister said, “My gut feeling is that this is what will happen”, but she did not.
She used the words “preliminary patronage studies”.

A person can sell whatever he likes to the public provided he is prepared to tell the truth.  The Government could have
said, “Look, we just like this model better and we feel it will provide a better result for Perth.  We believe that it will
lead to more people using the service, but only time will tell.  We have no reworking of the figures at the moment but
our intuitive feeling is that it will be more.  Once we have done the reworking we will let people know the results and
we will also show how we got those figures.”  If that is the way the Government wants to make the decision, that is
acceptable.  This Government is entitled to do that.  However, the Government cannot blather to the Western Australian
public that its decision is based on science when in fact it is nothing of the kind.  When Parliament then asks, “But hang
on, are you wearing any clothes” - I hesitate to use that in the context of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure -
“as we suspect you do not have any on this particular matter” the Government must fess up, especially when the people
putting those answers in this House are subject to the Parliamentary Privileges Act.  However, the Government did not
fess up.  It avoided it when the documents were tabled at the beginning of the estimates hearing and when it filed the
answer to the supplementary questions.  It avoided it when it answered my questions in November.  All along the
minister has avoided the questions on whether she had any documentation.  I would like to have an answer.  It would be
probably be simple for her to say, “I had nothing at that time.”  A lot of people thought that would be the result.  I
suppose one gets marks for honesty if nothing else.  Who knows, perhaps more people will use the railway but it will be
known only once the railway is built and people travel on it.  We might not even know that then because it may still
only be a model on one side and reality on the other.  When this much money is being spent, let us not kid the public
that there is some science behind it when there is not.

Hon Kim Chance:  You are making a lot turn on those words “preliminary impact study”.  You may well be right to
assert that these are not expressions of fact.  However, the minister did not say that they were fact.  She called them
preliminary impact studies.

Hon PETER FOSS:  If the Leader of the House wants to have a debate on that point, we can go back and read through
all the things that she said.  She did not even have preliminary studies.  That is the problem.  It at least sounds like
someone got out an envelope and jotted it down.  There are two alternatives: either nothing existed until July last year
or the minister has still not complied with the request to this day.  She cannot have it both ways.  There might be
something that she has not produced, despite being asked to by this House, I do not know how many times.  However,
she tabled a document in July that she tried to cover over by tabling a document afterwards.  This is nothing new; it is
just a validation of nothing.  A model is a model.  It does not prove anything.  It is totally subjective.  The worrying
thing is that the subjective model in July said “5 000 more people” and the subjective model no longer says that in
March.  It is a worry that between July and March they were busily being subjective to get the right answer.  I would
like to ask Asymptote Consulting what it was doing between July and today and who wrote this document dated July.  It
does not read like it was written by Asymptote - perhaps bits of it do because they have been taken out of the original
document.  However, we need to know the answer to that question.  It says, “Hang on, if this is all aboveboard, why has
it taken so long to disclose it and why does it look so dodgy?”  I can provide a few more dodgy examples if the Leader
of the House wants to get into it.

Hon Kim Chance:  That is your assertion.  I think you have the facts wrong but still -

Hon PETER FOSS:  Well, that is good.

Hon Kim Chance:  I think you are confusing projections with fact and assertions of projection with assertions of fact.
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Hon PETER FOSS:  We have assertions and projections; that is the problem.  I do not have a problem with the minister
having projections.  People ought to know by now that models are not facts.  I just do not think she had a model or
anything.  If she did, it has not been tabled to this day.  I will investigate that matter further.

Legislative Council tabled paper No 474 titled “The South West Metropolitan Railway Master Plan - A Working Paper
on the Modelling of Patronage Forecasts for the South West Metropolitan Railway” December 1998 has always been
around.  It does not deal with the direct route and, therefore, that information cannot be derived from that document.
The minister could have referred to this document and used it as her source document when she said, “We did this and
we did that.”  However, the information is not in there.

I will make another comparison between this document - tabled paper No 474 - and tabled paper No 785 titled
“Strategic Transport Evaluation Travel Demand Model” February 2003.  Tabled paper No 474 shows all the strengths
and assumptions of the model.  It refers to the highs and the lows and the maximums and minimums.  We all know the
strengths and weaknesses of models and how far they vary; that information is provided in this document.  Those
models can be worked through to find out whether the Government was right to settle on a particular figure.  A
statistician could look at it and say, “I don’t think I accept that because I would have picked this particular figure.”  I
will try to find the appropriate page reference in the other document for what it calls one typical example.  That is all
one gets.  That example happens to be the one that has been incorporated in the supplementary master plan.  I did not
expect the supplementary master plan to include all the models.  However, I would have thought that, knowing the
rubberiness of models -

Hon Kim Chance:  The degree of confidence.

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is another way to say it.  Anyone who has any familiarity with statistics would have liked to
be given some information on some of the factors that were considered in deciding on the model.  All that was included
in the document was the typical example; that is it.  The earlier document provided a range of highs and lows and one
could make up one’s own mind about whether it was fair that a particular model was chosen.

There is another very important difference between versions 2.0 and 1.3 of Spectre.  The earlier model carefully showed
the break-up between buses and trains.  This model does not.  It does not show the degree to which new people will be
carried by public transport.  One of the reasons for choosing the Kenwick route was that it picked up many people who
did not have access to a proper public transport system, whereas the people on the new part of the route generally had
access to one of the best public transport systems available - the express bus lane.  Many people who will travel on the
train are those who already can get into town in 10 minutes.  It was therefore important that we were provided with this
information so that we could make a proper comparison between the two routes.  If one route has more people on it but
those people have all been thrown off a good bus service, it is pretty hard to justify that route and what has been done in
terms of finance and the disruption to other people.  That flaw has only just been seen.  We should have been given
access to that information and those people at an earlier stage.  We should have been able to tell those people what is
happening.  However, this Government has delayed providing that information.

I will go through some of the answers given to questions asked by opposition members in which government members
either did not answer the question or gave answers that begged further answers.  The reason this is important is that I
believe some of the answers were a bit of a brush-off.  I will begin with the question of Hon Robyn McSweeney on
bridges, which asked -

What type of materials will be used to screen the side of the already existing bridges and footbridges on the
Como Route from the overhead power lines?

(a) What will be the cost . . .

(b) What will be the visual impact -

The answer states -

The final design and type of materials to be used is yet to be determined.

(a) Funds have been allowed but final costs are yet to be determined.

The Government did not make the slightest effort to actually answer the question.  Sure, the Government had allowed
funds, but how much did it allow?  If it could not answer the question but instead decided to provide an alternate
answer, it should at least have said what that amount was.  Hon Robyn McSweeney also asked about costs thrown
away, including -

(c) What works will have to be reworked or altered . . .

(d) What works will not be able to function  . . .

(e) What are the extra costs -

A question arises from the answer that was given, because, from reading some of the other documents, it appears that
some of the evening out of the cost has come through cutting costs.
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I do not seem to have brought into the House a tabled paper on grade separations from which I was going to read.  In
particular, the document referred to the grade separation at Stakehill Road.  It also raised a few other questions.  The
document appeared to show a railway crossing at Stakehill Road and not a grade separation, which was followed by
what looked like a station.  That could be wrong.  I am not saying that that is not a good place to put a station; all I am
saying is that it makes a big difference to the amount of time that vehicles cannot pass through the railway crossing.
Anybody who has visited my electorate, and in particular the suburbs of Bassendean and Maylands, will know that
vehicles cannot move anywhere when a train sits at one of those stations because the boom gates are down.  The strange
thing about the Maylands railway station is that vehicles cannot even turn left out of Caledonian Avenue, because it was
felt that traffic might want to charge across and go straight through the boom.  Drivers are stuck there, not able to turn
left or right, just in case they go straight over the Maylands crossing.  We would have liked to be given a copy of that
document, because it would obviously have led to questions.  There are some specific questions about level crossings.
It appears that some of the savings have been made through cutting things down.  A draft proposed policy of Main
Roads Western Australia states that all new crossings in the metropolitan region are meant to be grade separations.  It
appears that the Stakehill Road crossing is a deferred grade separation rather than an immediate grade separation.  That
is an example of a question that was not answered but evaded.

Hon Simon O’Brien asked a pretty important question on visual impact.  Question 3(c) asked -

what angle will:

(i) the top of a railway carriage,

(ii) the top of the electric pylons

subtend when viewed from the nearest point of Melville Parade Como?

In other words, what would one be able to see?  Would one be able to see anything?  It is a good question.  The answer
was -

They will be clearly visible.

I am sure one would not miss a train as it went past.  We have worked out that a train passing within a few metres of a
person would be clearly visible to that person, but that does not answer the question!  The Government did not answer
the question.  The answer is not hard to work out if one has the figures.  The Government knows how high the trains
will be and where the edge of the road is.  It is a simple matter of geometry.  If the Government can model the number
of people who will travel on the train, it can work out a simple question of geometry, but that question was not
answered.  The question continued -

5. Have you made any estimate of the cost of such works, and if so, what is the estimated cost?

The answer states -

5. The Supplementary Master Plan recommends the installation of a concrete slab track along the river
foreshore to reduce the height of the trains (as well as maximise safety and reliability), and has
established that three of the seven overhead wires can be run at ground level.  The cost for these
works between the Narrows and Mt Henry Bridges is in the order of $9-10 million.

That is relevant to another question.  The supplementary master plan appears to indicate that the concrete track will
involve digging up the current bitumen busway there.  That is another work that will be thrown away about which no
questions were asked.  Another question was answered but it appears to be inconsistent with another question that was
asked.

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.

[Continued on page 5197.]

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
MAUDS LANDING, DR WILSON’S ADVICE

678. Hon NORMAN MOORE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier:
I refer to the answer to question without notice 661 on Tuesday, 11 March 2003 in which the Premier advised that the
Marine Parks and Reserves Authority provided advice to the Government on the Mauds Landing development under the
signature of the chairman, Dr Barry Wilson.

(1) Does Dr Wilson personally support the position of the MPRA in its opposition to the Mauds Landing
development?

(2) Has Dr Wilson provided advice to the Government on the Mauds Landing development in any capacity other
than as chairman of the MPRA; and, if so, what are the details of that advice?


