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FORRESTFIELD–AIRPORT LINK — SOIL CONTAMINATION 

1032. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to PFAS-contaminated soil excavated from the Forrestfield–Airport Link and the answer to question without 
notice 903 asked by me and answered on 22 August 2019 in relation to the spoil material transferred to the Kenwick 
rail freight facility project. 
(1) Can the minister confirm that the answer to question without notice 903 confirms that that the Public Transport 

Authority—PTA—has received no payment for the spoil from the FAL project from the main works 
contractor on the Kenwick rail freight facility project, but that the PTA plans to pay $2 million to that 
contractor to take the 120 000 cubic metres of spoil to the re-use site at the Kenwick rail freight facility 
project, which therefore will cost $16.67 a cubic metre? 

(2) Has the main works contractor or any other company working on the Kenwick rail freight facility project 
paid or agreed to pay for the contaminated spoil from the FAL project? 

(3) Was this information made available to the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation at any 
point so that it could determine whether the contaminated spoil is therefore a waste? 

(4) Given that the PTA is paying a $16.67 a cubic metre subsidy to have this material taken away, which 
at a conversion rate of between 1.5 and 2.1 tonnes per cubic metre  is between $8 and $11 per tonne, 
why did Mr Mark Burgess, the managing director of the PTA, email the Peel Development Commission 
on 11 September 2018 to advise that the transport cost of transferring the spoil to the Peel region of 
“between $10 and $15 per tonne” was “likely to be prohibitive” and that “transport costs would preclude 
any operations”? 

(5) Is the PTA therefore paying about the same price to someone else to take the spoil, and thus, has the 
Peel Development Commission been dudded? 

The PRESIDENT: I am sure we will all be disappointed on the day that the member does not ask a question about 
PFAS. Given the member’s consistency on the issue, I am surprised that he has not received a briefing and had the 
opportunity to ask all his questions at another venue. I am trying to be helpful. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
It is a very long question, but thankfully the answer is not so long. I will make the point that in part (4) of the 
question the member said “operations”, while the question states “options”, and in part (5) his question states 
“duded” but he said “dudded”. Noting those things, I will provide the answer. 
(1) The Public Transport Authority has not received payment for the soil. At the completion of the transfer, 

the PTA will have paid $2 million to the PTA’s main works contractor on the Forrestfield–Airport Link, 
of which transport is only one component. This payment covers material and handling, transport and site 
preparation for the 120 000 cubic metres of soil taken to the KRFF project site. 

(2) No. 
(3) The PTA informed the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation that soil excavated during 

construction on the FAL project will be used as engineered backfill at the KRFF project site. 
(4)–(5) No, the member is not making a like-for-like comparison and his analysis is not accurate. Based on market 

comparisons, the PTA considered a transport cost of between $10 and $15 per tonne to transport soil to 
the Peel region unlikely to be competitive. 
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