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SOUTH WEST METROPOLITAN RAILWAY PROJECT 

Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President 

I hereby give notice that is my intention that at this day’s sitting I shall move pursuant to Standing 
Order 72 that: 

The House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on Tuesday 25th December for the purpose of discussing the 
Gallop Governments extraordinary variations to the South West Metropolitan Railway project. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon Simon O’Brien 

Member for South Metropolitan Region 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.46 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December. 

I appreciate the support of both the Leader of the House and the Minister Assisting the Treasurer, although it 
pains me that they stood without backbench support.  We can only assume, therefore, that the Government is 
split on this issue! 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It is extraordinary and we want to knock off on Christmas day. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  On 16 July this year a media statement was released in the name of the Premier and the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure which states in part - 

Premier Geoff Gallop today unveiled a bold new vision to build a direct rail link between Mandurah 
and Perth.  

Dr Gallop said the Cabinet today approved a redirection of the rail line, bringing trains up the centre of 
the Kwinana Freeway, over the Narrows Bridge and underground through the CBD, linking up with the 
northern rail line at a central city station.  

The release also indicates that the $1.2 billion project will connect Mandurah - Australia’s fastest growing city 
according to the press release - and the southern suburbs to Perth.  It indicates also that it will slash 12 minutes of 
travel time from Mandurah and Rockingham to Perth.  

The statement makes a number of other claims, which I can assure the House will be revisited and picked over 
by others in some detail as this debate continues - and it will continue in the community for some time.  
Everything is not as it first appears in the Government’s simple announcement that it plans to redirect the route 
of the south western metropolitan railway up the length of the Kwinana Freeway to Perth rather than diverting it 
through Canning Vale to connect with the Armadale line into Perth.   

I will refer later to two of the other claims in the statement, the first of which is that more commuters are 
expected to use the service due to the shorter travel times.  I do not accept that; nor is the view that, importantly, 
the cost of the direct route will be contained within existing budget estimates.  This is a very dangerous 
statement by the Government.  I predict that it will come back to haunt the Government and that we will end up 
with a very expensive blow-out in costs associated with this project.  However, we will see more of that in due 
course. 

The minister responsible was very hurt at the response from an ungrateful public to this particular 
announcement, especially through its local government representatives in a number of affected councils.  I will 
start first with the City of Rockingham.  Members would have to have been absent from the State not to have 
been aware of the strong reaction of the Mayor of Rockingham and the Lord Mayor of the City of Perth because 
this action, which would seriously affect both of their jurisdictions, had been taken without any consultation at 
all.  I will not dwell on that matter today because I have limited time, but I remind members of what they already 
know, which is that the Lord Mayor of Perth and the Mayor of the City of Rockingham were most vociferous in 
their condemnation of the State Government for making this decision and announcing it in the manner in which 
it did. 
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Hon Sue Ellery:  What about the rest of them? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will come to those in a minute, because I know the member has a particular interest in 
this matter because the railway will run right through her region from one end to the other. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  My reading of this is that most people want it. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We will find out about the member’s reading of it when she no doubt gets to her feet 
and seeks the call. 

I shall draw to the House’s attention the gist of a letter from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to the 
Mayor of the City of Rockingham.  It states -  

Dear Chris,  

RE SOUTH WEST METROPOLITAN RAILWAY ROCKINGHAM CITY CENTRE 

The minister refers to earlier correspondence from the mayor and gives a few answers in a fairly frosty tone.  She 
states -  

I confess to being puzzled by your criticism that you were not consulted in the preparation of advice on 
the costing of the route option.  You further went on to say that there was no further social analysis of 
the route options.   

The document I sent was not a comprehensive final analysis of the route options.  At our meeting, I had 
indicated that we had been advised that some costings would be done of your proposed alternative 
route, and we would forward you a copy of those costings. . .  

If you have difficulty with these figures or believe that they are not accurate, we would be more than 
happy to enter into discussions with you on the matter.  We never purported that these figures were the 
result of a consultation, it was simply providing you with the information which is currently being used 
by PURD. 

The final sentence reads -  

No final decisions will be taken without consultation with the council members and with your 
community. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  What was that again? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  For the benefit of the Leader of the Opposition, who I know takes a particular interest 
in the capacity of this Government even in its infancy to break its word, it reads -  

No final decisions will be taken without consultation with the council members and with your 
community. 

There were two separate promises of consultation with the leaders and the community at large of Rockingham. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  When was that? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That letter was signed on 20 June 2001, less than four weeks before the release of the 
media statement that I read out earlier in which the total changes were announced by the minister and by the 
Premier.  It is no wonder that the Mayor of the City of Rockingham feels slighted and angry.  I do not know how 
many members are aware of what was proposed for Rockingham, but a railway station was proposed to service 
the Dixon Road area, which of course is part of a larger commercial and industrial area employing a lot of people 
who have to get to work.  That proposal will now not go ahead.  The railway will effectively bypass the central 
parts of Rockingham from one end to the other.  It will not service people who need to go to Rockingham to 
participate in employment, nor will it deal with the needs of people in the very large and expanding Rockingham 
dormitory suburbs who work in areas other than the central business district.  Plenty of blue collar workers, who 
one would have thought would be the Government’s natural constituency, need to go to Canning Vale and other 
such localities that the passenger rail service was meant to service and now will not service. 

For the benefit of Hon Sue Ellery, let me outline what some of the other councils in our electorate had to say in 
response to this.  In the Southern Gazette of 24 July an article headed “City riled up over rail plan” reads - 

City of South Perth Commissioner Julian Donaldson has hit out at the State Government for failing to 
consult the council before it decided to run a railway line down the middle of the Kwinana Freeway,  

Incidentally, the railway line will not serve the City of South Perth.  On the same day in the Canning-Melville 
Times, another community newspaper, an article headed “Councillor uneasy about new rail plan” reads - 
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A Melville councillor fears traffic problems on South Street will be aggravated even further by the State 
Government’s surprise changes to $1.2 billion plans for the Mandurah-Perth rail link.   

It goes on to conclude -  

At their ordinary meeting last week, all 17 Melville councillors supported a statement that the new rail 
decision had been made without proper local government consultation and was of “great concern”.   

The Southern Gazette of 24 July had an article headed “Rail plan upsets Vic Park mayor”, so even the mayor of 
the council in the Premier’s seat is angry about the way in which this has been handled.  The article reads -  

The alleged lack of consultation over the decision to put the Perth to Mandurah rail link down the 
freeway instead of through Victoria Park has angered Mayor Mick Lee.   

He has called a meeting tomorrow of south-of-the-river councils affected by the decision. 

I am sure we will hear more about that from Mayor Mick Lee as time goes by.  That meeting did in fact take 
place.  It was reported in a statement from the councils participating under the authorship of the President of the 
Western Australian Municipal Association, Councillor Ian Mickel, who said that WAMA and the affected 
councils were disappointed at the Government’s handling of the new project and called on the Premier to 
immediately meet with all involved councils to discuss the implications of the revised route.  He went on to say -  

The Government came to power on the commitment of consultation with the community.  So far we’ve 
seen too many occasions where they have breached this commitment.  Local Governments are getting 
frustrated with this blinkered approach to decision-making, and are feeling extremely disenfranchised.   

The representatives of the City of Perth, the City of South Perth, the Town of Victoria Park, the City of Canning, 
the City of Gosnells, the City of Rockingham and the City of Melville are all associated with that comment, as 
are also the Cities of Armadale and Belmont, whose councillors were present; of course, they are not directly 
affected - I make that qualification - but they share in those sentiments.   

Let us examine the sort of money that the Government is talking about spending.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  It is $1.27 billion. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the Minister for Local Government very much for that comment.  The figure 
previously was in fact $1.147 billion, which was the amount that the former Court Government allocated to the 
project.  As has been reported in a number of sources, including the Business News of 26 July, the Labor 
Government now wants to put a positive spin on all this.  As I said, it was going to cost a bit over $1.1 billion.  
Now we have been told that a system along the new route will cost $1.2 billion.  I suspect that it will be a lot 
more than that, but we will worry about that in due course.  By building the rail line down the centre of the 
freeway, the Government will save about $320 million on our $1.1 billion.  Therefore, it will cost $780 million!  
Of course it will not; it will cost $1.2 billion.  Why will it cost that much?  In addition to saving about $8 million 
worth of infrastructure on the existing Canning Vale line - what a great saving that is - because the Government 
will not need to buy as much rolling stock and, therefore, not as many passenger services will be provided - 

Hon Tom Stephens:  We will not need to; the trains will go faster.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Clearly, to get the total cost back up to the admitted $1.2 billion, the minister will 
spend a huge sum of money on a railway that will service fewer passengers, will not meet the needs of people in 
the many suburbs between Mandurah and Perth and will impose a number of other restrictions on many councils, 
especially the City of South Perth, the Town of Victoria Park, the City of Melville and others.  I look forward to 
debating what I predict will become a major scandal in this State.  I give fair warning that the Opposition, like 
the councils in the South Metropolitan Region, will not be fooled by the Government’s announcements.  

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.01 pm]:  I will be brief because we do 
not have a lot of time today, and this issue will be debated, I suspect, at great length for a long time to come.  I 
will go through one issue.  Part of the funding of the railway line will come from the sale of AlintaGas.  A sum 
of $310 million was set aside for this project from the proceeds of that sale.  I want the parliamentary secretary 
to tell me where that $310 million is in the context of the budget and the forward estimates.  The Government 
may well have already spent it.  If it should transpire that this project is delayed for, say, a year while we 
contemplate the new route that will be used, what will happen to the $310 million during that delay?  Is the 
Government using the $310 million from the AlintaGas sale to balance its budget or its next budget?  If so, I 
want the parliamentary secretary to tell me that that is the case.  If it is not so, I want him to tell me where the 
$310 million is and in which year it will be spent.  I think this is just a subterfuge to ensure that the Government 
balances its budget using the proceeds of the sale of AlintaGas.  Members opposite should understand that when 
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they sell an asset, they should buy some sort of capital infrastructure to replace it.  I look forward with interest to 
the answer to those questions. 

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.03 pm]:  I am amazed that the Opposition has raised this issue 
again, given the foul-up it made in planning the rail line during its time in government.  Let us deal with the 
statements by Hon Simon O’Brien.  He spoke about the lack of consultation.  I agree.  There probably should 
have been more consultation on this issue.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Or some! 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes, there should have been some consultation on this issue.  However, can members recall 
the history of this project?  In the early 1990s, the south west area transit study was undertaken and there was 
comprehensive community consultation.  The final report of that study was supposed to have been tabled.  The 
report was finalised in 1992, but it was never tabled when the Liberal Party came to government because it did 
not like the report.  It did not do what the Liberal Party wanted it to do.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  That means you read it and disagreed with it.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Minister Charlton announced the south extension of the new rail line about four times.  I 
noted the four different times that he announced that the Government would build this rail line via Kenwick.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  When we made the announcement, we put out the master plan at the same time.  You know 
that.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Exactly.  The former Government released the master plan at the same time.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  What is your argument? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  My argument is that it did not consult anyone about it. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Rubbish! 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The former Government consulted the developers in South Lake and the area the member is 
trying to serve.  The council was consulted.  Hon Simon O’Brien mentioned the local governments involved.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  We sent 21 000 letters to every home in Rockingham.  

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House):  Order, members! 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  In the Fremantle region, where the line was originally going from -  

Point of Order 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It would be more helpful if the member addressed the Chair.  He would be less likely to 
cause disturbance.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  The Chair was about to remind Hon Jim Scott when he interrupted my thoughts 
and continued.  Hon Jim Scott will address the Chair.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I thought I was doing that, but other members were interjecting.  However, I am quite happy 
to address the Chair and the issue.  Hon Simon O’Brien said that the City of Rockingham has criticised this 
proposal.  He went on to say that the mayor, Chris Elliott, had said that there was no consultation, etc.  Members 
fail to understand that the people of Rockingham - not the mayor - overwhelmingly rejected the Kenwick route.  
If members read the newspaper every day, they will see the letters people have written -  

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Why should I listen to the one per cent who write to the newspaper? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Members should read the results of the survey that was conducted in Rockingham.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Does Hon Graham Giffard mind if I join in this debate!   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Members should read the results of the surveys that were conducted in Rockingham.  Nobody 
in Rockingham wanted the rail line to go via Kenwick.  Before that route was announced by the former 
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Government, I asked many questions about the travel destination studies undertaken by government.  I got 
misleading, rubbishy answers that did everything but deal with the issue.  The Government talked about the 
number of people who would be travelling there in 2020 after the rail line was built, but it would not give me a 
straight answer.  The answers I was given were basically dishonest.  Over and over again I was given dishonest 
answers in this place, because the former Government did not want to face the truth.  The route proposed for that 
rail line went through a wasteland.  It was to go through the Canning Vale marshalling yards, Jandakot Airport, 
golf courses, Ken Hurst Park and areas that will never have a population.  Hon Simon O’Brien is trying to tell 
us -  
Hon Simon O’Brien:  You need to get out in your own flaming electorate!  I damn well live there!  You should 
come and visit the place! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Jim Scott will resume his seat.  There are far too many interjections.  
If Hon Jim Scott addresses the Chair and not members opposite, the problem will be resolved.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The reality is that a vast amount of that area never will, and cannot, be developed.  Secondly, 
the rail line was originally built as a freight rail line that avoided populated areas.  It was built south of the major 
population centres of this State.  Unlike the previous Government, I looked at the travel destination studies of 
people from the south west who travel to the metropolitan region.  I found that only 20 000 people travel by car 
from south of South Lake across the Narrows Bridge into the city. 
Hon B.M. Scott:  Because they work in Rockingham and Canning Vale and do not live in Perth any more. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Excuse me, if the member does not mind, I am addressing the Chair.  I have limited time.  
Only four per cent of the people in this State use public transport, not including rail transport.  That means the 
total patronage from south of South Lake is 800 people a day.  Under the previous Government’s proposal, the 
train from the south would have travelled as far as South Lake and then diverted to Kenwick instead of going 
straight into the city, thereby avoiding the main urban area.  Under that proposal, the previous Government 
would have missed out on the patronage of 140 000 people who travel along the freeway.  Therefore, it would 
have put a rail line where no-one would use it.  That would have been a vast waste of money.  I congratulate the 
current Government for changing that stupid decision.  It was an absolutely appalling piece of planning.  The 
patronage would have been 800 people or fewer a day. 
Hon M.J. Criddle:  Where did you get those figures? 
Hon J.A. SCOTT:  From Main Roads.  The figures are from travel destination studies. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Did you get them in writing? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Because your memory is deficient, I suggest you table the piece of paper. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  My memory on this is very good because I studied it very carefully.  Unlike Hon Ray 
Halligan, I know a bit about it.  The situation is that more people travel via Fremantle than via that other route.  I 
checked the figures and found that more than 60 000 people travel from the south west areas of Rockingham and 
Mandurah - that is, from south of South Lake - towards Fremantle, rather than travel along the freeway.  Only 
20 000 people travel along the freeway from south of South Lake.  However, the previous Government ignored 
those figures because it was more concerned about the developers at Thomsons Lake city centre.  It was not 
concerned about the population.  I was involved in a debate in Mandurah before the election.  The then member 
for Mandurah, Roger Nicholls, pointed out that the Government would not build the railway for the current 
generation to use that line; it would build it for those people who would in the future go into the new areas that 
would be developed.  That is an absolute disgrace, because we must get vehicles off the roads now. 

There was another problem with the previous Government’s proposal to run the railway line in that direction.  At 
the numerous public meetings I attended in Rockingham in particular, and also in Mandurah, the overwhelming 
consensus was that people would use that rail transport if it went straight to the city, but they would not use it if 
it went to Kenwick - no-one wanted to go to Kenwick. 

We have heard all the rubbish from the Lord Mayor of the City of Perth, Mr Nattrass, who wants to spend a 
fortune on bringing more cars into Perth.  He has put a hell of a lot of people’s money into providing more car 
parks.  However, he has no idea about the problems involved as a result of that or about creating greater 
problems in the city with more car parking.  Perth already has more parking space per head of population than 
any other city in the world, yet he wants to spend half the city’s money on that stupid development. 

HON G.T. GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.14 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to 
speak on the Government’s new plans for the railway line from Perth to Mandurah.  I say at the outset that the 
previous speaker, Hon Jim Scott, made some pertinent comments when lamenting the lack of consultation by the 
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previous Government before it announced its proposal for the Kenwick option.  I also support Hon Jim Scott’s 
comments on his experience when talking to people about the likely patronage for a railway line that would go 
straight along the freeway.  The Government’s view is that a line that goes straight along the freeway will lead to 
increased patronage. 

It surprises me that the Liberal Party wants to talk about trains once again.  It is not a party that has a great record 
on the construction of railway lines.  It seeks to lecture the Labor Party on the construction of railway lines, even 
though the Labor Party reopened the Fremantle line, built the northern suburbs line and electrified the suburban 
rail system; and the Labor Party will build the Perth to Mandurah railway line. 

Hon Ken Travers:  And extend the line to Clarkson, which the previous Government promised but never did. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  Indeed. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Are you going to talk about that too? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  No, I am not.  I think it is surprising that the Liberal Party wants to talk about it. 

The motion refers to extraordinary variations to the south west metropolitan railway project.  That is one way of 
putting it.  It is a significant, important and strategic decision that was made by the Government.  As the Premier 
said when it was announced, it is probably the largest infrastructure project with which the Government will be 
involved over the next four years.  It is a significant initiative for the Government.  The redirection of the line 
means that trains will travel along the centre of the freeway, over the Narrows Bridge and into the central 
business district, and link with the rail line at the central city station.  As Hon Tom Stephens said by interjection, 
it is a $1.2 billion project connecting Perth to Mandurah.  It will slash 12 minutes off the travel time from the 
cities of Mandurah and Rockingham to Perth.  Under the proposed Kenwick plan utilising the existing Armadale 
line, the Rockingham to Perth journey would have taken 45 minutes, and a reduction of 12 minutes means the 
travel time will be reduced to 33 minutes.  The trip from Mandurah to Perth will be cut from 60 minutes to 48 
minutes.  That represents a 20 per cent time saving for that trip, which is significant, because the Government 
believes that the time saving will be absolutely crucial in attracting people to use this new rail line. 
Hon N.F. Moore:  What sort of people need to save 12 minutes each morning? 
Hon Tom Stephens:  The people in their cars who are trying to get out of them. 
Hon N.F. Moore:  Who travels from Mandurah to Perth every morning? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The people who drive cars to Perth or who drive anywhere along that road whereby they 
could connect to that rail line will obviously be attracted to the idea of spending less time travelling into the city 
or to the northern suburbs.  We believe that the new line will result in increased patronage.  I am not able to 
quote an accurate figure, but I am advised that it will be in the order of several thousand passengers per day. 

Some concern was expressed about the cost of the project.  The costs of this direct route will be contained within 
the existing budget estimates and also by using the money set aside for the Kwinana Freeway bus lane 
construction south of Manning Road.  The extra cost of putting the line along the freeway will be offset by 
savings on work that would otherwise have been done on the Kenwick line and the bus way to which I have just 
referred.  Reducing rail costs by using the freeway will mean the costs of construction can be covered within the 
existing budget. 

The Government has made a strategic decision in relation to the consultation process.  Over the next six months 
the public will be consulted on their detailed expectations.  This public consultation will be centred around the 
location of stations and the work in the central business district.  People will be asked what are the issues for 
them as to the location of stations, security and those sorts of issues.  No doubt the public will ask the 
Government whether it has considered this or that factor or has taken certain issues into consideration.  The 
Government will take those issues into consideration.   

I note that Hon Norman Moore asked a couple of direct questions.  I cannot answer those questions for him 
today.  If he is genuinely interested, I will seek to clarify the issue for him. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Of course I am genuinely interested. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I am not able to provide that information for him today. 

HON B.M. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.23 pm]:  I am a great supporter of trains and rail lines, and the 
coalition Government also proved it was a supporter by promising the people of Western Australia that it would 
undertake the major infrastructure of this century - not just 10 years - by committing $1.2 billion to the rail link 
between Mandurah and Perth . 
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Early in this session of Parliament I asked the Government to assure the people of Rockingham - I shall focus on 
the Rockingham end of this route - that the Cabinet decisions of 1997 and 2000 to fund the rail link into 
Rockingham would be confirmed.  Hon Graham Giffard now talks about saving money by re-routing the rail link 
past Rockingham.  His Government made it clear during the election campaign that it was committed to the 
provision of rail services between Rockingham and Perth.  What really upset the local people was the second 
part of the answer, in which Hon Graham Giffard said that the Government was currently examining the costing 
options that had been presented to it by the City of Rockingham.  The Government did not consult the City of 
Rockingham, other than to cost some options.  An article published in the Southern Gazette really hurt the 
people of Rockingham.  In that article Dr Gallop, the Premier, referred to “The rail service you wanted.”  Nine 
thousand people in Rockingham submitted written submissions through a public consultation process conducted 
by the coalition Government, and 500 people gave us written submissions. 

Where were Norm Marlborough and Mark McGowan during the announcement?  Running away with their tails 
hidden.  Where was Kim Beazley when he was running a campaign to get the submarines fitted out at Garden 
Island?  He did not even go to the trouble of finding out what would have been the financial benefits for 
Rockingham and for his seat of Brand if the rail link went through the city of Rockingham.  Hon Graham Giffard 
stands here today and talks about the 12 minutes that will be saved on the rail trip and the money to be saved by 
re-routing the line through Rockingham.   

I have said in this Chamber before that Rockingham has a population today of 75 000 people; it is the largest 
regional city in Western Australia.  Mandurah has a population of 35 000 people at the moment, and 40 000 on a 
good weekend or if it is fine weather.  It is stupid to re-route the rail line.  As I said two weeks ago when the 
Government was planning a rail link between Perth and Kalgoorlie, it should look at the towns and the major 
nodes of industry.  It is true that industry grows up around a rail line.  It would be silly to say, for example, that 
the route would be straighter through Toodyay than Northam, and that the people from Northam can bus to 
Toodyay. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  Are you aware - 

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  What I am aware of is - through consultation, which this Government has not done - that the 
people of Rockingham do not like inter-modal travel.  I do not know whether Hon Graham Giffard knows what 
that is.  Mums and dads and kids come to see us, as their local members.  A lot of families in the Rockingham 
area do not have two cars.  They want to take the bus to the bus station, which is currently located in the city 
centre, and then get on a train.  Research worldwide - Peter Newman will be aware of this - indicates that people 
do not like inter-modal travel; that is, they do not want to change the mode of transport three times.  They will 
catch a bus to a train or drive a car to a parking area and catch a train; however, many families in Rockingham 
do not have second cars. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  How will everybody north of that line get to the train? 

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  They will catch a bus or light rail.  The other major issue is that the Government has 
forgotten to take into account the demographics of the area; it has considered only picking up people at 
Rockingham.  I had put the local member for Rockingham on notice about this.  Our survey indicated that 3 000 
people travelled from Mandurah to Rockingham every day to work, and 1 000 people travelled from 
Rockingham to Mandurah every day to work.  Rockingham cannot be treated only as a pick-up point, and that is 
the major mistake this Government has made in redirecting the route to bypass the major city centre of 
Rockingham.  Rockingham is a tourist destination in this State, and it is a destination for many other reasons.  
People go into Rockingham to pay their bills, to visit the doctor and to access government services at that 
regional centre.  If the member does not know what a regional centre is, perhaps he should do his homework and 
look at the demographics and the reasons people go to regional centres. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  How do those people who go to Mandurah and Rockingham get there? 

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  That nonsensical planning was put to the people of Rockingham.  As I said in my report, 
Rockingham should be seen as a pick-up point and a destination and part of the major track.  Why should 
Rockingham have ever been considered for every second train, when it is the major population node in that 
region?  That is a nonsense.  The other reason I put the local members on notice is that they conned the local 
people by agreeing to the link that will bypass Rockingham.  I will not let those members forget that the 
Rockingham people will not be serviced.  The council itself has not been consulted.  A leading article in The 
West Australian states that -  

Planning and Infrastructure Minister Alannah MacTiernan says that the Government will start a six-
month consultative period and that changes in detail are possible. 
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As stated in The West Australian of 18 July, there is no doubt that we need a railway line linking Perth and 
Mandurah.  The success of the northern rail link indicates that Western Australians embrace an efficient train 
service.   
Hon Kim Chance:  It is another great initiative.  

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  I agree, and it is important that we have an efficient service between Mandurah and Perth 
that also links Rockingham, which is a major employment and development node.  By 2020, that area will have 
grown enormously given the expansion of Murdoch University, the hospital and other facilities.   
The PRESIDENT:  I am required to interrupt the debate at this stage.  Under standing orders, we now proceed to 
the orders of the day.  

Point of Order 
Hon N.F. MOORE:  I understand that leave can be granted for the debate to continue beyond one hour and that 
the President normally asks whether such leave is granted.  It is usually not granted by the Leader of the House, 
but on this occasion the leader might be amenable to allowing the debate to continue. 

President’s RulingRuling 
The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the Opposition has raised a point about whether the finality of Standing Order 
No 195 has effect over Standing Order No 164.  It is my belief that Standing Order No 195 overrides Standing 
Order No 164, and I rule accordingly that no extension of debate is possible.  However, I will refer this issue to 
the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for it to consider Standing Order No 72, which pertains to 
urgency motions, and Standing Orders Nos 164 and 195 to determine the wish of the House as to which standing 
order is effectively abolished.  Until that issue is determined, we will proceed under Standing Order No 195 to 
the orders of the day.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  It has been the practice as long as I can recall that, when one hour has expired, the President 
asks whether leave is granted to continue the debate.  I regularly refused leave, as did my predecessors.  If that is 
not to happen in future, I accept the ruling.  However, I want to know whether that is the case.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Would it be in order for me to move without notice that Hon Simon O’Brien be permitted 
five minutes to respond? 
The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the House can move for a suspension of standing orders for that purpose.   

Standing Orders SuspensionStanding Orders - Suspension 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.35 pm]: In that case, I move without notice - 

That standing orders be suspended sufficient to allow Hon Simon O’Brien to speak in response for five 
minutes.  

Question put and passed.  

Urgency Motion Resumed 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [4.35 pm]:  I thank the Leader of the House for his unusual 
courtesy.  
Several members interjected.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have limited time.  It is unusual - 
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members have given Hon Simon O’Brien five minutes during which to speak but are 
not allowing him to do so.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This could be some sort of cruel hoax.  I appreciate the courtesy the Leader of the 
House has displayed in moving that motion.  I also appreciate his seconding the motion we are considering - he 
obviously agrees that it is an important issue.   

I am not allowed to introduce new matters into this debate at this time, but there will be many other occasions on 
which those issues can be raised.  However, I will raise a number of issues referred to by members, to which I 
will offer counterpoints.   

The Canning Vale line was proposed to service stations at Ranford Road and Nicholson Road.  According to the 
master plan, the Ranford Road facility would be the biggest station because it would provide a radial point for 
bus feeder services to that line.  Having lived in the vicinity for years, I know that a number of heavily populated 
suburbs would benefit from the establishment of those stations.  I made it clear by interjection that, on behalf of 
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residents of the seats of Riverton and Southern River, I was offended to hear the Canning Vale line area 
dismissed by Hon Jim Scott as a wasteland in which no-one lives.  That is simply not true.  I find it extraordinary 
that a member for the South Metropolitan Region does not know that and that he is dumb enough to express such 
an offensive point of view.  

I want to see that Canning Vale line and those stations and services put back into the plan.  It can be done 
because the railway reserve and lines are already there, the population is there and further development plans are 
in place.  It can and should be done irrespective of whether the Narrows Bridge option is pursued.  I will pursue 
that matter at a later date.  I am disappointed that Labor members have rolled over and supported this revised 
plan.  A Nicholson Road station would be 19 minutes by train from the central business district, but the people 
living in the seat of Riverton have lost that facility.  The Ranford Road station would be 23 minutes by train 
from the CBD.  I will not accept unilateral decisions handed down by the Government on this issue and others.   

As I indicated in my opening remarks, many issues will arise out of this project.  They will not be resolved by 
the Government’s choosing the simple solution of taking the most direct route and having the line go up the 
freeway.  The Government has opened a 44-gallon drum of worms.  As the lid peels back, many more worms 
will emerge.  That is one of the dangers of inadequate consultation.  These issues may or may not come to light 
in the fullness of time.  I restate the Opposition’s genuine concern.   

In concluding my remarks, I thank the Leader of the House for his courtesy in allowing me to close the debate.   

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


