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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Referral to Joint Select Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.   

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [3.22 pm]:  For the second time today, we in the Parliament are being asked 
to deal with important issues that are underpinned by the Government’s refusal to provide information.  I will 
recap what happened last night and the breach of faith that has taken place in the actions of the Leader of the 
House and the way in which he now no longer enjoys my trust.  He might not think it is important that one 
person now distrusts him.  However, those issues have a habit of being a bit cancerous.  As time goes by, he 
might learn that losing the trust of a growing number of people in this place will inevitably have some 
consequences.  I remind members of what happened last night, because the reminder is tantamount to saying that 
we will have question time but no ministers will be present.  I repeat: the principle that I am now trying to raise 
is the same as saying that question time will be listed for two o’clock each day, but, as a subterfuge, the 
Government will ensure that no ministers are present. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Will you take an interjection?   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  No, I will not, because the Leader of the House has plenty of time; I am not interested in 
listening to him.  He has shown a distinct lack of respect for the processes of this place by what he has done.  
The analogy therefore is a valid one.  It would be absurd to think that we would have question time and then 
allow all the ministers to be absent. 

Points of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We are dealing with the referral of the Bill to a joint select committee.  Obviously the 
member is canvassing a whole range of matters that are not directly related to the motion.  He needs to address 
the motion before the House.   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I am trying to draw to the attention of the House, and to your attention, Madam Acting 
Speaker (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas), the fact that it is quite impossible to address the terms of the motion because 
the point of the motion was to have the minister present.  The Leader of the House has brought on the debate 
knowing the minister would be absent.  Last night I had reached the point at which I said that I would seek the 
leave of the House to continue my remarks to allow the minister to travel interstate and return.  The Leader of 
the House nodded his head.  I saw it occur when the Speaker asked whether leave was granted, and he nodded 
his head.  The words are in Hansard.  My response to the point of order is that by the Leader of the House’s new 
set of trickery, he has ensured that the person who is the object of my complaints cannot respond.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas):  I understand the emotion in relation to the debate, 
especially as I also would like to be involved in it, but I am in the Chair.  I remind the member for South Perth 
that he is directed to speak to the motion before the House.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I accept your ruling, Madam Acting Speaker.   

What was the purpose of my dealing with the matter in the way that I did yesterday?  The purpose was to 
activate a standing order, which is available to me and any member of this Chamber and which, at the end of a 
second reading debate, allows a member to refer a Bill to a standing or select committee of the Parliament.  The 
whole point I had in mind was, first, to draw to the Government’s attention what it already knows - that is, it has 
never been interested in options for the southern suburbs railway line - and, secondly, to draw members’ 
attention to the fact that there were other options.   

Because I wanted the opportunity to put that to the minister, I agreed to show her some courtesy; therefore, I 
sought leave to continue my remarks when debate on the Bill resumed.  That is what is recorded in Hansard.  
The Government can hide from this issue as much as it likes.  It has the numbers to do what it likes.  However, 
so did Brian Burke, Mr Dowding and Carmen Lawrence.  Those people stand discredited today because they 
refused to listen to their better judgment in those days that what was going on denied proper information to the 
Parliament.  Their reputations have paid a heavy price.  I put it to the House that today we are being denied the 
same thing.  Why do I say that?  For example, we are being denied the right to hear the options because the 
Government has brought on this debate when the one person who can answer the charge is absent.  I note that 
not a single minister is in the House.  The Leader of the House is not present.  Also not present are the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure, who has disappeared interstate, and the clever minister who recently called a 
point of order for me to address the motion.  There is not a single minister in the House, and the government 
benches are bare.  We are in the process of authorising expenditure in the order of $1.5 billion.  I find it passing 
strange that that is also the amount that brought down the previous Labor Government.  That is what the 
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Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd plant in the southern suburbs cost us.  We are about to authorise the expenditure 
of $1.5 billion, and we do not have a quorum.  Five people are listening to the concerns of the 25 000 
constituents I represent.   

What are some of the options that I would like canvassed by a joint committee of the Parliament?  The most 
significant and well-based from an engineering point of view is that produced by widely respected railway 
engineer Peter Bruechle, who was very much involved in the 1989 construction of the rail link to the northern 
suburbs.  He is a consultant to the Perth urban development group that is dealing with the current railway.  Mr 
Bruechle put forward a proposition that, if accepted, would address the concerns of half the people I represent.  I 
am somewhat sad that the plan does not address all the concerns of all the people I represent; however, in a 
world that is not ideal, I probably would have accepted the Bruechle alternative if the Government had even 
considered it.  It did not give it five minutes.  The proposition offered the Government a chance to make the 
southern suburbs railway viable, which would be a novelty for a public railway.  Under the Bruechle plan, the 
line would deviate from the freeway at or near the Royal Perth Golf Club.  Instead of the line proceeding to the 
Narrows Bridge and into the city, it would deviate to the east, burrow into the ground at Richardson Park, where 
there would be an above-ground rail station.  At Richardson Park the line would go east and then head north 
under the river to link up with the major system in central Perth.  When Mr Bruechle put that proposition to me, I 
said that it solved half my problems.   

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  The only and somewhat major suggestion I made was that instead of a station being at 
Richardson Park, it should be beneath Windsor Park.  That would enhance the Bruechle option as the station 
would be central to not only the Perth Zoo, which attracts just under 600 000 patrons a year, but also the Mends 
Street business district and the many thousands of people who live in the high-rise apartments within a 500 or 
600-metre radius of the park.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Was the Bruechle plan costed? 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  Yes, and I will tell the member about that because it is germane to this debate.  In my 
conversations with Mr Bruechle, I asked the obvious question, which the member for Roleystone has now asked.  
Members should bear in mind that we are already talking about the expenditure of $1.4 billion.  Mr Bruechle, an 
experienced railway engineer and tunneller, has estimated that the extra cost would be $70 million.  I was 
surprised that he could solve half my problems and half the problems of the electorate of South Perth with 
$70 million.  He was able to point out a number of savings.  By deviating from the Kwinana Freeway at 
Richardson Park, the railway would not need to go over the Narrows Bridge, eliminating the need for very 
expensive modifications to the bridge.  The railway would not need to be put underground on the Perth foreshore 
side of the city because it would go under the river and emerge at either William or Plain Street - I am not sure 
which.  Mr Bruechle was also able to point out that there is a world surplus of tunnel-boring machinery and that 
the State would be in a good position to negotiate rates that could put his plan on the table as a real option.  This 
would all be for the sake of an additional $70 million to the $1.4 billion already estimated.  In all respects, Mr 
Bruechle’s experience and professional background persuaded me that it was a real option.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  How would the line cross the river? 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  It would go under the river. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  The Northbridge tunnel cost $600 million.  How could this be done for $70 million? 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  The member is demonstrating the concern I have that no-one has done his homework.  I 
asked the same questions of Mr Bruechle that the member for Roleystone is now asking me.  I am delighted that 
he is asking these questions.  He is the first government member to ask these sorts of questions.  However, I do 
not want him to query me on the cost.  The $70 million is not my figure and I am not a railway engineer.  It is the 
figure of Peter Bruechle, a railway engineer who has been employed by Labor Governments in the past.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  The figure of $70 million that you are talking about does not ring true because the 
Northbridge tunnel cost $600 million.  

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I wanted the chance to have Mr Bruechle come in and say these things to the Parliament, 
and do exactly what the member for Roleystone wishes - demonstrate.  That is why I wanted the issue to go to a 
joint select committee of both Houses of the Parliament.  If members care to read the motion, they will 
understand that those questions of the member will have been answered.  I wanted the Bill to be referred to 
determine - 

(a) what viable route options exist for the railway; 

(b) relative costs for all viable options; 
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(c) whether the route option proposed by Mr Peter Bruechle was fully examined by the 
Government and if not, why not; 

I did not say that the Parliament demands that the Government adhere to the Bruechle option.  I was asking the 
questions that have just been asked by the member for Roleystone.  If nothing else, he can have the satisfaction, 
if this thing turns sour, of being the only person, to my knowledge, who has bothered to ask the questions that I 
am asking. 

It goes without saying that the Bruechle option would be enormously enhancing of the riverside and foreshore of 
South Perth and Como, because the railway would simply disappear.  I said that I remarked to Mr Bruechle that 
it seemed too good to be true, but I was delighted to have the chance to put it before the Government.  Mr 
Bruechle’s option could be the difference between making the southern suburbs railway viable or not.  Within 
100 metres of the proposed station at Windsor Park there would have been the potential for 580 000 zoo patrons 
each year using the railway.  Mr Bruechle’s plan also envisaged burrowing under half of the city of South Perth.  
The population is 38 000, and at a rough calculation, half of that population lives in the northern, riverside part 
of the city.  This would enhance the capacity of this project to be viable.  The response of the Government was 
indifference, ignorance and a failure to concede that someone else might come forward with an alternative to 
what the Government has become fixated over.  I remind members that only one route was in the mind of the 
Government when it made the announcement on 16 July last year. 

The matter has not been to Treasury.  It has been to the Cabinet’s economic committee, which is serviced by one 
Treasury officer.  History will eventually show that the Treasury was dudded.  I would be very interested to 
know what Mr Langoulant, who seems to be able to find a few memos for the current Government about the 
activities of past Governments, might eventually produce in the way of internal memos about this project.  It was 
not the only option.  Interestingly, the member for Roleystone partly referred to this.  I have even lost him now 
to talk to.  We have the member for Collie and the Leader of the House - two government members, and a billion 
and a half dollars of the people’s money is being spent!  I am pleased that my friend the member for Roleystone 
has come back to give me a help along, because I wanted to refer to something he interjected about.  Is the 
Leader of the House pleased that there are only three members on the government side?  Does he think this is 
what the royal commission and the Commission on Government favoured - that three people out of a 
Government of 18 would be in the Chamber?  It is a disgrace.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It reflects on your performance, and nothing else.  

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  No, it does not.  The royal commission did not say anything about having to like people’s 
remarks, or about liking the people who offered those remarks.  It said that we needed a Parliament that worked 
properly, and one of the first prerequisites for a Parliament that operates properly is enough bloody people to be 
in there to listen to the debate.  It is a disgrace to the Government.   

The Bruechle plan is not the only option.  The member for Roleystone inadvertently talked about the 
Northbridge tunnel.  I put this proposition, when the Court Government was in office, and I had a partial win.  
This plan now being proceeded with by this Government was then dropped, for which I was very pleased.  I gave 
credit where it was due in the election of 1996, when it was dropped.  It shows how susceptible the current 
Government was to the “Yes Minister” syndrome.  It was in office for 16 weeks before it made a decision of this 
magnitude.  “Do we have something else we can do?”  “Yes minister.”  “Would it still make us look good?”  
“Yes, minister.  Have another cup of tea and we will handle it.  All you need to do is to take it out of that tray on 
the left-hand side and put it over there on the right-hand side.”  That is what government has come to mean, 
because the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure walked straight into it. 

I put the proposition that the Government should look at lowering the freeway between Canning Bridge and the 
Narrows, so that a start could be made on undoing the urban design catastrophe brought about in 1958 and 1959, 
when the freeway was put at ground level.  That was the first freeway in Australia.  It predated anything on the 
eastern seaboard, and the worst thing about it was that the planners did not know any better, and put it above 
ground level.  My proposition, in 1996, and since 16 July last year, has been to look at lowering the freeway 
between the Canning Bridge and the Narrows Bridge, and taking the railway with it.  Once that is done, a top 
could be put across, restoring something in the vicinity of six kilometres, multiplied by 100 metres of freeway, 
for public open space.  The first answer that I got back was that it would cost $800 million extra.  Over the 
months, Main Roads decided it had to review the figure.  It could be as low as $500 million.  That was referred 
to briefly yesterday by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.   

Points of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I draw the attention of the Acting Speaker to the irrelevance of the member’s contribution 
to debate on the matter before the House.  This is not a motion that allows for general debate on the construction 
of the railway.  It is a procedural motion to refer matters to a committee.  While the member spoke for some time 
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about Mr Peter Bruechle, I thought that was appropriate, because that is one of the references, and he spoke at 
some length about it.  However, the member for South Perth is now going on to raise a whole lot of other 
potential possibilities.  I put it to the House that it is quite within standing orders for the member to raise issues 
that should go to the committee, but to fully open up and debate those matters is not within the standing orders in 
respect of this referral motion.  The member seems to be wishing to revisit all matters pertinent to the railway 
rather than matters that need to go to the committee or that the committee might wish to look at. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have been outside the Chamber, but I have been listening to what the member for South 
Perth has been saying.  I believe that what he is doing is giving reasons that this matter should go to the joint 
select committee that has been proposed.  It is a very valid part of the debate.  If a member cannot give the 
reasons that it should go to a joint select committee, it makes the whole motion a nonsense.  I can appreciate the 
frustration of the Leader of the House, because he wants to get on with other business, but this motion is before 
the House.  It is a fact that when we move this type of motion we can give the reasons that a Bill should go to a 
joint select committee. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms K. Hodson-Thomas):  I believe that the member for South Perth is covering a 
number of reasons that he believes the matter should be referred to a joint select committee.  I will, therefore, 
allow some latitude, but I remind the member for South Perth that we are dealing with the substantive motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  The Leader of the House continues the campaign that he has carried out today to make sure 
that people are limited in their ability to debate.  Let me remind him, since he has not read it, that paragraph (d) 
refers to any other issues relevant to the railway proposal.  I might read it five times to favour the five Labor 
members who have bothered to be present.  I appreciate the fact that they are here.  However, I am addressing 
paragraphs (b) and (d), which refer to the relative costs and any other issues relevant to the railway proposal, one 
of those issues that is an option that I was speaking about before the non-point of order was taken. 

Main Roads originally said that to do what I wanted to do would cost $800 million.  Main Roads then realised its 
error.  Through you, Madam Acting Speaker, I draw this to the attention of the member for Roleystone, because 
it turned out that Main Roads used the figures for the Northbridge tunnel as a way of calculating a trenched 
arrangement between the Canning and Narrows Bridges.  I did not have to point this out to Main Roads, because 
it knew what it was playing at, but I pointed out to it that I did not ask for the costing of a tunnel between the 
Canning and Narrows Bridges.  I said that I asked for an undergrounding of the kind that I have just outlined, 
lowering both the facilities of the railway and the freeway, covering the top and landscaping the restored land for 
public use.  I suspect that is how the minister yesterday was able to talk about the cost being only $500 million.  I 
am the first to admit that was an expensive option, but I do not accept the view - I am addressing part (b) - that 
an addition of somewhere between $500 million and $800 million makes the project cost prohibitive.  I have said 
before that if John Forrest and C.Y. O’Connor were confronted with that argument in 1901, they would never 
have had the Kalgoorlie pipeline built because the project would have been too big.  That is why we have loan 
funds.  I have said before that it is not an option to say that we would have lost our AAA credit rating had we 
added that amount to the loans.  No country or city in the world ever lost its AAA credit rating for building 
useful public infrastructure.  People lose credit ratings in the way that the current Leader of the House helped 
lose them back in 1989, 1990 and 1991 when he was the parliamentary secretary of the Cabinet; that is, by 
wasting something like $1.5 billion. 

I have talked about two options that the Government never seriously looked at.  It most certainly did not look at 
the Peter Bruechle option.  It looked in the most cursory way at the option I put in 1996 and more recently in 
2001.  I had to go to an independent authority to learn that, based on the current capacity to raise funds and the 
going interest rates, we would have been adding something like $34 million a year to the overall costs over a 24 
year period to do the job properly.  As an option, the Government was not interested in it.  It pulled the shutters 
down and closed its eyes and ears.  Anything that deviated from the narrow view of the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure would simply not be tolerated.  Is that the sum total of the options?  No, it is not. 

I was at a public meeting in South Perth on Monday night.  It was not to do with the railway, but I was 
approached by a prominent South Perth identity.  I will not for the moment identify him because he said he 
would take the matter up separately.  He asked if the option had ever been examined of doing what I want; that 
is, lowering the railway and trenching the freeway through South Perth and Como with a parallel sell-off of some 
of the land that would be retrieved.  I said that option had never been looked at by the Government, just as no 
other options have been looked at by the Government.  He asked why.  I said that if we were talking about a sell-
off, it would clearly be absurd because it would be cutting off my nose to spite my face.  However, there are 
areas along the route between the Canning and Narrows Bridges that could and would lend themselves to being 
sold off and developed to help pay for the infrastructure that would be installed underground between those two 
bridges.  That is yet another option that the Government has failed us on. 
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The South Perth City Council has put forward a number of options.  It has received the same short shrift that I 
have learnt to expect from the current minister.  Since the Leader of the House is so keen that we stick to the 
terms of my motion, I will refer to page 61 of the minutes of the ordinary council meeting on 27 August 2002.  
The minutes refer to a resolution that was passed in February of this year.  I agree with some of the resolution 
and vehemently object to other parts.  One of the options canvassed by the City of South Perth was that it should 
advise the Perth urban rail development body and the State Government that it is supportive of options to address 
significant community concerns relating to the impact of the rail link.  It then asked for “the inclusion of a third 
rail power system, subject to an alternative barrier design being developed”.  Through this process I have come 
to know about the third rail system.  For the benefit of members who do not know, the third rail is effectively the 
rail that carries the power.  That rail is at ground level and therefore offers no visual intrusion or impact.  That 
option was put by the City of South Perth but has been given scant attention by the Government - about as much 
attention as we will get today from the minister because of her absence interstate.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


