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Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Twenty-sixth Report — “Petition No. 145 —  
The Closure of Tier 3 Rail Lines in the Central Wheatbelt” 

Resumed from 27 June. 

Motion 
Hon BRIAN ELLIS: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

The Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs has received a number of petitions that were tabled 
in this house and that questioned the proposed closure of certain tier 3 grain freight rail lines in the central 
wheatbelt. The petitioners pointed out that they believed new circumstances needed to be considered and the 
decision of the 2009 Strategic Grain Rail Network Committee needed to be revisited.  
I probably need to go back over a bit of the history that led to this report. Back in 2009, as I said, the Strategic 
Grain Rail Network Committee formed to investigate the viability of the grain freight network. On that 
committee were a number of industry stakeholders—25 to be exact. A broad cross-section of the industry and the 
people who use that rail were represented on that committee. At the time, all those representatives signed off on 
the committee’s report titled, “Report prepared for Freight and Logistics Council of WA on behalf of the 
Strategic Grain Network Committee: December 2009”. The government made the decision that it would go with 
the recommendations and findings of that committee.  

It is quite a long report and a number of different recommendations and findings were made, but I will just refer 
to the tier 3 findings as they are what the committee’s report is mainly about. The Strategic Grain Network 
Committee found — 

Finding 11: The Tier 3 Katanning to Nyabing and Gnowangerup lines are not competitive with road 
and will become even less competitive with time. As a consequence, rail services no longer operate on 
these lines and they should be formally closed.  

Finding 12: Tier 3 lines in the Kwinana South zone are not competitive with road transport and during 
2010 rail services will cease to operate on them regardless of actions taken by governments. … There is 
no sound business case for investing in these lines and they should be formally closed. 

… 

Finding 18: The Tier 3 Perenjori-Maya line should be closed and no investment in resleepering should 
be undertaken on this line.  

The findings of the strategic grain rail network review committee led to the government’s decision at that time to 
press ahead to close those tier 3 lines that all the stakeholders had signed off on. Initially, the closures were 
meant to start in 2011; however, due to last year’s record harvest and the fact that the redevelopment of the road 
infrastructure had not been completed, closure of the tier 3 lines was extended to 31 October this year.  

The committee decided that it would bring in three of the main stakeholders to inform the committee why they 
believed the circumstances had changed: the Wheatbelt Railway Retention Alliance, the CBH Group and the 
Department of Transport. In essence, the petitioners had asked the house to consider whether the 2009 decision 
to close the tier 3 lines should be revisited because of what they claimed were new circumstances. These 
circumstances related to the arrangements that CBH had entered into. CBH claimed that the appointment of a 
new rail operator, new access arrangements with its rail network provider and purchasing new rolling stock had 
resulted in efficiencies in its operations. The committee held those hearings and there was agreement that the 
relevant circumstances had changed. There was also disagreement over whether that rendered the tier 3 lines 
viable. The committee also considered that the government had expended quite a substantial amount of money 
on the roads.  
The committee took on board the new circumstances, which it believed were significant enough to revisit the 
2009 decision and hence the committee’s recommendations. Recommendation 1 reads — 

The Committee recommends that the government keep the central wheatbelt Tier 3 rail lines 
open until the end of 2014 to enable CBH Group to demonstrate the business case for retention of 
these lines.  

Recommendation 2 reads —  

The Committee recommends that in conjunction with the Recommendation 1 demonstration 
period, the government commission the Wheatbelt Development Commission to undertake an 
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economic review of the appropriate grain transport infrastructure for the areas serviced by the 
central wheatbelt Tier 3 lines.  

I believe that the committee’s recommendations contain a reasonable request. In essence, we are recommending 
an extension of only one more year for CBH to trial its new rolling stock, which it did not have the opportunity 
to do in 2011 because that did not arrive until halfway through 2012. The minister responded to the committee’s 
report, and I have to say I was disappointed because he did not support the committee’s recommendations. I have 
some understanding of why the minister has taken that decision because in his response he points out he has been 
advised these lines were becoming substandard and that Brookfield Rail has reservations about their safety. As I 
said before, given the amount of money that the government has committed to the roads—$118 million will be 
spent on the upgrade of those roads—there is the consideration of having spent the money on the roads if the 
lines are not viable. In the minister’s view that was the direction he was taking.  
I am disappointed that the minister has not taken up the report’s recommendations because I support the work 
that the committee put into the report. However, I accept his decision. His final remarks leave the door open to 
those stakeholders or private companies that may be interested in putting a proposal to the minister. If they 
believe that these lines are viable, they can invest in them as an investment case that they can put to the minister. 
He has left the door ajar for them to do that, so I suppose the ball is back in the court of the stakeholders, such as 
CBH, whether they believe the lines are viable enough to invest in. With those few words, I commend the report 
to the house. 

Hon MIA DAVIES: I am very pleased to have the opportunity to speak to the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs’ report into the proposed closure of rail lines in the central wheatbelt. I note that 
I was not in the house when Hon Ken Travers spoke last night. I noted he took the opportunity to do some 
grandstanding about Labor’s support for the tier 3 lines. It is grandstanding because until Labor makes an 
election commitment and puts some hard cash behind it, then — 

Hon Ken Travers: I could make one like Brendon Grylls made, if you want! 

Hon MIA DAVIES: No. I would be hopeful that if the Labor Party is so committed to tier 3 lines and is so 
confident that the infrastructure will be utilised in this new and changing deregulated market, it would put its 
money where its mouth is. Anything else is political point-scoring, because Labor members have actually 
made — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! We were doing so well. Only one speaker please—
that is, Hon Mia Davies.  
Hon Ken Travers: No interruptions, I want to send this one out! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order! 

Hon MIA DAVIES: Do not worry, I will send it to them myself—that is fine! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Perhaps the member might like to direct her comments to me. 

Hon MIA DAVIES: Sorry, Mr Deputy Chair; I certainly will. 

The Labor Party has managed to make a number of announcements, election commitments, that have funding 
attached to them, but I note that tier 3 rail is notably absent from its growing list of commitments. I have a few 
with me here, and some of them are rail-related. I look forward to Hon Ken Travers, as spokesperson for 
transport, putting some dollars against this passion and commitment that he has suddenly found for the people of 
the wheatbelt and tier 3 rail, because I do not think that Hon Ken Travers has actually done any of the practical 
things that need to be done to find a solution to this problem. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: He’s having a quick Twitter! 

Hon MIA DAVIES: I can see that, Hon Simon O’Brien. The member spends a lot of time on Twitter; I have 
noticed! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you know why he Twitters?  

A government member: He’s a twit! 

Hon Ken Travers: How long did it take you to get that one! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! 

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! This is not a place of fun; this is the Parliament. Hon Mia Davies has 
the call. 

Hon MIA DAVIES: I am not sure that Hon Ken Travers has met with the Wheatbelt Development Commission 
board to propose that it commission a report into the real cost of upgrading the roads, like my honourable 
colleagues Hon Phil Gardiner and Hon Max Trenorden and I have done. I am not sure that Hon Ken Travers or 
any of his colleagues have spent the last four months or so contacting shire councils that have been impacted to 
find out whether they would be willing to contribute some of their funds towards that kind of report, like Brian 
Christie in Hon Phil Gardiner’s office has done. I am not sure that the opposition has done anything practical, 
other than to tell everyone what they want to hear, promise the world without the funding to go with it and 
pretend that it is concerned for the residents of the wheatbelt. The opposition is simply grandstanding, and I am 
sure that there will be more of it this afternoon when Hon Ken Travers rises. 

I would like to return to the committee report and the recommendations. I made it clear when the report was 
tabled that I supported the recommendations. They were sensible and prudent and a reasonable way forward to 
ensure that we have gone down every rabbit hole before relinquishing infrastructure permanently. I commend the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs for conducting an inquiry into this matter. It was in 
response to a number of petitions that had been received by Parliament. The issue has been of significant concern 
to the communities that are serviced by the tier 3 network. 

To revisit and recap what Hon Brian Ellis noted earlier, the state government has already invested $178.8 million 
in the grain rail network, topped up by a contribution from the federal government of $135 million; 
$187.9 million has gone into re-sleepering the rail siding upgrades on the tiers 1 and 2 rail lines; and 
$118.3 million has been allocated for improvements to and maintenance of roads in the wheatbelt. A transition 
assistance package to ensure that rail remains competitive with road as the package is rolled out was made 
available. This investment is a good news story. In this debate, we seem to spend an awful lot of time talking 
about what we do not have. But in this case, the total new investment in the network will amount to around 
$350 million over four years. It has secured the backbone of the grain rail network and demonstrated that the 
Liberal–National government does in fact have a commitment to transporting grain on rail. 
It might be worth pointing out at this stage that in my conversations with Brookfield Rail and other stakeholders, 
the point was made that funding should have started flowing under the previous Labor government as early as 
2007 for the refurbishment of and reinvestment in the grain rail network. That simply did not happen. This 
government has made quite a significant investment. What we are concerned about, and what this report is 
concerned about, is the last piece of that puzzle—that is, the lines that are defined as tier 3 in the original 
strategic grain network report, or SGNR, which is almost a dirty word in the wheatbelt these days. That report 
informed the government’s decision to invest a significant sum into road and rail, despite the flaws that have 
emerged since its publication. The committee’s inquiry has picked up on the key factors that confirm that it is 
time to reassess the proposed closure of these lines. The petition tabled in the Council requested just that—to 
revisit the 2009 decision to close the tier 3 lines in light of new circumstances. 
Shifting millions of tonnes of grain from farm to port in a timely manner is no easy task, as many stakeholder 
expectations have to be met. Anybody who is involved in the industry will tell us that. It is complex to handle 
grain at almost 200 receival points throughout the state in a deregulated market. Western Australia is not the only 
state that is faced with this dilemma. South Australia, Victoria and New South Wales have all conducted reviews 
into the condition of grain transport infrastructure to inform their investment in rail and road. 

The Productivity Commission noted in a report in 2010 that grain supply chains are still evolving and that 
governments and industry need to be careful that any future investment does not lock in supply chains and 
prohibit them from adjusting to the new deregulated environment. The New South Wales grain freight review 
from 2009 also made the observation that the full impact of the deregulation of export wheat sales and rail 
privatisation had yet to be felt, and that in this extremely dynamic and uncertain environment, there was good 
reason to be cautious about making changes to long-term infrastructure which would be very difficult to reverse 
and which may limit the ability of industry to respond to emerging challenges and opportunities. In Western 
Australia, the state government commissioned the report that we have heard about, which drew on the expertise 
of a number of these stakeholders to assist them to make their decision. Since that report, there has been further 
change in the industry. Western Australia is a case in point as outlined in the statement from the New South 
Wales grain freight review—we are in a dynamic and uncertain environment. In WA we have seen the 
appointment of CBH Group’s new rail operator, Watco; we have seen its new rail access arrangements 
negotiated with its rail network provider; and we have also seen it purchase its own rolling stock. Now, 
approximately 50 per cent of CBH Group’s fleet is purpose-built to run on lines such as those that have been 
identified as tier 3. In evidence to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, CBH itself 
acknowledged the significant investment into the rail network, the first for many, many years. In evidence to the 
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standing committee CBH said, in effect, that it was this investment that gave CBH the confidence to make the 
significant investment in its new rolling stock. The economies CBH is anticipating as a result of this new 
investment, and as the new rail operator, are yet to be tested. CBH continues to say that itself. I, like others, have 
seen the new CBH rolling stock on the lines throughout the region. They are out there, but they have been on line 
for only a short period; they have certainly not been there long enough for CBH to prove up the efficiencies it is 
predicting.  
Given this government has already shown a significant commitment to the retention of grain on rail, something 
my Nationals colleagues and I wholeheartedly agree with, I believe it is a worthwhile exercise to keep the tier 3 
lines open to enable CBH to demonstrate the business case for the retention of the lines, and I welcome the 
standing committee’s recommendation to this effect. It is reasonable to assess the situation given the changes 
that have taken place since the report was handed down. I also welcome the standing committee’s second 
recommendation, which adds weight to the proposal my colleagues and I, as I mentioned earlier, made to the 
board of the Wheatbelt Development Commission earlier in the year. Significant concern has been raised by a 
number of stakeholders about whether the true cost of upgrading the roads identified in the report were 
accurately calculated. Because of the matters I have raised previously, I think it would be prudent for 
government to support that independent report to assess the true cost of upgrading roads to a suitable standard in 
the grain rail network. Commitments have come from some local governments to put some funding towards that 
and I think the committee’s recommendations are reasonable and warrant serious consideration.  
To move forward we need an accurate view of how much funding is required to allow that trial period to take 
place.  

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon MIA DAVIES: Only Brookfield Rail can provide that information—$7 million to $8 million. I have 
written to the Minister for Transport to see whether we can direct money allocated to the TAP that has been 
unused to be redirected towards maintenance. There may need also to be some topping up from CBH as the 
industry and only stakeholder —  
Hon Ken Travers: What about giving back the $16 million you ripped out of it?  
Hon MIA DAVIES: That is the suggestion I have made as a member from the region that is impacted by these 
changes.  
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: As a member of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, I rise to 
note the committee’s twenty-sixth report and draw members’ attention to the minister’s response to our 
recommendations and my dismay that the minister did not agree with the recommendations. The committee did 
not come to these recommendations lightly. It is an all-party committee and we carefully examined the petition 
and came up with a reasonable recommendation. I think all of us are extremely disappointed that the minister did 
not take it on board. It was not a costly recommendation; all we said was do the business case again as the 
evidence shows that some of the factors have changed since the original strategic review.  

Hon Max Trenorden: You are wise in that view.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you very much, Hon Max Trenorden. I want to refresh members’ minds about 
what these petitioners were asking for. I will quote from the petition — 

In determining to close these lines, the Barnett Government failed to consider all of the road safety 
impacts, economic impacts, environmental impacts and the social/amenity impacts of the line closures.  

They are correct. I see members who know, on the other side of the chamber, nodding. All the petition sought 
was for the government to take another look at the decision-making process. As elected members of the 
Legislative Council, the house of review of this government, our job is to review decisions. In this case the 
committee did that very carefully. As we heard from Hon Brian Ellis, three experts in this field provided 
evidence and we said, “Yes, they have a case; take another look.” This is another case in which the Barnett 
government ministers have failed to take into consideration their constituency. The minister has been—I dare to 
suggest—arrogant in this decision. The minister has been invited by these petitioners to visit the roads to see 
how bad they are and he has not accepted their invitation. How informed is he in making this decision?  
Also, we know that the rolling stock is being replaced. We know that 22 locomotives and 574 wagons have been 
added. I have not been so blessed as to have had time to visit them, but I have looked at the photos that have 
been posted on the Facebook page. I know that that gave great excitement to wheatbelt residents, because they 
see that they, too, are going to get a piece of the pie from the mining boom; a piece of the resource income that is 
coming to this state will be spent in their area. I think that was a good move; however, in the final analysis, we 
failed them by closing tier 3 rail lines. We have absolutely failed them by saying that roads can do as good a job 
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as rail. They have every right to be disgruntled with the National Party elected representatives and with the 
Liberal government, which now has a Minister for Transport who is from that party. I know that just today they 
had a forum. The petitioners are going to take this to the election. This is going to be an issue that could have 
been avoided had the government just looked again at the business case. Our recommendation was that the 
Wheatbelt Development Commission take a look at this and do an economic assessment. I thought that was a 
great suggestion on our part, and the minister has failed in his duty by not taking that up. 

I want to briefly look at the economic costs. At the point we looked at it, the cost of upgrading the rail was 
$93 million. To members representing the north, who are seeing all these billions of dollars spent in mining 
infrastructure, what is $93 million to us as a state? That is an investment in our wheat infrastructure. Fifty per 
cent of our wheat is produced in this Kwinana zone. Two thousand farmers — 

Hon Jim Chown: That is not correct. Fifty per cent of the state’s crop is not grown in the tier 3 region.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Fifty per cent of the wheat is in that zone, according to evidence before the 
committee. If the member has other evidence, he is welcome to make a submission. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: If I could just continue. 

I refer to the costs of the roads. If we look at the maintenance that will be required to get these roads up to a 
standard that school buses and wheat trucks can be on the same road in safety, we are talking much more than 
$93 million. That is a poor economic decision on the part of this government. A little bit of care and a little bit of 
consideration for this committee report could have avoided that. 

The minister’s other problem seems to be that he does not accept that CBH is a grower co-operative; it is a non-
profit organisation. This is not a profit-making company. This is not about privatisation by private companies; 
this is about our growers working together cooperatively to get their product to the port. I, as one Western 
Australian, believe that they have a right to our taxpayer money for infrastructure to get their product to port. We 
should have provided that in the tier 3 lines. 

The last point I want to make is that, as a member for one of those port cities, I do not want to see any more 
freight being transported on road than is necessary. In fact we would like to see much more freight transported 
by rail. The former Labor government took major steps to increase freight by rail because it was at least forward 
thinking about the impacts of trucks on our roads. There is now a growing movement for this. As mentioned, 
part of the Wheatbelt Railway Retention Alliance includes the City of Fremantle and the Town of East 
Fremantle. I visited the mayors of Kwinana and Rockingham to discuss this, because they are concerned about 
this. CBH is in Rockingham; the port where these trucks will go is in my South Metropolitan Region. We cannot 
as city dwellers think that this issue of rail in the wheatbelt is limited to the good residents living in the wheatbelt 
region. This is going to affect us all. It may cause our wheat to be less economically viable because of these 
transport costs that are going to go up. 

I will finish by telling members about a submission that was presented to the committee. The submission stated 
that tier 3 rail is as important for Western Australia as the rail that runs from Mandurah to Perth. This particular 
submission said also that it is unlikely that city commuters would form a cooperative and purchase trains to get 
to work. I thought that was a great point of view. CBH and the growers should be applauded for their part in 
improving the efficiencies by investing a considerable sum of their money into the provision of efficient rolling 
stock. We need to come to the party and ensure that public funds are invested in this infrastructure, in the same 
way that public funds are invested in other rail infrastructure in this state.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I appreciate very much hearing the comments of Hon Mia Davies, Hon Lynn 
MacLaren and Hon Brian Ellis. Hon Brendon Grylls is well familiar with the position that certainly I have had, 
and I think that Hon Max Trenorden has also had, for quite some time on this issue. I want to correct two things. 
I think that either all or the majority—there was only a very small exception—of the stakeholders that were 
mentioned by Hon Brian Ellis signed the petition. That petition is really saying things that are contrary to what 
was in the Strategic Grain Network Committee report. That is the first important point I want to make. My 
recollection is that that included the chairman of the committee that delivered the report, but I may be mistaken 
on that. 
The other thing that must be said is that at least 95 per cent of the grain that is grown in Western Australia is 
exported. That means that that grain has to go to port. Therefore, we cannot compare Western Australia with the 
eastern states and the difficulties that they have. The eastern states are inefficient in many different ways in 
relation to the storage and handling of grain. Their freight is also more difficult, because the eastern states are 
essentially a domestic market—over 50 per cent of the grain that is grown in the eastern states goes to the 
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domestic market. Therefore, they do not have this single network all funnelling out to port as we do in Western 
Australia. 
The SGN report is flawed. It is flawed for a number of reasons. The first is that the SGN committee reached the 
conclusion that we need to spend either roughly $100 million on roads or $100 million on rail in that tier 3 zone. 
However, that $100 million on roads was calculated just from a desktop analysis. The committee did not do a 
road-by-road survey to see what the real costs would be. In fact, the report mentions a maintenance cost of 
$700 000 a year for these roads that will be done up, when these roads will have in an average year 58 000 truck 
movements, and in a good year over 80 000 truck movements. The committee did not do an onsite analysis. If it 
had done that, it would have found that it would have to make culverts into bridges, and buy land, and all this 
kind of stuff, which we are still waiting for. This onsite analysis is the report that Hon Brian Ellis’s committee 
was seeking to give us some better information about so that we could make a better judgement about what to 
do. 
One of the other flaws in the SGN report is that it was either road or rail in the tier 3 areas. How ridiculous is 
that! As Hon Mia Davies has said, we have multiple sellers. We also have multiple segregations of the same 
grain. Some of these grains are from different sites, and they are required to go on the same ship. That means 
that roads have to be used for the transport of grain between those sites. That means that we need to have a mix 
of road and rail if we are to have a sensible and safe network operation. So how ridiculous was that 
recommendation! The cost of the road investment has gone up to about $100 million; and based on the inflation 
rate from the time the report was written until now, it will now be at least $118 million. The report has also 
seriously underestimated the maintenance component, which will blow out the cost enormously. So the 
economic costs to this state as outlined in this report are flawed. 
Another flaw in the report is that new information is now available, as Hon Lynn MacLaren has said. CBH, as a 
member of the SGN committee, was honest enough to say that road was cheaper than rail, because at that stage it 
was. CBH got its tenders in for rail after that report had been tabled. It was only then that CBH understood that 
rail could become so much more efficient in that area. In fact, its business case to government states that, at 
worst, rail breaks even with road. 

Hon Jim Chown: So why are they still moving grain by trucks? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Is the member going to put me on hold? I thought the honourable member 
understood grain but maybe he does not. He does not understand grain if he makes comments like that, if I can 
be so brave as to say that. It is about time people woke up to how this industry works. There is new information. 
The letter from the minister about the reasonable recommendations of that committee is beyond explanation. I 
cannot understand how a small investment to keep it for two years to allow CBH to demonstrate the efficiencies 
it claims — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: How much would it cost? How much is a small investment? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It would cost $3.5 million to $4 million per year over two years to 2014. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: All the tier 3 railways? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: No, that is just to prove it. Let me come to the point Hon Simon O’Brien is making. 
If we are to have an analysis between road and rail, we cannot do it on the basis that one is financed totally, or 
almost totally, by taxpayers’ money—that is, road—when the trucks can use the road and it is only trucks that 
break down on the road, not cars. That is almost fully financed by taxpayers’ money. We are being asked to 
compare it with a rail system that is to be fully financed by private money. It is totally inconsistent; it is 
distorted. Of course we will always find that trucks are cheaper because they are not paying the full reflective 
cost. If we are to have a fair analysis, we must put it on the same basis. This analysis is not on the same basis. I 
think we can all get cross when there is a misanalysis like that that is not being re-looked at. 

Hon Ken Travers: Hear, hear! 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: That is what it needs. We have a productivity improvement from using rail so that it 
breaks even with road, but that was not envisaged by the report in any manner or form. If we as parliamentarians 
are continuously to put our feet in the sand of historical reports and claim they are relevant today, are we doing 
the state the service we should be doing? I cannot see how we are. We must be real and relevant, otherwise we 
will lose the credibility which we would all like to have but which we forsake by covering our eyes or allowing 
some of our colleagues to cover their eyes when there is no need to. Maybe there is a problem with CBH and the 
relationship it has with government. However, we must go beyond the relationship, or re-establish it, so that we 
can get to the facts of the matter. If we are to have a meaningful analysis of this issue, we must look at either 
putting road and rail on a cost-reflective basis or putting a roughly equal subsidy into each of them. They are the 
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only two alternatives I can see to get a sensible economic conclusion to this. That excludes all the external costs 
such as safety and everything else. That is what is required and that is what I would like the minister to consider. 
It may take courage if the minister is to make road cost-reflective, because it would also do damage to regional 
areas. The only way to do it is by putting both road and rail on the same level with an equal subsidy. As Hon 
Brian Ellis said, the final line in the minister’s letter leaves open the possibility of some negotiation between the 
government and private parties. That may be an avenue that is still worth exploring. That is the best thing to 
come out of this report. I thank members.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: We might have to suspend standing orders so the minister gets a right of reply as well as 
other members who might want to speak in this debate.  

Hon Philip Gardiner has just given an excellent speech that I think has outlined many of the key issues that have 
been completely missed in this debate by many members who need to be across the debate. I put on the record 
that Hon Brian Ellis said that all the stakeholders had signed off on the strategic grain rail network report. I must 
tell members that if they talk to a number of stakeholders, they will say that they did not sign off on it. 

Hon Brian Ellis interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They have been saying to me from the very beginning that they did not sign off on it—
in some cases, representatives of theirs might have. They never saw the final report, for a start. I do not know 
how someone signs off on a report when they have not seen the final version. But that is history; let us move on 
to where we are today.  

Hon Brian Ellis also made the comment that he believed the committee made a reasonable request. It was a 
reasonable recommendation and I wholeheartedly agree with him on that point. What I cannot understand is why 
we have a very poor response from the government to that reasonable request and that recommendation. I hope 
the government will formally expand on its written response, because it leaves more questions to ask than 
answers provided. I was challenged by one of the speakers in the debate to say what I had done on this issue. 
Hon Mia Davies — 

Hon Mia Davies interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; Hon Mia Davies also challenged me about what I had done, whom I had spoken to 
and where I had been. I can tell Hon Mia Davies that I have been in her electorate over the last six weeks and 
before. I have been speaking to, writing to and meeting with local governments. I have visited the roads and I 
have seen the sorts of things Hon Philip Gardiner talks about, where the government has given Main Roads and 
local governments a budget and said to build a road to the budget, not to a standard. That is one of the problems, 
and the government has problems. Has Hon Mia Davies been on the Shackleton road lately? 
Hon Mia Davies: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Has she seen the problems on the Shackleton road, even where it is being rebuilt, where 
it is already tearing apart? Has she seen where there are problems because there is no funding to build a new road 
parallel to the stand where the salmon gums are? Has she had a look at that bit of the road? 
Hon Mia Davies: We can all identify the problems, Hon Ken Travers; what are you doing to find a practical 
solution? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I cannot believe the hide of someone who sits in a political party that made a 
commitment to the people of Western Australia before the last election that it would keep these rail lines open, 
and who is now trying to make an argument about what I will commit to before the next election, when her party 
has not honoured its promise from the last election. Just remember that; do not worry about what my promises 
will be at the next election. Hon Mia Davies should worry about whether her party will honour its election 
commitments from the last election. 

Hon Mia Davies: There is $350 million already. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us go to that point. The member has said that this government has spent 
$350 million—the member actually said that it was $187 million—on rail in Western Australia. 
Hon Mia Davies: Total package, with commonwealth. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us break it down; I am giving the speech. Hon Mia Davies pointed out that her 
government had given $187 million for rail. Let us break that down. Of that $187 million, $135 million comes 
from the commonwealth government; it does not come from the state government, it comes from the 
commonwealth government. 
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Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let me go through it. There is $187 million, and $135 million of it came from the 
commonwealth government. Then there is $16 million that was taken from the tier 3 railroads maintenance 
budget. It was taken and ripped out of those tier 3 lines by this government as, I would expect, a cabinet 
decision, or certainly by the minister. That $16 million was money that should have gone into maintenance. It 
had been paid for by the users of the tier 3 lines. That money was taken and transferred to other parts of the rail 
network upgrade. So far there is $135 million and $16 million. Then there is $19 million that was put in the 
budget by the previous Labor government for the upgrade of the Greenbushes–Bunbury railway line that was 
transferred across to this program. Therefore, the sum total of the contribution and the allocation for rail by this 
government comes down to $17 million. The government can talk about its road funding, but it also has to 
remember that the money it put into roads came in a year of the lowest amount of expenditure of the state 
appropriation in living memory in Western Australia. We would have to go back over a decade to find a time 
when less was spent on roads, in actual dollar terms, than the government has spent in the last two years—that 
includes the money put into road funding. That is the level of commitment that this government has to rail and 
road funding in Western Australia. Those are the issues. I am more than happy to allow Hon Mia Davies’ 
constituents to judge who is doing the work and who is not doing the work on this issue, because I talk to them 
and I know that people such as Hon Philip Gardiner are held in very high regard and are seen to have been doing 
the work on this issue. I know that Hon Max Trenorden is held in very high regard and has been doing the work 
on this issue. I give them credit. I will happily say in this chamber that I believe both those gentlemen have done 
more work on this issue than I have. They have worked very hard. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to move to Hon Jim Chown—I was hoping he would jump up and take the 
call at some point this afternoon—because Hon Jim Chown has been very proud of the fact that he has been able 
to convince the Premier and the Minister for Transport to sign off on 500 000 tonnes of grain being exported 
through Bunbury port, increasing to potentially two million tonnes. Let us understand what that means. 

Hon Jim Chown: One million tonnes; get your facts right. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right; one million tonnes. I thought it was two million tonnes. Let us understand 
what that means. 
Hon Jim Chown: Fifty per cent of the grain in this state is exported by road to port now by CBH. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exporting it through Bunbury means more grain on roads. It means trucks going through 
the township of Collie and through the suburbs of Bunbury. That is what that will mean, because the only way 
we will get the grain into that area — 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Through Collie? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How else will it get to the Bunbury port? It will go there by road. It will put thousands 
of extra trucks on our roads. It keeps on highlighting the 40-year history of hostility to rail that we have seen 
from Liberal–National governments in this state. Let us remember that it was a Liberal–National government 
that closed the Fremantle railway line; it was a Liberal–National government that closed the Midland railway 
workshops; it was a Liberal–National government that did the flawed privatisation of the freight rail system in 
the state. It was that flawed privatisation that resulted in that Liberal–National government leasing the track but 
selling the depots. One of the difficulties that Watco has is getting access to depot space because of the failed 
privatisation of the rail freight system in Western Australia under a former Liberal–National government. That is 
the history — 
Hon Jim Chown: As the shadow Minister for Transport, on this issue you are very disappointing because your 
facts are so — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mate, I reckon I have more support on your side than you have at the moment on this 
issue, so do not — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Ken Travers, please direct your commentary to me. I have been 
allowing some robust debate but it is getting out of hand, and it is impossible for Hansard because there are too 
many speakers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have said, and I will continue to say, that I will continue to work with the stakeholders 
to find a solution to this problem. It is a movable feast. We have a problem. The government could do things and 
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make decisions today that could fix this problem. It is impossible for the Labor Party to make a commitment 
today about what it will do after the next election because things may change. For a start—let me give members 
an example—the government’s own strategy — 

Hon Mia Davies interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; and the member’s leader made a commitment at the weekend that the Premier then 
ditched this week. He said that it is only an election commitment; it is not a government commitment. So what 
does it mean? We know what the National Party commitments are worth; they are worth the same as its 
commitment before the last election. Let me explain again to Hon Mia Davies what the problem here is. She may 
not understand this, but one thing needs to happen with the grain freight rail network. The government’s 
Brookton strategy is for significant investment by Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd at the Brookton terminal and 
at the Cunderdin terminal. I do not know whether that investment will or will not be made before the election. If 
it is made, that may again change the circumstances with which we are dealing. Those are the sorts of factors 
that need to be considered. I will continue to work with the stakeholders and I will continue to follow this issue 
closely. I have made it clear that the Labor Party will make very clear its position about what it will do closer to 
the election dependent upon all the circumstances at that time.  

The Liberal–National government can take action today, Hon Mia Davies; I cannot. It is impossible. What I can 
do is make a clear commitment. In the meantime I will continue to work with stakeholders to find a solution. I 
will prosecute the failings of this government—the failings of a government that has broken its solemn promise 
to the people of the wheatbelt and the people of Perth who will be affected by this. Do not run away and try to 
hide from that—the Liberal–National government has broken its promise.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: The first thing I want to do is thank the members of the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs, Hon Brian Ellis, Hon Phil Edman, Hon Lynn MacLaren, Hon Kate Doust and 
Hon Col Holt. The twenty-sixth report is a good committee report considering the time and processes of this 
Parliament. The disappointing part of this debate, whether members want to talk about it in the community or in 
this chamber, is the emphasis on history. We should be trying to fix this problem on today’s information and by 
today’s standards. Much of the argument, and all of the minister’s argument, is based on ancient history. If we 
make those sorts of decisions as a Parliament based on that, we are going to feel pain. The reality is that this is a 
no-brainer. If Watco WA Rail, the organisation contracted by Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, is allowed to 
operate on the tier 3 lines until October 2014, we will not have to debate this issue as we will know whether it is 
viable or not. We will not have to argue about $93 million or $100 million, or where trucks are going or any of 
those sorts of issues. If Watco is allowed access to these lines until October 2014, we do not have to debate it. It 
will be proved by the natural course of economics. Why would we not do that? Why did the minister respond in 
the manner that he did? In a statement, the Minister for Transport mentions the date October 2013. The 
minister’s statement is curious. It does not mention the government anywhere—it mentions him. It actually says, 
“I do not support an economic case.” In the whole ministerial statement, it does not say where the government 
stands. It just says where the minister stands.  

Hon Mia Davies: I would be very interested to know whether that was a ministerial —  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: As a member of the Legislative Council, I just wonder whether that is the correct 
procedure. We have a statement by a minister in response to a committee report. A minister is always the 
spokesperson, but there is no mention of a “government” decision—none. I find that curious. If members read 
the last sentence, they will see that it leaves the door open. Hon Phil Gardiner and I have met with the Minister 
for Transport on a number of occasions to plead with him to leave the door open, and I hope that is the case. I 
will go back to what I said before. This will be a no-brainer: if people are allowed to see 2014 out, nobody will 
argue. If the case has not been proved by CBH and Watco, there is no case. There is no point in any of us 
debating this at all because it will be QED.  
In response to Hon Jim Chown’s interjection about what is on road now, CBH contracted with Queensland Rail 
for the last harvest. I cannot give an exact figure, but my understanding is that Queensland Rail supplied 
approximately 50 per cent of the contracted rail. It could not move last year’s harvest by rail, as it anticipated. 
QR did not meet its contract.  
Hon Ken Travers: They moved rolling stock out of the state because they believed certain lines were closing. 
They were reopened at the last moment.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: That is the point. For those members who follow this argument with some interest, 
there has been a lot of activity in Queensland. There are huge opportunities in Queensland with coal and other 
movements. In its interests, Queensland Rail moved a considerable amount of rolling stock out of the state.  
Hon Ken Travers: They thought the lines were closing. It was only natural they would.  
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Hon MAX TRENORDEN: As from this coming season, it has lost the contract. Rail was not always the option 
for the movement of grain. A lot more grain has been moved by truck this year—that cannot be debated; it is an 
absolute fact. The disappointment here, if I can repeat myself, is that if we used a bit of logic, we would get 
through. The $93 million that was quoted in the failed report of 2009 was to bring the tier 3 lines up to the 
equivalent standard of tiers 1 and 2.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
Hon MAX TRENORDEN: As I was about to say, Mr Deputy Chair, before you rudely reminded me that we 
should have something to eat, which was the better idea, the question of the $93 million in the report—Hon 
Philip Gardiner talked about extending that through inflation to something over $100 million—is not the 
required amount of money. The tier 3 lines do not have to run at 100 or 90 kilometres an hour to be efficient. 
They can run at half that and be efficient. The amount of money required to fix the lines is substantially less than 
$93 million. Also, I have some information on other factors. I do not think that that information is super 
confidential, but I do not think it would help the debate. Other issues out there allow the capital input to be 
significantly reduced and the real cost is the recurrent costs of wages, activity, administration and the like. The 
capital cost for those lines has a fairly good chance of being insignificant. Those matters may become public in 
coming weeks and it might be easier for members to clarify their positions then. More to the point, it will be 
easier for the farming industries to clarify their positions.  

It is extremely interesting to read in today’s paper and yesterday’s paper about Australian Railroad Group’s 
activity and its plans for lines in the north west, which is your patch, Mr Deputy Chair. Rail activity—heavy rail 
activity in particular, without worrying about getting into other arguments about the metropolitan area and the 
like—is on the increase in Western Australia.  

It is disappointing to get the response that we have. Like you, Mr Deputy Chair, I am a big fan of the work that 
members do in committees and I would like to see that work respected. I respect Hon Brian Ellis’s committee. I 
think that someone said that the outcome was a reasonable one. Those may have been Hon Brian Ellis’s own 
words, but I think he did a lot better than that. I think his committee evaluated the process and came up with a 
solution, which, as I said earlier, is “the” solution. Let us run the system to 2014 and the system will prove itself.  
Question put and passed.  
Progress reported, pursuant to standing orders.  
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