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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 November. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.19 pm]:  When the House rose on 14 November, my 
contribution to the second reading debate was interrupted as I was explaining to the House the situation 
confronting a number of people who have businesses, let premises or are employed by businesses in the central 
business district, and how they may be impacted upon adversely by railway construction which will flow from 
the passage of this Bill.  On that occasion I expressed my disappointment about the Government’s apparent lack 
of understanding coupled with its lack of concern about the situation in which many people might find 
themselves.  Over the ensuing week, I hope that the Government has had an opportunity to reflect on its attitude 
to this matter.  I hope the Government can provide the House with an undertaking about what it proposes to do in 
situations in which people occupy buildings - as lessees, employees or owner occupiers - which may or may not 
be demolished in whole or in part in the central business district.  Further, I hope that the Government will 
propose a date because one has yet to be determined.  The Government should have determined all such matters 
before the Bill was presented to the House.  The supplementary notice paper bears an amendment standing in my 
name, which seeks to address the abovementioned issues.  In due course - if we reach the committee stage - that 
amendment and its merits will be canvassed.  Similarly, if and when we arrive at the committee stage, a number 
of other important matters will be raised in an attempt to examine in detail the impact of the Bill.  I and other 
members of the Liberal Party will examine a range of issues during the committee stage.  We will raise a number 
of matters with the Government about which we will seek reassurance, particularly those that relate to local 
authorities, including the City of Rockingham.  Indeed, Hon Barbara Scott will talk about that matter.  The 
Opposition will seek to address a number of other local jurisdictional matters, but it is probably more convenient 
that we do that when the House resolves itself into a Committee of the Whole.   

I now turn to summarise the Opposition’s position on the Bill.  In the course of the debate I have highlighted a 
number of matters about which the Opposition has concerns, and for which we believe the Government does not 
have the answers that are needed to consider the Bill.  Such matters include compensation, to which I previously 
alluded, and a number of engineering matters, some of which I have already alluded while others are yet to 
follow.  The key consideration for Parliament is whether the Bill is supported or opposed.  Although some 
members are concerned about a number of technical matters that could affect the project’s bottom line, the fact 
remains that we are not engineers or scientists, and, as I mentioned earlier during the debate, we do not pretend 
to be.  Parliament must focus on the simple question of whether the Government should be authorised by a 
special Bill to build a railway from point A to point B.   
The Liberal opposition has considered the rationale put forward by the Government, which relies very heavily on 
the projected patronage figures.  On 14 November I outlined in detail the Opposition’s views about the 
Government’s passenger projections.  Again, if we reach the committee stage, there will be further scrutiny of 
those figures.  Indeed, I hope that the parliamentary secretary will offer the House a fresh perspective when he 
exercises his right of reply.   
Hon Graham Giffard:  Perhaps I can add further clarity.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I would not say further clarity; indeed, any clarity would be appreciated.  A certain 
amount of clarity has been provided by the Opposition, and not the Government.   
In summary, I invite the House to consider the salient point that has already been made; that is, about 420 
Mandurah residents work in the Perth central business district.  About 110 Mandurah residents - out of the 
12 100 who are employed - commute to the Perth metropolitan area by public transport.  As has been rammed 
down our throats for the best part of 18 months, the whole basis of the Government’s legislation has been about 
getting commuters from Mandurah into the central business district 12 minutes earlier than would otherwise be 
the case.  That is a funny motivation for such a colossal exercise and for the scope, scale and location of the 
proposed railway.  It is an extraordinary response to the question of how we move a comparative handful of 
Mandurah residents to the central business district more quickly than would have otherwise been the case if the 
former Government’s proposal to extend the metropolitan rail system had been adopted.  I look forward to 
hearing Hon Murray Criddle’s contribution to the debate.  The patronage figures do not stack up.  The 
Opposition has searched for and failed to find - indeed, they were not presented to us - the type of passenger 
numbers that would justify such a colossal and extra expense.  As I stated on 14 November, we have failed to 
find a large pool of new and extra public transport users to justify the railway.  The claim that there will be over 
28 000 new commuters each day simply evaporates when one examines the figures in light of the criteria to 
which I alluded earlier in my speech.  The Opposition believes that the net figure could be around the 500.  
Again, that figure could vary and it could be substantially higher.  However, we do not believe it is anything like 
the figure that has been touted by the Government in support of its railway proposal.  A value-judgment must be 
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made about whether we commit so many of the State’s capital work infrastructure dollars to the alleged 
convenience of such a small group of people to the exclusion of others.  That is before we start to consider other 
matters such as the inconvenience to other people.   

The Leader of the House and other members are aware of my objection to a Government that proposes to not 
build a railway where many people wanted it and to place it where many people do not want it.  The raw 
patronage figures do not provide the necessary reassurance that would enable us to support the Bill.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Have you analysed the methodology that was used to calculate the figure of 28 000?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We have covered this a fair bit.  I have referred to the Spectre 1.3 and 2.0 models.  
They are the computer-driven models that were used by the public officers with management of this project 
under the former Government and more recently under the present Government.  I offered some detailed remarks 
on that the last day we sat.  I do not propose to go through those again, but they are in the Hansard of 14 
November.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I asked that question in the hope that there might be something we could provide you with to 
assist in getting your head around those numbers.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We are not at the end of the process just yet.  I certainly look to the parliamentary 
secretary in case there is further reassurance that can be provided.  At this stage we are not reassured.  Assuming 
we pass the second reading stage, we will have some opportunity during the committee stage to examine this a 
bit further.  However, it comes down to the point of view of the Opposition in this Parliament considering a Bill, 
which as the Leader of the House has pointed out is a short Bill despite its importance -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Short on words but long on money.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Indeed.  A value judgment must be made.  Apart from the matters other people are 
concerned about and the public interest in a range of matters that a project of this size will inevitably attract, an 
Opposition must rely on some principal and fundamental criteria to make its value assessment.  In the first 
instance, that is how many people will be served by such an expensive project.  We must weigh up whether, in 
our view, it is justified.  Although no dollars are attached to this Bill by appropriation or any other means - it is 
an enabling Bill required by the Public Works Act - it is very much about whether a large sum of money will be 
spent on a project.  There is no doubt about that.   

I will summarise the Opposition’s position on the Bill and conclude with some comments on the cost.  In so 
doing, I appreciate some notes compiled by the shadow minister for transport - as we call her - Katie Hodson-
Thomas MLA, who has done a great deal of work on this Bill.  That has been acknowledged in other places.  
Through the efforts of Ms Hodson-Thomas and others working with her, I have some figures that summarise the 
position in relation to cost, which along with the patronage figures are the chief criteria that an Opposition 
should consider when a Bill such as this comes before the Parliament.  I remind the House of these things.  In 
July 2001, when the Labor Government announced its intention to redirect the route of the southern rail link, it 
announced that “the cost of direct route will be contained within existing budget estimates”.  At that time the 
existing cost estimate, which had been announced by the former coalition Government, was in the vicinity of 
$1.147 billion.  Some $50 million or more had already been spent on planning, some related infrastructure and 
community and professional consultation.  Much of that was reflected in the master plan of 1999.  In addition, 
the Opposition notes that massive amounts of taxpayer-funded works already in existence, including more than 
$34 million worth of express busway and Canning Bridge bus interchange, will now be wasted.  This is not 
money that is being reallocated - I will come to that in a moment - but money that has already been spent to 
provide infrastructure that will be ripped down.  One of the bridges along Canning Bridge must be moved.  It is 
just by my electorate office, and I traverse this bridge on a regular basis.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  That is a bus lane.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I go past it.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  You drive down the bus lane!  You have been caught out!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is that not what it is there for?  I have a big green Mercedes!  I meant to say that it is 
one of the parts of the bridge that I drive past all the time.  That must be moved a bit to one side.  However, it 
cannot simply be moved to one side; it must be demolished and a fresh one built nearby.  We are conscious of 
the amount of money that has already been spent and, in effect, wasted.  The public should not be happy about 
that.  We most certainly are not.  The Labor Government revised up the cost of its railway project to 
$1.217 billion in July 2001.  That estimate did not account for the additional infrastructure costs of the direct 
route, which at that time were yet to be determined.  Some aspects of that are still to be determined.  They can be 
determined only when the tenders for construction and design are received.  In May 2002 the Government 
revised the cost of the project upwards again, this time to $1.4035 billion.  That included $168 million in so-
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called escalation costs, which are about translating the costs of the day into 1906-07 dollar terms.  When talking 
about a project that spans a very long period, we must remember that the value of the dollar will not necessarily 
be the same 10 years down the track.  There is the complication when assessing the value of projects of making 
sure that apples are compared with apples and oranges with oranges.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I think you meant to say “2006-07”.  You said “1906-07”.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Sorry, I meant 2006-07.   

Hon Kim Chance:  If that is an option, can we investigate it?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If it was worth $168 million in 1906 dollars, we would have a pretty impressive 
structure!  It is legitimate to consider escalation costs in a project such as this.  However, I make the point that 
about $85 million of that extra escalation cost is a result of the Government’s delaying the building of the south 
west metropolitan railway by a couple of years.  If that were not the case, we would not be expressing the project 
in 2006-07 dollars as it would not have extended that far. 

In June 2002 the Government announced that it would sink the rail line along the Perth river foreshore.  We 
agreed with that.  If the Government is going to put the line along the foreshore, it should put it under the 
foreshore and not on top.  However, I am advised that that will probably add about $195 million to the cost of 
sinking the railway line.  Has that increased the bill by $195 million?  We were told that it had not because 
certain other capital works on other parts of the railway line in the south metropolitan area were done away with 
to offset a part of that cost.  

I observed at the time that was announced in June that what the previous Government set out to do - and what 
the Labor Government purports to do - was to build a railway to service the south metropolitan area, yet we keep 
finding very large chunks of money being taken out of a range of places south of the river in order to sink 
railway lines and so on north of the river.  As a visionary project, it may be very worthy to put railway lines 
underground, but that is a different project from building a metropolitan railway line.  We had cause to complain 
about that at the time.  Nonetheless, the Government sets its priorities.  As of October 2002, the official capital 
cost of the project stands at about $1.42 billion.  We note that that cost is a best estimate and not based on written 
quotes or contracts.  From the Opposition’s point of view, how will the money be found; how will it be funded?  
We are told by the Government that $300 million from the sale of AlintaGas has been retained, as earmarked by 
the previous Government for this project.  That leaves more than $1.1 billion to be funded by public borrowings.  
That is substantially more than the former Government’s proposal required in borrowings.  The previous 
Government looked at borrowing approximately $450 million over four financial years.  The current 
Government plans to borrow $1.1 billion.  There are two things I would say about that.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I am not sure about those figures.  The previous Government was going to use $300 million 
from AlintaGas and borrow $450 million.  That equals $750 million. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  Speaking in round figures, the balance is about $350 million.  Although I do not 
have the budget papers to hand, that was to be funded over four years as a budget capital works item. 

Hon Kim Chance:  There would still be borrowings. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.   

Hon Kim Chance:  In the capital works budget? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  It was to be funded from the annual budgets over four consecutive years.  I do not 
have the papers immediately to hand to show the Leader of the House. 

The first thing I would observe is that we are looking at additional borrowings of between $700 million and 
$800 million.  That is a very large single basket of money.  It is money that will not otherwise be available to 
other infrastructure projects and a range of institutions throughout the State.  That is something that should be 
noted.  It also comes at a cost.  Hon Alan Cadby and I did some back of the envelope calculations.  They were 
unofficial.  We believe the cost of the finance will be very high. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  Whatever is to be borrowed will have an interest rate of five per cent or six per cent over 30 
years.  If $800 million is borrowed, the interest to be paid will be another $800 million over that 30-year period.  
That is the additional cost in servicing the debt. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is the cost of that sort of finance.  I recall us working it out at about $66 million 
per annum in repayments above and beyond what the coalition Government regarded as necessary to pay.  When 
looking at repayments over 30 years, it is difficult to make sure that the dollars equate with each other.  At 
present, we have a situation in the disability services sector of which all members are aware.  A campaign is 
being run for accommodation support by representatives of the disability services sector.  It is claimed that the 
unmet need in the disability services sector could be solved for only $13 million a year recurrent.  We are talking 
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about $66 million a year recurrent for the next 30 years being spent to cover the cost of additional borrowings so 
that a few hundred people can get to Perth 12 minutes earlier! 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think your figures are wrong. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is the sort of priority we are talking about.  I leave the Leader of the House and 
Hon Alan Cadby to scratch away on more envelopes behind the Chair or somewhere else.  Those are the 
indicative costs we are talking about.  There are other ways the costs can be expressed: how many schools could 
be created; how many thousands of kilometres of road could be maintained in country areas; and, perhaps, how 
much road trauma could be avoided by spending a proportion of the money on road maintenance rather than on 
extra railway costs that we do not need? 

We must also consider that in that figure there are a number of unfunded capital costs including the resumption 
of land in the CBD, such as the old Myer building on the corner of Murray and William Streets.  A figure pulled 
out of the air for that is $40 million.  There is also the cost of building nine future stations.  We are told that, 
although they will not be built right now by this Government, they will be built in the future.  That is an 
additional $82.5 million in today’s dollars. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Did you not cost them? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am not in the position to compare the costs right now. 

The cost of removing the William Street freeway off ramp is estimated at $10 million.  There are a few other 
things as well including the possibility of a light rail connection to the Rockingham town centre.  I will return to 
that at a later stage as I know Hon Barbara Scott wants to talk about that.  There is also the possibility of sinking 
the Fremantle rail line at least as far west as Milligan Street.  We must all face the question that, if we are 
constructing this sort of project now and we have the opportunity, do we do it? 

Hon Graham Giffard:  What do you think? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It should be done, yes. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  They are not the same tunnels. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, it is part of the same project. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  It does not have to be. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Okay.  If we ever get to the committee stage, I will ask the parliamentary secretary 
what are his plans.  I thought that was the Government’s proposal. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Okay; fine. 

We have adequate figures for the Opposition to form the view that not only is this project not delivering the sorts 
of benefits that a project of this size should deliver, the costs of the project are so out of proportion to any 
benefits that may be visited upon the people of Western Australia that they are prohibitive.  The Opposition 
believes other things should be done with the resources we are talking about.  Indeed, every part of the expense 
of this Government’s project beyond that of the previous Government’s is based on borrowings.  I fear what will 
happen in the event of the project continuing the way I think it will go.   

All of the figures that the Government has quoted are only best estimates.  We do not know how much the 
project will ultimately cost.  A number of members on this side of the House are vitally concerned that the 
project could turn into a financial fiasco to rival some of the worst financial excesses of the WA Inc period, 
when a former Labor Government threw hundreds of millions of dollars down the drain.  This Labor 
Government is offering a blank cheque to a contractor so that it can unnecessarily throw hundreds of millions of 
dollars more down the drain.  For all of those reasons, the Opposition is not inclined to support the second 
reading of this Bill.  When we reach the committee stage, we will attempt to lessen the Bill’s impact in some 
ways.  However, we basically believe that the Government has not made a case to justify this colossal project.   

I conclude my remarks by again assuring the House that the Opposition supports an extension of the suburban 
railway system to Mandurah and all stops on that route.  Indeed, the former Government was in the process of 
building one such system and it would have opened train stations next year.  This Government has not only 
delayed, but also jeopardised that project.  They are the reasons why the Opposition will not support this Bill.   

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]:  I oppose the Bill with enthusiasm and vigour.  I 
have represented the region for some 10 years and I believe that the Government’s proposal is a public disgrace 
and is shameful.  The former coalition Government supported - and in opposition it still supports - a fast and 
effective rail link between Perth and Mandurah that services Rockingham and the south east and the south west 
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metropolitan suburbs.  However, this Government has thrown out the former coalition Government’s plans and 
work in a cavalier manner.  As a result, it has perhaps also thrown out the hopes and dreams of many people who 
live in the South Metropolitan Region, particularly those who live in the further regions of Mandurah and 
Rockingham.  I will go into that in detail later.   

It was clear how the coalition’s plan was to be costed.  The project was to be brought forward by some 15 years 
because of the sale of AlintaGas.  The funding for this project was to be in these terms: $300 million from the 
proceeds of AlintaGas; $398 million by way of an operating lease to the private sector for the supply and 
maintenance of rail cars, including necessary infrastructure; and the remaining $449 million through public 
borrowing.  The Government’s embarking on a total change of plans is not only a state disgrace, but also a 
national disgrace, because it provides the Western Australian public with an irresponsible plan.  Many people 
hold the opinion that the Government’s plan is careless and irresponsible because it will cost so much more 
money.  We have to question whether other issues in the community deserve a higher priority.  The project will 
have a huge cost blow-out and the delay of its completion will cause further delays for the people who have been 
waiting for it.  The delay and the blow-out is one aspect of the Opposition’s objection to the project, which my 
colleague Hon Simon O’Brien has enunciated, as will other members.   

Many people think that the decision to re-route the train line is wrong.  On 24 September 2002 in The West 
Australian, Lindsay Tilly, who is an engineer, argued that the reasons for building a southern railway had been 
lost in the debate.  He states -  

The decision to run the railway along the freeway from Glen Iris to Perth central business district is 
wrong for two main planning reasons.   

Firstly -  

The Government must listen to this -  

it does not augment the public transport system, but replaces one mode of transport with another mode 
which will be less convenient for the majority of commuters.   

Secondly, it places all transport from the south on the one alignment, which makes all transport between 
north and south dependent on keeping this artery open.  A major accident or electrical fault would bring 
traffic to a standstill.  Buses could not run on train lines.  The freeway cannot be expanded to 
accommodate more lanes.   

An alternative route for the railway is essential, leaving the well planned busway to service the inner 
southern suburbs.   

Other reasons why this route is wrong include -  

This view is shared by others -  

The cost of the two Mt Henry bridges, the infill Narrows Bridge, the fact the geophysicists do not know 
how to tunnel through the steel cables under William Street and the realignment of the road system 
from Glen Iris to Mt Henry Bridge must add significantly to the cost of the previous proposed route 
through Kenwick, for which the major structures have been built.   

The busway has to be ripped up and replaced with concrete and rails and stations have to be built where 
buses and cars now run.  Bridge works will inevitably require diversion of traffic or lane closures.  
Major works in city streets and demolition of the William Street ramp will be required for the tunnel up 
William Street.   

It does not service any of the primary destinations south of the river.  How many passengers from the 
south want to go into the CBD?   

Hon Simon O’Brien has talked about the travelling public and the modelling, so I will not go into that.   

It is important to recognise that the Government has shown scant regard for many people in this community, 
including not only those who were involved in extensive consultation when the coalition proposed this rail line 
to the south, but also those who have valued voices in this community, which I believe ought to be heard.  Two 
of those people include Martyn Webb, an emeritus professor, and Ralph Stanton.  A letter I received from them 
in October 2002 says what I want to say as well as it can be said.  I intend to quote pieces from that letter to 
make the point that this Government has treated the Western Australian public in a cavalier fashion.  The letter 
states -  

Specifically, we are especially concerned by the following - 

A.  Secrecy and Lack of Open Discussion  
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There has been a lack of serious widespread debate with the public at large . . .   

The secrecy under which the Perth City Rail Advisory Committee . . . and its successor, the 
City Rail Development Committee, continues to be conducted.   

The way in which Cabinet’s announcement of its acceptance of PCRAC’s recommendations 
simultaneously with publication of its report; foreclosed any considered or informed response 
by the public, and in particular by the City of Perth Council, or by any other public or 
professional organisation.   

The manner in which professional groups, invited to a meeting Chaired by the Railway 
Commissioner, Reece Waldock, on the 24th April 2002, were expressly denied an opportunity 
comparatively to criticise the two options under consideration by PCRAC . . .  

The letter refers to the validity of underlying assumptions and makes another point that - 

There has been throughout an over emphasis on train journey times to the detriment of the more 
important and more realistic door-to-door (or total elapsed time).  This emphasis on speed-on-rail has 
been the determinant of what are essentially planning decisions.  

I add that the people of Rockingham and Mandurah have been denied a rail line through the centre of 
Rockingham and have had the development of a rail line from Mandurah delayed simply because of one man’s 
determination to have a train travelling from Mandurah to Perth in under an hour.  The two gentlemen who have 
signed this letter re-endorse my firm opinion that speed-on-rail has been the determinant of essential planning 
decisions.  

Another point made under that section of the letter states - 

There has been no independent review of the demographic assumptions on which the much-amended 
passenger estimates were made.  Similarly, there has been no clear statement of when and where urban 
growth is expected, nor is it clear on what basis significant changes in passenger use were made and 
how reliable use these and use estimates are.   

The failure to provide an independent review of the substantial construction costs of this option, 
particularly in view of the extreme difficulty of firm foundations in the sand and mud of the Perth 
foreshore and the Narrows, the conditions beneath William Street, and fact that more than half the total 
construction costs will be incurred on the shorter northern section of the SWMR. 

That is indeed a bone of contention for me as the representative of the South Metropolitan Region, which I will 
go into in detail later.  This Government has put a major part of the budget assigned to that rail line into the Perth 
central business district and has taken it away from Rockingham and Mandurah in the South Metropolitan 
Region.  That is a letdown for the communities in that area.  The letter continues - 

Failure to publish or to inform the public with a full and comprehensive economic assessment of the 
SWMR, detailing, by independent analysis (such as was recently conducted by the Victorian 
government for a proposed Tullamarine railway which, as a result of an independent economic was 
subsequently deferred) a full revue of revenues, expenditures, public subsidy, projected fares income, 
interest and capital repayments etc which according to at least one estimate could exceed $7 billion over 
30 years. 

This Government’s cost blow-out, as I have said, is a disgrace when there are more pressing needs and when the 
coalition had put in place a perfectly reasonable and acceptable option.  It had received endorsement for that 
project from the cities and the councils of the South Metropolitan Region - every one of them - and the 
communities had received proper consultation.  

This letter was signed by Mr Ralph Stanton and Mr Martyn Webb.  I will highlight three other major issues 
under part C of the letter, which states - 

The exclusion of Rockingham as an all-trains stopping station greatly affects Rockingham’s role as a 
designated Regional centre and negates the achievement of significant regional planning objective. 

Later I will detail that loss to Rockingham as a designated regional centre.  It continues - 

The abandonment of an already-constructed busway system in the Kwinana Freeway makes bus usage 
less efficient and reintroduces the traffic delays which the busway and the widening of the Narrows 
Bridge were designed to avoid.  

Anybody who lives and works in the South Metropolitan Region would know of the delays that it has 
experienced because of the widening of the Narrows Bridge.  This Government is now planning an extended 
time of delay and inefficiency for Perth.  More importantly, I hear from my constituents that we have a perfectly 
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efficient and already constructed busway along the Kwinana Freeway, which will disappear.  The third point 
states - 

Failure to allow, as part of or as an extension to the project, for the complete undergrounding of the 
railway lines between the Horseshoe Bridge and the Mitchell Freeway . . .  

I will now finalise my quotes from this letter.  The next point in the letter, which is pertinent to the debate, asks 
that in order to allay increasing public unease about the viability of the south west metropolitan railway and the 
tremendous extra costs involved, the legislative councillors consider sending the Bill to a committee.  I am 
disappointed that such a major infrastructure project was not sent to a committee for review.  The letter 
continues - 

We, and many of our professional colleagues, are apprehensive to the point of alarm, specifically to 
ensure that the railway in its timing, route location, construction, usage and economic viability, is 
completed to match the best interests of the community as a whole. 

May we, in conclusion remind members of the Legislative Council that at the time of the adoption of 
the Corridor Plan for Perth, a Parliamentary Select Committee was established, which held public 
hearings and reported to Parliament on all relevant matters before Parliamentary approval was given.  
The Committee was able, as the result of its inquiries able considerably to improve the proposal.  In our 
opinion, the current Bill will have at least as great an impact on the Metropolitan Region as the Corridor 
Plan . . . 

Those are strong words from eminent people in this city.  As I have said on many occasions, members of 
Parliament ought to be acting in the interests of their constituents and reflect in this place what they and the 
people in the community who have a considered view are telling us.  The considered view is that this 
Government has adopted an attitude of total disregard for many of the people living in the South Metropolitan 
Region; total disregard for good planning and management; and total disregard for the safekeeping of the State’s 
funding.  I reiterate the first point that I made: the route is wrong.  It has not gone through a process of 
consultation and its treatment by the Labor Party is appalling.  I am pleased that I am not a Labor voter because 
they must think that they are getting nothing for supporting the Labor Party, especially those from the South 
Metropolitan Region.  When it comes to Rockingham, the Australian Labor Party’s treatment of its constituents 
is poor and it has consigned Rockingham to a slow death from high unemployment, urban violence and decay, 
poverty, domestic abuse and suicide.  They may sound like strong words but later I will refer to the economic 
assessment that has been conducted by the City of Rockingham, its key findings and its impact on the people of 
Rockingham.  

When the coalition came into government, Rockingham had for some time been a designated strategic regional 
centre.  Major regional centres must have certain things, such as head offices.  During its time in government, the 
coalition gave Rockingham a university, a courthouse, a new police station and some minor things such as a 
parenting information centre in the main shopping centre.  It promised and funded a railway direct into the city.  
Then, like a recurring nightmare for ALP supporters, the ALP came back into government and immediately 
started to abuse its supporters in the Rockingham region.  The Labor Government could not take away the 
university, courthouse or police station, but it was quick to deny Rockingham parents a parenting centre.  It has 
also continually promised a rapid transit bus service to connect the people of Rockingham with the train, but has 
not budgeted for it.   

I have asked questions in Parliament on this issue on a number of occasions.  The answers I have received have 
provided no consolation to the people of Rockingham.  On 17 October 2002, I asked a question of the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  In the preamble to the question, I said -  

Following the Government’s announcement in July 2001 that it would change the route of the proposed 
south west metropolitan railway, and with the significant loss of the Rockingham city central rail 
station, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure announced in a media release dated 1 August 2001 
that the Government had decided to implement a high-tech local transit system to link Rockingham’s 
city centre and beachfront with the new south west railway.  

This was after the decision that the rail line would bypass Rockingham.  I continued -  

The minister gave further assurances to the people of Rockingham that -  

The Government recognises the importance of Rockingham as a strategic regional centre and 
as a destination in its own right. 

I then asked - 

In the light of these assurances and informed media commentary that the promised high-tech local 
transit system was expected to be operational within five years -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 November 2002] 

 p3271c-3284a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Peter Foss 

 [8] 

(1) Has a preferred route for the system been resolved; and, if so, can the Government provide 
Parliament with a simple description?  

The answer, in part, stated -  

(1) Although the steering committee has a preferred route, it has not been formally adopted as the 
final route for the system.  

(2),(4) The steering committee has not decided on the technology that will be used.  The steering 
committee is currently awaiting the presentation of a report . . .  

In the meantime, the members for Peel and Rockingham - Norm Marlborough and Mark McGowan - went 
swanning around Europe looking at alternative technologies.  That trip was paid for by taxpayers.  It was a free 
trip for those members to visit some major cities in Europe to look at what they could probably have learnt on 
the Internet or been told by people in Western Australia, because we had already done all that work.  

The question continued -  

(4) Has the Government made a decision on the type of transit technology that will be provided in 
Rockingham?  

(5) What is the estimated cost of the system, and have the required funds been set aside by the 
Government to fulfil its promise to the people of Rockingham to replace the lost central city 
rail route with an attractive and unique transit alternative?  

The answer to the question continued -  

(3) It is difficult to gain a statistically significant result from the number of submissions received.  

The consultation indicated that 48 per cent of respondents preferred a streetcar or low floor 
tram similar to the ones in Orléans in France -  

Those two members have not yet been to Orléans.  Perhaps that is the next trip. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Does Hon Graham Giffard want to go? 

Hon Graham Giffard:  I have been there a couple of times. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  He has been there a couple of times, so he could probably tell his colleagues what it 
is like.  The answer continued -  

(5) Preliminary costs will be ascertained as part of the assessment of the preferred mode.  The 
terms of reference for the Rockingham central city transit system identify the need for a second 
stage of the study, including a detailed investigation into the issue of costing the preferred 
technology once it has been identified.  This part of the project is yet to occur.  

Once a final submission has been provided to the Government by the steering group, including 
proposals on funding sources, the Government will give the study due consideration.  It is 
worth noting that a specific funding commitment for the construction and operation of a 
Rockingham transit system has not been given.  That would not be appropriate . . .  

Those are the critical words of this answer - no specific funding commitment has been made to provide a 
connection to the train for the people of Rockingham.  I sought some supplementary information for the people 
of Rockingham during the estimates committee on 18 October 2001.  My question was -  

(a) What is the cost of the newly planned Rockingham direct route?  

(b) How much has been budgeted to connect the rail with the buses or light rail?  

(c) What is the estimated cost of the infrastructure required to service the City of Rockingham? 

(d) Has the master plan for the rail corridor between Berrigan Drive and William Street been 
developed, and, if so, at what cost?  

The answer to the first question was that the newly planned Rockingham direct route would cost $68 million.  
That rips out of Rockingham the difference between $68 million and what our Government was going to fund - 
$105 million or $137 million for the long or short tunnel options, which was to go through the centre of 
Rockingham.  An additional cost of $12 million was to be spent on the Waikiki connection.  The answer stated 
that the supplementary master plan was due to be presented to the Government in February 2002, and that it was 
25 per cent complete at that stage.  Those are some of the answers I have received from the Government on the 
rail connection to Rockingham.   
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Labor has lost control of the budget for the Perth to Mandurah rail project.  It has no idea of the eventual cost.  
The people of Western Australia need some firm answers.  I hope that we are given some realistic costs during 
the ensuing debate in the committee stage, so that people outside this Chamber can gain an understanding of how 
much this Government will spend on a rail route that is following the wrong option.  The Opposition estimates 
that the cost of the project will be at least $300 million, of which $200 million will be wasted on tunnelling 
under the Perth central business district.  There will be significant construction delays of up to two years, and 
this project will cause massive disruption for three years on the Kwinana Freeway from Mount Henry Bridge to 
the city.  It makes a mockery of the current minister saying that this Labor Government will provide this train 
service on time and on budget.  We cannot accept that statement; it is not believable.   
I reiterate the point that to save a mere 12 minutes, the route between Perth and Mandurah was changed 
overnight without consultation and against the weight of evidence that showed that the route through the 
transport starved eastern suburbs was in the community’s best interest.  That evidence was backed up by the 
engineers whom I quoted this afternoon.   

Labor members have really let down their constituents.  As I said earlier, the recurring nightmare for the voters 
of Rockingham and Mandurah, which are now safe Labor seats, is that as the Labor Party is now back in 
government, they will again miss out.  The current suggested position for the Rockingham railway is not quite as 
way out as the crazy preferred option of the former Department of Transport, which was rejected by Premier 
Court and his Cabinet in favour of the most sound option in terms of urban planning principles, environmental 
impact and social development.  That was, as I have already mentioned, the direct route into the city centre of 
Rockingham.  The current preferred route is sufficiently far from the centre of the city of Rockingham to have 
the same negative economic and social impacts as the previous Department of Transport bypass route.  These 
impacts were outlined in a report commissioned by the City of Rockingham, entitled “Review of the Urban 
Development Impacts of the Alternative Route Alignments in the Rockingham Area of the South West 
Metropolitan Railway”.  The report was produced by ERM Australia.  The City of Rockingham is extremely 
disturbed and concerned about the economic impact of re-routing the rail and bypassing Rockingham.  From the 
city’s view, that is in a global sense, whereas the people of Rockingham are disturbed because they will not have 
a train service that will take them to the city centre.  I will briefly go through the key findings of the review 
undertaken by ERM Australia, because they are quite detailed.  The report states - 

The construction of a rail route into the Rockingham City Centre will generate higher levels of office, 
retail and showroom development within the City Centre than would a rail route constructed to the 
eastern side, thereby generating more jobs and more income in the local and regional economies.   

I said at the outset that my words about what this Government will inflict on the people of Rockingham may 
seem harsh, but members should consider the economic impact on a city the size of Rockingham, which has the 
highest number of people living in it of any city in Western Australia, apart from Perth.  It is the largest city in 
Western Australia outside of Perth.  The ERM report states -  

For every $1,000 invested in the route alignment through the City Centre, an additional $1,550 of net 
economic benefits will be generated from development activity - a benefit cost ratio of 1.55.  On the 
other hand, for every $1,000 invested in the rout alignment to the east, an additional $60 of net 
economic benefits will be generated - a benefit cost ratio of only 0.06.  Thus, the total economic 
development benefits generated by an eastern route alignment will be substantially lower than the initial 
capital expenditure for the eastern route.  

Why is this?  How could the difference be so marked?  The consultants looked at a range of development 
indicators, such as office, retail and showroom floor space, residential development, temporary and permanent 
employment etc, and always the story was the same.  The effect of putting the railway outside the city centre was 
either the same as or substantially worse than not building the rail line at all.  The primary reason for this is that 
development will be attracted to other locations closer to Perth that are served by railway stations, such as 
Thomsons Lake, as opposed to Rockingham city centre, where direct rail access will be absent.  It makes no 
sense that a centre designated as a strategic regional centre should be bypassed in the way that Rockingham will 
be.  The Australian Labor Party has stripped $100 million in capital expenditure from the city of Rockingham, 
and given it to the city of Perth, so that the yuppies can be 200 metres closer to their offices on the terrace when 
they get off the train.  I do not think that reflects Labor Party sentiments.  It is pathetic.  I totally oppose the Bill.  

The economic impact for a city such as Rockingham is a dereliction of duty on the part of the Labor Government 
that is typical of such Governments.  Their policy and ethos is to bag anyone who makes a buck, without 
thinking about who makes the bucks, and who is responsible for paying them.  While in government, the Labor 
Party is prepared to spend the bucks and leave the baggage for the Government that follows.  The re-routing of 
the railway to leave Rockingham off the map is a dereliction of duty in more ways than one.  There is much that 
I have not said, and much that I would like to say. 
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I will go back to the work of one of the thorough consultation processes used by the coalition Government to 
determine the rail route for Rockingham, the Rockingham Rail Options Task Force, which I chaired.  To remind 
the Labor Party members who represent the area, I point out that in 1897 the Rockingham Road Board had its 
first meeting.  The first item on the agenda was the extension of the railway to Rockingham.  Since then that item 
has been the subject of many studies, but it was not until August 1997, that the Court Government did what all 
preceding Governments had failed to do - it gave cabinet endorsement to a definite plan for the extension of the 
railway into Rockingham.  The Minister for Planning, Hon Richard Lewis, MLA, and the Minister for Transport, 
Hon Eric Charlton, MLC, presented the plan to Cabinet on 25 August 1997.  The Cabinet endorsed the rail 
alignment following the transit mall and Rae Road to the intersection of Ennis Avenue, on the understanding that 
further study would be carried out to determine the best route beyond that intersection.  Cabinet also noted the 
declaration of planning control area No 36 to protect the route through the Rockingham central city area zone.  
The acquisition costs of the reserved land were expected to be in the order of $2 million.  It also noted the 
requirement to allocate the appropriate funds, estimated at $7 million, to allow the detailed design and 
construction of the essential parts beneath the future Rockingham transit mall, in a time frame as determined by 
the construction program for the transit mall which was anticipated to commence in two years time.  Now it will 
be at least five years, and Rockingham will not have a transit mall.  Cabinet also requested negotiations for 
funding between the Department of Transport and Treasury. 

In March 1999, the Premier of Western Australia, Hon Richard Court, unveiled the master plan for a rapid transit 
rail service for the south metropolitan area, extending all the way to Mandurah.  During the master planning 
process the single route into the city of Rockingham had been replaced by three options - the short-term tunnel 
option, the long tunnel option and the direct route bypass.  Extensive consultations were held, which I chaired in 
Rockingham.  The three options were publicised, and over 9 000 written submissions were received.  An 
extensive public hearing time was allowed, during which we either met or spoke on the telephone to over 500 
people.  We distributed 30 000 brochures to households in the city of Rockingham, including Shoalwater Bay, 
Safety Bay, Hillman, Cooloongup, Waikiki, Warnbro, Baldivis, Port Kennedy, Secret Harbour, Karnup, Golden 
Bay and Singleton. Ninety-seven per cent of the 9 000 written submissions and 83 per cent of the telephone 
survey respondents supported the two city routes.  This was an incredible response, after thorough consultation.  
I acknowledge that this was done under the auspices of the then Minister for Transport, Hon Murray Criddle.  
The general tone of the submissions was of that community, which has grown tired of waiting for a train service 
- which was one of the first items on the agenda of the Road Board in 1897 - 

Hon Jim Scott:  Were they told then about the Kenwick route option?  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  That was the Kenwick route option.   

Hon Jim Scott:  That report was about the route into Rockingham.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The only part of the master plan that had not been finalised was the link into the city 
centre of Rockingham.  Three options were considered, as I said a few minutes ago.  Of course it was the 
Kenwick option.  I am talking about 1999.  

Hon Jim Scott:  You are talking about respondents favouring the loop into the city.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Hon Jim Scott is supposed to be representing the South Metropolitan Region, and he 
still talks about this as a loop into Rockingham.  We are talking about a thorough consultation process that took 
place in 1999, discussing the only issue of the Kenwick route that had not been decided upon, and that was how 
it would be linked to the city of Rockingham.  The people of Rockingham were given three options.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You will not answer how many actually preferred the Kenwick route.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Nobody mentioned that they did not want the Kenwick route.  If Hon Jim Scott 
would really like to know, 15 submissions indicated they would like the route to go through Fremantle.  Nobody 
said they did not want the route to go through Kenwick.  That was not an issue in this consultation.   

Hon Jim Scott:  They never had the opportunity to put that view.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I will clarify this for the Parliament, because it is important that it go on the record.  
Twenty-three thousand households in that region were given a detailed paper to comment on and it related to the 
Kenwick route.  They were asked to comment on how they wanted the Kenwick route linked with Rockingham.   

Hon Jim Scott:  They were not asked whether or not they wanted the Kenwick route.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  They could have said so.  We did not stop them commenting on that, unlike this 
Government, which has just organised a big transit congress asking people for comments on the optional 
alternatives to the Fremantle eastern bypass, but asking them not to mention the Fremantle eastern bypass.  They 
do not want to talk about that.  That is not an option.  When in government we gave the people of Rockingham 
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three options to comment on, which linked the city of Rockingham with the Kenwick route.  The community had 
grown tired of waiting for the railway.   

I finish my contribution to the debate by stating my utter disgust at the Government’s appalling dereliction of 
duty to its constituents and its appalling dereliction of duty in its lack of transparency and planning and what the 
project will cost the State and the nation.  As was stated in the “The Rockingham Railway, A Summary of Public 
Opinion” -  

The final straw would be for the service not to come into the City Centre.  R.G. Brockwell of Safety 
Bay puts it very succinctly “Rockingham means Rockingham.  A railway means trains.  Not a bus 
service from outlying districts.”   

It was acknowledged that a railway line accessing the city centre would contribute to better employment, growth 
and tourism.  Surely the Labor Government is concerned about the areas that have the highest levels of youth 
unemployment and general unemployment in the State.  Indeed, a substantial infrastructure project that could 
have lifted the employment rate in the community has been denied.  Deena White from Port Kennedy stated -  

“I lived in Hobart where a major bus station was put in the wrong place - Springfield, nobody used it 
and it cost a lot of money to move it to Glenorchy which was the city centre.”   

In closing, I remind the Government that Western Australians have already spent much money on this 
infrastructure project, which is probably the biggest infrastructure project of the century.  The Opposition 
supports a train to Rockingham and Mandurah, but the nonsense of re-routing it along the freeway will be costly, 
timely and disappointing for the majority of Western Australians.  I do not support the Bill.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.33 pm]:  I begin my contribution to the debate by taking a partisan 
approach on behalf of my electorate, which, as a result of the decision to re-route the railway, is probably the 
most severely affected electorate.  The decision has been a matter of great distress, particularly to the local 
governments that were counting on the construction of the railway for economic benefits and to assist in the 
significant development of the East Metropolitan Region.  As a result of the close consultations it had with the 
former Government about the site of the railway line and the stations and the type of developments that would 
take place in conjunction with the construction of the new railway line, the local governments viewed the 
railway as a real revival of the south eastern corridor.  To be frank, the economic development of the south 
eastern corridor has, to a certain extent, been neglected by successive Governments.  There was considerable 
dismay in the East Metropolitan Region when the railway was re-routed.  All other considerations aside, from 
the point of view of my electorate being deprived of the railway line is extremely serious and deleterious.  The 
local governments are struggling to keep some remnants of the railway line with the Thornlie extension - a 
strange extension of the Armadale line - that is intended to retain some of the benefits of the Kenwick line.  The 
City of Gosnells has made concerted efforts to have that extended, and I certainly support its endeavours.  I will 
not overlap the contribution that will be made by my colleague from the East Metropolitan Region - I refer to 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson who supports the East Metropolitan Region and not those who seek to undermine it - 
who will speak on that particular area.   

What really marked the plan of the previous Government was the degree of consultation about the benefits to the 
local community.  What has happened with the Government’s proposal is quite the reverse.  The Government 
took office and announced the change in route.  Ever since then it has been trying to justify its decision.  A 
number of justifications have been offered, but the one hailed in the first instance by the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure was the passenger projections; namely, more people would travel on the direct route than 
would travel on the Kenwick route.  We were told that there would be a massive saving in time and a massive 
increase in the population.  The massive saving in time will not materialise.  In fact, the interesting point about 
this matter is that the Government keeps referring to a saving of 12 minutes.  There will not be a saving of 12 
minutes.  There will be a saving of between 10 minutes and 14 minutes.  I suppose we could say that it is an 
average of 12 minutes; however, commuters will not travel an average of 12 minutes.  A person travelling on the 
train will either save 10 minutes or 14 minutes.  Certainly, they will not save an average of 12 minutes because 
the time saved will depend on the time of day in which they travel.  At certain times of the day it will be 10 
minutes and at other times it will be 14 minutes.  The Opposition is suspicious about the Government’s 
passenger projections.  I must confess that I am not a great believer in computer modelling because it has an 
amazing capacity to mean almost anything we like.  We can tweak small figures to arrive at the most 
extraordinary variations.  I do not always believe the answer arrived at by a computer after it has been fed 
information.  The Opposition would like to see the documentation that allowed the minister to make the 
confident assumption that many more people will travel on the direct route than would have travelled on the 
Kenwick route.  How was the minister able to make that claim with such confidence?  Presumably, she had a 
document in front of her.  Since the Government assumed office, I have been asking to see that document.  
Where is it?  Will the Government release the document upon which the decision to re-route the railway was 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 November 2002] 

 p3271c-3284a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Peter Foss 

 [12] 

made?  How was the minister able to make her wonderful decision?  It is very much like the decision that saw 
the Government go to the Supreme Court to amend the Western Australian Constitution.  We were told that the 
Government took that action after it received good advice.  However, we have not been able to see how good 
that advice was.  We know how good that advice was; what we do not know is how robust it was.  I would love 
to see that advice to determine whether it was as good as the Attorney General stated in the same way that I 
would like to see the advice upon which the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure made her decision.  There 
are no grounds whatsoever for not giving it to us.  At one stage Hon Graham Giffard told me he would table it, 
but it turned out that it did not exist so he could not table it.  He gave a good explanation: he thought he could 
table it because he too thought it existed, but he could not table it because it did not exist.  We asked many 
questions during the estimates hearings, and we were told to go jump and that we would find out our answers in 
due course when the supplementary master plan was released.  The supplementary master plan was eventually 
released.  Section 3 talks about passenger projections.  It talks all about the fact that we have a thing called 
Spectre, which is the computer program that was used to predict the passenger numbers.  There was an early 
Spectre and a late Spectre - Spectre 1.3 and Spectre 2.0.  The terminology is interesting.  We would like to know 
the difference between Spectre 1.3 and Spectre 2.0.  It is obviously important to know the differences in the 
models to see whether the projected increase in the number of people who will use the direct route is justifiable.  
We wanted to see this, and we were told that a document explaining that existed.  Page 19 of the master plan 
states - 

Because of the importance of demand modelling, a full description of the process is given in a separate 
paper.  What follows in this part are the salient points from that paper.   

According to the supplementary master plan, there is a document that tells us the difference between Spectre 1.3 
and Spectre 2.0.  We expected there to be something like that, and we asked for it.  When our spokesperson on 
this matter inquired of the department where it was, she was told it was still in preparation.  We were not able to 
get the document that tells us all about this.  The document that is referred to in the supplementary master plan as 
being in existence and the basis for the supplementary master plan was still in preparation!  Our spokesperson 
raised it with the minister, and the minister said she would investigate it.  She went into the Parliament the next 
day and told everybody that what the department had said was nonsense and the document had existed all along.  
She tabled the document, which is Legislative Assembly paper No 468.  This document is called “Notes on the 
Modelling Processes for Spectre 1.3 and Spectre 2.0, Their Differences and the Impact on Rail Patronage 
Forecasting for the South West Metropolitan Railway”.  Interestingly, it starts with a lot of stuff that is straight 
from the report of the old process.  When we first asked for the document, we were given “A Working Paper on 
the Modelling of Patronage Forecasts for the South West Metropolitan Railway”.  That was a draft of 15 
December 1998.  Obviously, that was not the basis for the new figures.  The notes on modelling process reports 
stuff that is in the 1998 paper.  It then starts at paragraph 3.2, which is unusual.  Why would a report start at 
paragraph 3.2?  Perhaps the parliamentary secretary can tell me.  Maybe it is because it relates to the part of the 
supplementary master plan with that heading.  Maybe it is cross-referencing with paragraph 3.2 of the 
supplementary master plan.  The general heading of paragraph 3.2 in the supplementary master plan is 
“Projections of Growth for the South West Metropolitan Area”.  Maybe this report is trying to keep alignment 
with that, and that is the reason for the first paragraph of the report being numbered 3.2.  However, the next 
paragraph in the report is 3.4.  It seems strange that the numbering of the paragraphs in the document tabled by 
the minister goes straight from 3.2 to 3.4.  I thought that perhaps paragraph 3.4 of the supplementary master plan 
made reference to the information contained in that paragraph of the report, and maybe then the numbering 
would start to make sense.  However, there is no paragraph 3.4 in the supplementary master plan.  That theory 
about the reason for the numbering in the document produced by the minister as the basis for this confident 
assertion of the increased patronage is wrong.  This document may have had bits removed from it; it may have 
been hastily thrown together to suit the occasion.  The next paragraph in the document is 3.5, which sounds 
logical.  That continues for a couple of pages, finishing at the top of page 7, the rest of which is blank.  The 
document also contains paragraphs 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8, and after that it seems to be reasonably okay.  The document 
starts halfway through the process and does a strange leap, and all this numbering is unaccounted for.  However, 
it is an interesting document because it says some fascinating things.  I refer to paragraph 3.8 on page 8, which 
deals with the impact of the changes to the input data and model parameters for the rail patronage forecasts for 
the SWMR.  It states -  

The major impact of the patronage forecasts for the SWMR will come from the significant changes in 
the land use input data.  This will exceed the impact from all the above inferences put together, with the 
exception of peak period forecasts when the time period factors will also be significant. 

Generally speaking, the main reason for the changes in the figures has nothing to do with any of the other 
factors; it is a result of a change in the population forecast.  What those forecasts show is really interesting.  The 
supplementary master plan shows that the number of people who would use the Kenwick line is 17 000.  I 
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expected to find that figure somewhere in the report on the modelling process, but I did not.  Page 10 sets out 
table 3.92, which refers to “The original model forecasts (Scenario 38 run 244) for rail boardings on the SWMR 
for 2006”.  The total of all-day boardings is 19 100.  It then states -  

Factoring the all-day boardings at Thomsons Lake by the ratio of the new to old population projections 
-  

It is those projections that have significantly changed -  

and the old to new employment location projections gives  

8980 x 1.06 x 1.32 = 12560   

Similarly for the all-day boardings from Thomas Road gives 

 . . . 10510   

The consequences of that are - 

The estimated total number of all-day boardings factored for the changes in the land use is 23070.   

Why does the supplementary master plan have the figure of 17 000?  Where did the other 5 000 passengers 
disappear to between the writing of this paper, which we are told was the only extant document at that time, and 
this publication, which went out to the public?  Why have I been asking this minister from day one to tell me 
what she based her calculations on, and that information has not been provided?  All I want to see is the 
evidence.  I do not think that is unreasonable.  I could then judge whether she is telling the truth.  I could tell 
whether she has a good or a bad argument.  Show me the figures.  I do not think that is an unreasonable request.  
I have asked for them in this House again and again.  I have even put a motion about it on the Notice Paper, with 
which I will persist.  We will have to get those answers.  The document that was tabled by the parliamentary 
secretary - No 474 - is not right.  That is not the document that was asked for.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is from 1998.  That does not tell us what methodology the Labor Government used to 
calculate the figures in the supplementary master plan.  I asked not only what the original documentation was but 
also how the Government got the later figure.  I have asked for the paperwork to be tabled.  I will persist with my 
motion because we have either a hugely incompetent minister who cannot find a piece of paper in her office or 
blatant deception practised by public servants.  I will find out which it is.  I would like everybody to know that 
this can be either a pleasant or unpleasant experience.  I will make sure I get the documentation.  I will not have 
public servants thumbing their noses at this Parliament and telling its members that they will not provide the 
information or lying to them and saying that the information does not exist.  We will find out which is the case, 
and somebody will go for the jump for either lying or withholding information from the Parliament.  I do not 
know which it is, but I will find out and I will follow those people.  I suggest to them that if they want to make it 
less painful, they should let me know fairly soon which it is.  Either way, I will find out because I have had 
enough of the fraud and deception that has been practised on this Parliament by some people.  I do not know 
who they are, but I will find out.  The reality is that either the documents do not exist and we have been conned 
into believing that they do - it may be one of the reasons that the Government is pushing this legislation through 
and it does not want us to find out which it is - or that they do exist and tell a story that does not match what the 
minister is saying.  The document that the minister confidently tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 6 
November certainly does not match what she has been saying.  The major difference on the direct line is that 
people will be forced off buses to catch trains.  They currently have a very good system of transport but will they 
not have fun when the Government starts digging up the bus lane?  Those people will not be very happy about 
that and they represent the major extra numbers on the direct line.  Hon Simon O’Brien queried those figures.  
Leaving that aside, the minister’s latest document states that there is a difference of only 1 000 people between 
the two routes.  A very large portion of those people is there because they are forced into that situation. 

The Leader of the House should take notice that I will follow through this issue.  I will find out the answer to 
those questions.  The Parliament is entitled to the answers to those questions.  The House must deal with this 
legislation today, but that does not mean that I will forget about this.  If it turns out that we have been deceived, 
we will make sure that the people of Western Australia know that.  I believe that the Government had the 
obligation to answer those questions honestly during the estimates committees and since the time the Opposition 
has been asking questions.  We are entitled to know.  We accept that the Government is forcing this through 
now; we do not have much of a choice.  We will make sure that we follow this through and get that information, 
have a proper look at it, and find out who has been holding out on us.  The situation is wrong. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I believe that the documents do not exist.  I think the Government has been making it all 
up. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  That may be.  I am sick of being told that things exist and when I ask to see them I am told 
that they are still being prepared.  I believe Hon Simon O’Brien is right: the minister has been making it up as 
she goes; she is inventing the figures.  She is like Lyndon Johnson.  He used to have a scrap of paper with 
numbers on it in his pocket.  From time to time he would take it out and read the numbers.  They were the 
statistics for fatalities in Vietnam.  It never worried him that the figures bore no resemblance to reality.  He was 
all right provided he had a piece of paper in his pocket.  I think we have a minister in the other place who has a 
piece of paper in her pocket from which she quotes figures.  They do not bear any relation to reality, fact, or any 
document.  We will find out.  I am hesitant to say anything further without seeing the documents.  As a lawyer I 
would like to see those documents.  That will make the situation fairly clear. 

I must speak on how the Government keeps talking about the railway line it has built.  It has not built it.  Not 
only has it not built it, but also the Government has extended the timetable for the completion of the railway by 
at least two years.  The Government talks as if the previous Government had done nothing when it had; in fact, it 
aligned the freeway and built the underpass that was necessary for the railway.  From that point on, it was quite 
straightforward.  The hard part had been done.  It is bit like painting a surface.  The hard part is the preparation, 
not the actual painting. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  And the consultation. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, and the consultation.  That was the hard part.  That took the time.  The consultation 
took a lot of time; we make no apology for that.  It was not a simple process; it was fully consultative.  The 
Government has totally reversed that.  It made the decision and is now justifying it.  The hard part is about to 
start.  The Government is to dig up the busway.  I do not know whether any member opposite has ever lived 
south of the river or driven up the freeway.  Members opposite may not have noticed how many people drive up 
the freeway.  What do they think those people will say at the time of the next election when they are driving up 
the freeway, the busway is being dug up, the area is being widened because the shoulders will be narrowed, and 
there is a degree of disruption to traffic?  Think how many voters will get stuck in that traffic and think, “These 
bastards - these people - there was a perfectly good busway; we had a perfectly good way into town and we are 
now stuck.”  Not only will people in cars be stuck; people in buses will also be stuck.  People are used to 
spinning down the middle of the freeway on the busway but they will get stuck in the mess.  I suggest the 
Government count the number of people affected because they will not be very impressed with this decision.  
The Government should try telling them it is building a railway.  It should try telling people using a bus that they 
will soon have to use a train.  Does the Government think people will like that when they are told this is for the 
sake of only 1 000 people who will be forced off buses?  That is the reason it is being done.  In addition, it will 
be delayed for two years and will cost an additional half a billion dollars.  It sounds like a great decision to me; a 
really great decision!  Anyway, that is for the Government to think through. 

I have two areas of concern about this Bill.  The first is that this legislation provides for a special Act 
contemplated by the Public Works Act.  Like all special Acts contemplated by the Public Works Act for 
railways, it will be affected by special provisions in the Public Works Act.  Once enacted, this legislation will 
allow a railway to deviate from the route tabled by up to 1.6 kilometres on either side.  That is, a mile either side 
or such other figure that is specified in the special Act.  Why does the Government need a mile deviation on 
either side?  Where is the Government planning to put it; does it not know?  Can the Parliament say to people 
with confidence that it will go down the line the Government is saying it will?  A 1.6 kilometre deviation on 
either side is unbelievable, especially if a person happens to own a building in the Perth CBD. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  The Government intends to buy half of them. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Oh yes, buy half.  People who have their land half bought are the lucky ones.  Do members 
recall a particular member of the then Opposition who jumped up a number of times during the construction of 
the Northbridge tunnel insisting that people be properly compensated for the damage caused?  Yes, it was 
Alannah MacTiernan.  Do members know what she has done here with a special Act of Parliament?  There will 
be no compensation.  If a person happens to have his property damaged by tunnelling works under the city, and 
provided there was no negligence, that person is done!  That is the effect of a special Act of Parliament.  The law 
of nuisance goes.  If a person has a nice building and cracks start to appear, he should not ask for compensation 
because he will not get any.  That is the effect on the law of the statutory authorisation of an Act.  If there is 
negligence, a person can sue.  The courts have moderated the effect of that law significantly.  However, if there 
is tunnelling and a building gets cracks - as with the Northbridge tunnel - they should not expect any 
compensation.  The Government can say with some confidence what this project will cost because it knows it 
will not pay out any money by way of compensation.  What a wonderful idea that is!  Why do members think 
this special Act of Parliament deals specifically with this area?  It is what this Act is needed for.  The 
Government is going to drive straight through the central business district of Perth and it does not intend to pay 
any compensation.  If it does, I would like to see it in the special Act.  Hon Simon O’Brien has very kindly put 
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an amendment on the Notice Paper that deals with that so that the Government will not escape its liability for 
nuisance if it happens to cause any damage.  That is the same way that the previous Government paid out people 
for any damage caused by the Northbridge tunnel.  There are two matters here that need to be dealt with.  People 
must be assured that the railway will not deviate one mile either side.  In addition, they must be assured that if 
there is damage - not only by negligence but by the non-negligent operations of digging the tunnel - they will 
receive some compensation.  I do not see why people should have to pay for damage caused by the construction 
of the railway.  A lot of these things came about in the nineteenth century; this is a nineteenth-century law.  
When people were building railways from Perth to Geraldton, they deviated up to a mile either side as they 
found obstructions.  People did not know as much about where they were going.  The Midland railway deviated 
for other reasons: the more it deviated the more land was gained.  People had to get things done.  There was no 
concept that the Government was the ultimate insurer of people injured by government work.  The laws were 
developed in a different time. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3293.]  
 


