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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 September.   

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [2.56 pm]:  Given my absence from Parliament last week, I thank the 
Leader of the House for affording me the opportunity to contribute to the debate on the Railway (Jandakot to 
Perth) Bill 2002.  I thank the Opposition and National Party members who spoke during the debate, and also the 
Independent members of Parliament.  I have read members’ contributions with great interest, as they were e-
mailed to me by my office staff.  I have read the uncorrected Hansard but I have not had the benefit of reading 
the corrected proofs.   

I do not understand why the legislation is being rammed through the Legislative Assembly.  I could not 
contribute to the debate last week because I was thousands of miles away representing the Parliament of Western 
Australia at the forty-eighth annual conference of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association.  I understand 
that section 95 of the Public Works Act requires this enabling legislation to be passed so that the south west 
metropolitan railway can be constructed from Jandakot to Perth.  Members should be aware that the legislation 
allowing for the rail to be built between Mandurah and Jandakot was introduced by the coalition Government.  
This is the first real opportunity this Parliament has had to thoroughly scrutinise all aspects of the rail’s 
construction, and, given its significance and importance to the State and the financial cost to Western Australian 
taxpayers, the legislation must be thoroughly scrutinised.   

The Government gave an unequivocal undertaking that it would govern for all Western Australians and that it 
would provide an open and accountable government.  To date, the Government has failed to fulfil that 
commitment.  The Opposition continues to support the delivery of a railway from Perth to Rockingham and 
Mandurah; however, it has grave misgivings and concerns about the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s 
decision to re-route the railway.  I have repeated such concerns in this place and in the media on many occasions.  
As I have continually stated, I oppose the changed route of the south west metropolitan railway, and there is 
certainly a great deal of community unrest about the changes and about the lack of opportunity for real 
community consultation.  The number of speeches delivered during the second reading debate is indicative of the 
growing concern that members and their constituents have about the proposed route.  The Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure has told the community in no uncertain terms that this is the route and that the community 
should put up and shut up.  She has denied any communities that are affected by the change to have their say.  
This is, quite simply, not an open and accountable process.  The minister’s unilateral decision to change the route 
to the freeway option does not deliver an integrated public transport system, unlike the Kenwick route.  It 
replaces a long-term, carefully considered plan with one that has been developed on the run.  It is a plan that is 
running two years late, possibly more, with a $300 million cost blow-out, which has been admitted to and which 
seems to be growing daily. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan interjected.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister will get an opportunity to interject.  I am happy to take a few 
interjections from her, but I have much to say.  I am sure the opportunity will arise for us to have some dialogue.   

We have been told that the revised estimates to date do not include or make any allowance for the new labour 
relations laws.  These estimates for the south west metropolitan railway line are far off the mark, yet we continue 
to hear from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Premier that the railway will be built on time 
and within budget.  That is a total load of nonsense.  It is certainly hard to believe given the minister’s record to 
date. 

Why is this direct route not delivering an integrated public transport system?  The Kenwick route, with its 
planning and the master plan, was the most comprehensive public transport proposal undertaken.  The minister 
can laugh now, but she can talk about her own supplementary master plan when she has the opportunity.  The 
Kenwick proposal considered land use, environmental issues, financial implications and so on.  The proposal 
was well established and well accepted by the local authorities and local communities.  Extensive processes of 
consultation occurred during which lengthy deliberations were held, with the local authorities endorsing the plan.  
The Kenwick route was well established.  It must also be remembered that large sums of money had already 
been invested and outlaid for that development.  First, a sum of several millions of dollars along with two years 
of planning was invested in the master plan.  Second, two rail tunnels were under way; one under the junction of 
Albany and Roe Highways that cost some $17 million and a second under Kwinana Freeway at Glen Iris in 
which almost $6 million had been invested.  That money has now been wasted.  The dedicated busways cost 
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some $70 million, $33 million of which was spent on the Canning Bridge interchange, which will now require 
major modification.  Again, that investment has been wasted.   

A number of other members have referred to the Canning Bridge modifications and I will talk about them again.  
The dual-gauge track will not fit under Canning Bridge with the current busway configuration between the two 
reinforced concrete on-off ramps.  The western on-off ramp will need to be removed so that the rail track can fit 
between those busways and the two off ramps.  Recently at a briefing I was told that this reinforced on-off ramp 
would be bent.  I cannot imagine that anyone has ever seen reinforced concrete bent.  It is not at all possible, 
unless the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has a magic wand.  The western on-off bus ramp at the 
Canning Bridge will be demolished and replaced with a new structure at a further cost of about $12 million.  
This minister is willing to waste millions of taxpayers’ dollars on a whim and absolute planning disaster, which 
will have long-term ramifications and consequences for this State.  This minister is hell-bent on duplicating 
services by replacing the efficient busway.  She will totally waste the benefits of the express busway, which is 
well utilised and is certainly a resounding success.  Buses will be forced back into the general traffic.  That is not 
to mention the benefits that emergency vehicles and taxis have been afforded as they too have been able to use 
those dedicated busways.  Buses will be forced back into the general traffic and that will add to the journey time 
of commuters currently using those bus services and who have experienced those benefits.  Both bus commuters 
and motorists will be forced to face further disruption and lengthy delays as a consequence of the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure’s fanciful whim. 

The original route was designed to integrate with the Armadale and Fremantle lines and was to provide a link to 
the heart of the rapidly growing regional centre of Rockingham and to Mandurah, as well as the rapidly growing 
eastern suburbs and south eastern corridor.  It was supposed to be delivered by 2005.  It is now said that the 
proposed route will be delivered by 2007, and there is every likelihood that it will be 2008.  The Kenwick route 
would have improved the metropolitan commuters’ transport options.  It is important to take this opportunity to 
confirm that the coalition examined the direct route on two occasions, once in 1993 and again in 1996.  
However, given its technical and environmental difficulties as well as the prohibitive cost, which I think was in 
the region of $800 million, it was wisely decided not to pursue that route.   

The direct freeway route does not at all bring the benefits to the wider community that the minister constantly 
suggests and would have us believe.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is totally ignoring the 
transport needs of the wider community, not all of whom want to travel into the central business district.  Even 
the supplementary master plan illustrates on page 11 under the heading “Population and Employment” that - 

Forecasts of employment distribution are difficult.  While there is some degree of confidence that types 
of employment will become more diverse in the future, it is difficult to predict where it will be located. 

That clearly indicates that not everyone wants to travel to the central business district.   

Changing the route has jeopardised the potential for the community to access employment opportunities in the 
Canning Vale and Kewdale industrial belt.  The Kenwick route gave additional transport options to all residents 
in the south eastern corridor as well as the south western corridor.  Residents in the south eastern corridor are 
now being totally denied access to a rail link that would have given them a greater degree of choice.  The local 
authorities that endorsed the Kenwick route based much of their planning on the expectation of that route being 
delivered.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has totally ignored the opposition of every local 
authority.  Take, for example, the City of Gosnells, which commissioned an independent study to examine 
impacts not perceived with the formal route, and in particular the impact of not going ahead with the Nicholson 
Road station.  The report identified that there would be a loss of some 100 full-time jobs.  It also identified the 
loss of between 200 and 300 new homes being built in the area, and that the local authorities would lose between 
$300 000 and $400 000 in rate revenue.   

Another local authority that felt the minister misled it was the City of Rockingham.  I have raised the issue in 
this place before.  However, I shall raise it again.  The City of Rockingham heard some time in June of last year 
of the possibility that the rail route would be changed.  As a consequence, it wrote to the minister seeking her 
assurance that that would not be the case.  I understand the minister provided the City of Rockingham with a 
response and assured it that it would be duly advised before any announcement was made.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is consultation - duly advised! 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Exactly.  As I said, that was not the case and no consultation occurred, even 
though the City of Rockingham had been advised in writing that it would be consulted.  Like all local authorities 
involved in the deliberations about the master plan, the City of Rockingham was advised of the changed route on 
17 July 2001, without any previous discussion.  The City of Rockingham was misled by the Government - a 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 17 September 2002] 

 p1054b-1069a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Janet Woollard; Ms Alannah 

MacTiernan; Mr Phillip Pendal; Acting Speaker 

 [3] 

Government that, I say again, continually advocates that it will be open and accountable. I add that there was no 
indication prior to the election that the route would be changed.   

The City of Rockingham is being denied a rail link into the heart of its regional centre.  During the planning 
process, some 20 000 surveys were distributed to households in the Rockingham community, and the response 
from 9 000 of those households was that they supported a rail link directly into the heart of Rockingham.  This is 
indicative of the community support for that link to the regional centre.  However, instead of community support 
for and agreement with the original route, there is now community unrest and uncertainty and a host of problems 
to solve.  To date the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has been unwilling and unable to answer a host of 
simple questions.  The minister has deliberately fudged the figures and, at best, is hell-bent on massaging the 
truth.  There is no doubt that every attempt by the Liberal Party, the National Party and even Independent 
members to flush out the detail and factual information falls on deaf ears.  In the main the minister becomes 
defensive, and at times she becomes quite hostile. The minister spends much time berating and belittling 
members for trying to flush out the detail and factual information so that can be thoroughly scrutinised.  
However, the minister should respect our position, because that is what the Opposition is in this place to do.  The 
minister does herself a disservice by directing personal remarks at members who wish to get to the detail of this 
project.  I hope that during this debate we will be able to get that detail and that the questions we will put to the 
minister during consideration in detail will be answered fully and in a cooperative fashion.  

The minister’s unilateral decision to change the route was made on 17 July 2001.  That was done without first 
consulting the local authorities that were involved in the master plan and that had endorsed the previous route, 
and without consulting any other local authorities or communities that would be adversely affected by the 
change.  The route was changed without first determining the true cost of the additional infrastructure and 
without coming clean - it is very important that people remember this - and informing taxpayers of exactly how 
much money had been spent to date on the previous route.  The Opposition believes the changed route will have 
disastrous consequences if it proceeds.  

I will also briefly touch on the so-called increase in the patronage potential, which the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure alluded to in her media statements.  The minister suggested that, given the significant time savings, 
there would be a flow-on effect for patronage potential.  It must be clearly pointed out that the minister’s attempt 
to massage the truth for the patronage forecast was a deliberate fudging of the figures.  It is important to 
recognise that these so-called increases include public transport commuters who already use the dedicated 
busway.  In essence, we are not comparing apples with apples.  If one were to examine the patronage figures for 
the Kenwick route and add to that the patronage figures for the busway, the final figure would closely match the 
figure for the direct route.  We could look at it in terms of a mathematical equation in which the patronage 
figures for the Kenwick route equal X, the figures for the busway equal Y and the figures for the direct route 
equal Z.  I suggest that X plus Y equals Z.  It is easy to realise that the truth has been deliberately fudged for the 
patronage potential.   

The minister has wasted an enormous amount of Western Australian taxpayer funds on a public transport 
proposal that will add millions of dollars to what was a well-established plan that provided an integrated public 
transport system in which public transport commuters were given greater choice.  As I said, the minister has 
fudged the figures by shifting commuters from one public transport mode to another, and is simply being 
deceitful. 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Talk about being personal! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I believe that the assertion was unparliamentary.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I withdraw my comment. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You want to behave like a private school prefect.  You demand that one set of behaviour 
be displayed towards you.  You want to be able to hurl it, but then you want to be able to say that you’re too 
precious to have it thrown back.  If you want to play with fire, fine.  If you feel that you don’t want to engage in 
that sort of stuff, I will respect that.  You can’t have it both ways. 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I withdrew the remark.  However, I think that the figures are deceitful.  Perhaps 
the minister is not being deceitful.  Perhaps the advice given to the minister has not been provided in a truthful 
and honest way.  I have withdrawn the comment I made.  However, it is important that members of Parliament 
clearly understand that those figures are not being displayed in a truthful way.   
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Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Can you explain what you mean?  Which figures are not truthful, because I would like to 
get them for you? 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I would like the minister to get them for me.  I will run back through the figures.  I 
said earlier that X equals the patronage figures for the Kenwick route.  If that figure were added to Y - the 
patronage figures for the busway to South Street - I hazard a guess that it would equal Z.  I would like to find out 
whether that information can be provided to us so that we can actually compare the minister’s patronage figures 
with what would have been the case had the Kenwick route gone through and the busway continued down to 
South Street.  A number of the minister’s agencies were present at a briefing at which an assertion was made that 
a large proportion of the patronage figure for the direct route was coming from the busway.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What about the Kenwick route?  Were people not going to get off buses to go on that 
route?   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I ask the minister to run those questions past me again. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You are saying that in relation to the direct route, people who travelled by bus will now 
travel by train, but that under the Kenwick route, people who travelled by bus in that area would have stayed on 
the buses.  Transference from bus to train would not have occurred. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I am not saying that; that would still happen.  I am trying to establish whether we 
are comparing apples with apples.  I had hoped that further detail on this patronage model would be provided.  I 
hope the minister will provide it at the consideration in detail stage so that it can be fully scrutinised, particularly 
as the supplementary master plan also refers to a reduced population growth in Kwinana, Rockingham, 
Mandurah and Murray of approximately nine per cent.  It is difficult to fathom these modelling figures given that 
projected decline in population growth.  

The minister stated publicly that in real terms the increased cost in the changed route would be only about 
$33 million.  That must be the biggest load of nonsense I have ever heard.  How could that possibly be the 
figure, given the amount of money expended to date, which will be wasted, the investment in the master plan, the 
two tunnels to which I referred earlier, the dedicated busways, and the Canning Bridge interchange?  Again, in 
the minister’s own words, in real terms the increased cost will be only $33 million - it may be $32 million; I 
cannot recall the exact figure. 

Let us examine whether that is remotely possible.  Two major bridges are proposed to be constructed.  The first 
is at Mount Henry, which requires two new bridge structures.  The minister knows that, but for members’ 
information I will explain what is proposed.  Two new bridges will be added to each side of the existing structure 
because the dual-gauge railway will replace the busway.  From my understanding of the supplementary master 
plan, the two new bridges will be contiguous to the existing bridge deck and will be supported on new piers and 
piled foundations.  Surely the expense for this alone represents an increase in the cost greater than $33 million, 
which figure the minister has constantly indicated.  It is totally irresponsible for her to make that assertion.  

Further to the addition of those two new bridges, the Cranford Avenue off-ramp must be realigned.  In addition, 
the noise bunds between Mount Henry Bridge and Cranford Avenue must be replaced due to the widening of 
that section of the freeway.  I fail to understand how the minister can make that ludicrous assertion about the 
cost.  The supplementary master plan concluded that the old Narrows Bridge could not be modified to 
accommodate the dual-gauge railway.  It concluded that an additional single bridge could be accommodated 
between the old bridge and the new bridge.  A new bridge, a beautiful drawing of which is contained in the 
supplementary master plan, will therefore be constructed between those two bridges.  The master plan also 
indicates that the new Narrows Bridge can be modified to carry either one or two rail tracks.  However, the 
western bridge will be strengthened to carry only north-bound trains in the existing north-bound busway.  The 
road lanes will need to be realigned given these changes.  A number of other modifications will be required, and 
I shall address them in detail during the consideration in detail stage.  

I reiterate my question: how can the minister possibly claim that in real terms the additional cost to re-route the 
rail line will be only $33 million?  That is a load of nonsense.  It is false, misleading and irresponsible to make 
that fallacious claim. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Would you like to debate this matter on the radio?  I am happy to do that.  I have set it out 
in here time and again; and I will do it again.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I do not think that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has done that.  We 
have tried to get the minister to provide us with the details of the project on a number of occasions.  The minister 
has said that in real terms it is only a $33 million increase, which is absolute nonsense.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  When I set those figures out in my response, will you tell me what is wrong with them?   
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Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I would be happy for the minister to provide us with that detail.  I hope that during 
this debate, the minister will provide the details that opposition members have sought for many months.  

I have referred to the two bridges.  I will now refer to the extensive and sensitive tunnelling that is necessary to 
deliver the railway along the city foreshore and under William Street into the central business district.  I take this 
opportunity to remind members that the original proposed direct route drew major criticism from the City of 
Perth and the city business property owners.  As a consequence, the minister established the Perth City Rail 
Advisory Committee in November.  That committee reported to the minister on 14 March and it made three 
recommendations: the central enhanced route, the western route and the eastern route.  The minister ruled out the 
eastern route option because of its prohibitive cost.  She ultimately concluded that the enhanced central route 
was the best option for the city, which would include the two city stations at the Esplanade and William Street, 
and link with Perth Central Station.  The minister convened the committee for a second time on 19 April this 
year, and it concluded on 10 June.  
I will briefly outline the proposed eastern route.  That work is summarised on page 28 of the Perth urban rail 
development supplementary master plan.  I have some major misgivings about some pertinent issues, including 
the real cost of the project, the details of the engineering works required, the consultative process embarked upon 
and whether the estimated $1.42 billion includes land acquisition and compensation costs.  During question time 
today, the minister answered a question asked by the Leader of the National Party, and I was interested to hear 
her response.  With regard to the city end of the route, the supplementary master plan states that 648 metres of 
double track will be constructed in a cut and cover box that will run from east of the Kwinana Freeway to the 
foreshore at Mounts Bay Road and to the proposed Esplanade station.  At this point, the railway will proceed 
northwards under William Street to the Horseshoe Bridge to the vicinity of Lake Street.  That is approximately 
1 000 metres.  The supplementary master plan further explains that within this section, 690 metres will be 
constructed using bore-tunnelling methods and 310 metres will include the main central station and its 
underground platforms, which I will refer to in due course.  
From the Lake Street portal, the track will continue along the existing rail reserve to link with the northern 
suburbs railway line.  There are some concerns that this does not go far enough and that the coordinates in the 
schedule may require some adjustment.  I understand that the member for Kingsley referred to this matter during 
the second reading debate last week.  I too await the minister’s response to questions about those coordinates.  
The member for Kingsley also pointed out that the undergrounding of the Fremantle line would provide further 
opportunities for development.  To forgo such an opportunity would be yet another planning disaster.  The 
minister must give this matter due consideration and ensure that this window of opportunity is not ignored.  
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I would have thought that that was another good reason not to have the Kenwick 
deviation.  
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I am keeping an open mind, minister. 
Another issue that has been raised with me is the lack of dialogue and consultation with property owners in the 
central business district, in particular the owners of the old Myer building.  The member for Kingsley raised that 
issue in her contribution to the second reading debate.  I have not had an opportunity to talk with those property 
owners to determine whether any dialogue has been undertaken.  I hope the minister will provide further details 
on that issue, because that building will be acquired and demolished to accommodate the new rail station and 
platforms in William Street. 
The Leader of the Opposition also raised many technical, financial and insurance issues in his contribution to the 
second reading debate last week.  I do not intend to refer to any of those matters in detail, as he explained them 
and the problems that will arise, given the lack of thorough investigation and the engineering work and testing 
that will be necessary to ensure the tunnels are built with little disruption or serious impact to existing structures 
in the central business district.  
I take this opportunity to also briefly discuss the Government’s commitment to the triple bottom line, particularly 
the undertaking it has given in all of its decisions.  Frankly, I have no faith in the decision to re-route the railway.  
To suggest that the changed route meets the triple bottom line is yet another load of nonsense.  The three tiers of 
the triple bottom line are whether it is financially, socially and environmentally responsible.  In regard to its 
being financially responsible, we must seriously consider the irresponsibility of the total disregard for the 
taxpayers’ funds already invested in the Kenwick route and the $300 million cost blow-out to date.  In terms of 
the environmental tier, the minister should be commended for at least recognising that the rail should be sunk 
along the river foreshore.  However, she has totally ignored the communities of South Perth, Como and 
Manning, and I believe that is certainly irresponsible.  Finally, on whether it is socially responsible, I believe the 
Government has failed in its determinations, particularly in the light of the high incidence of unemployed youth 
in the south eastern corridor and single car families; these are the very people who need choice and access to a 
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good public transport network.  These people have been totally ignored and have been denied access to transport 
options to access educational and employment opportunities.  Members should consider the impacts on the City 
of Rockingham that I referred to.  It is totally irresponsible socially and financially of this minister to ignore 
these genuine issues.  Also, the impact on the City of Gosnells will be the loss of full-time jobs that would have 
been created, houses that would have been built and the bonus of rates revenue to that local authority.  All those 
features have been lost, and that will mean a financial and social disaster for the local authority.  The minister 
has failed to deliver on the promise of a triple bottom line.  The changed route means that the Town of Victoria 
Park has lost a number of necessary grade separations, which would have prevented ongoing conflict between 
rail and car.  Again, the minister has failed socially and environmentally.   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  What about William Street in your plan; didn’t you have a grade separation there?  It has 
27 000 traffic movements a day. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  That is why the Roe Highway was being extended. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  You weren’t going to do it. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The member for Roleystone can make those assertions but we intended to extend 
the Roe Highway.  He knows that but he wants to lay claim to it. 

There are many examples of the minister’s failure to deliver on the triple bottom line.  The supplementary master 
plan identified a shortfall of funds for the city end of William Street, about which the minister made a passing 
comment today in question time.  I continue to believe that, given the submission, there will almost certainly be 
insufficient funds for land acquisition and compensation for property owners in the city; that is a major concern. 

I understand that a city rail development committee will be delegated the function of the Western Australian 
Planning Commission to deal firstly with stakeholders.  Why has that process not already commenced?  If it has, 
when did it commence and what consultation has been embarked on with property owners in the city?  I 
understand that part of the committee’s delegated powers will be to source funding options for further city 
developments.  That begs the question whether the Government has come clean with its cost estimates.  The 
consultation process to date is a total fiasco.   

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure continues to embellish facts and her spin doctors appear to have 
been working overtime.  There is no doubt in my mind that Western Australian taxpayers have not been given 
the truth about the real cost of the south west metropolitan railway, its patronage potential and a number of other 
issues.  How much money has been spent by the Government to date, since it changed the route, on advertising, 
promotional material, the planning process, the costs of the city rail advisory committee and the planning of the 
supplementary master plan, not to mention the visit by the members for Rockingham and Peel and a number of 
representatives from the City of Rockingham to examine light rail?  What were those costs and where do they 
appear in the minister’s estimates?  What about compensation?  The list goes on and on. 

Another area of concern that has generated a large degree of discussion is whether this is a major or minor 
amendment to the metropolitan region scheme.  I will be interested to hear what the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure has to say about that matter. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Could you tell us what you would like the Government to move as a major amendment? 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I understand the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure made that same 
interjection to the member for Kingsley last week and I am sure she said that this legislation should be a major 
amendment to this railway project. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  But I am trying to understand what precisely you would amend. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  Ignore it. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  It is impossible to ignore the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I am happy to countenance it if you can tell me what you would like us to amend. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Taking the southern railway down the route that you want it to go should be part of a major 
amendment with the details specified. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  But what do you say I would need to amend? 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  You need to ensure you have approval through the MRS process for the specific route of 
the rail, because currently it is just a busway. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Are you suggesting that we must rezone it? 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  It must go through the process as a major amendment. 
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Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What has to go through? 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  The minister knows that it is the specific details of the rail.  She is taking up the member’s 
time and I will not allow that to occur.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The member for Kingsley and the minister were having an interesting discussion.  
I certainly believe it is a major amendment.  I thank the member for Kingsley for her interjections and likewise I 
thank the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure for hers.   

Under the original plan, the successful dedicated busways that operate to Canning Bridge would have been 
extended to South Street.  To date, these busways have been a resounding success.  They have delivered many 
people into the central business district.  It is most unfortunate that the busways will not be continued to South 
Street.  Under the original plan, it was proposed to extend the busways to South Street.  It was also intended at 
some future time to convert the busways to light rail.  It must be recognised that if the busways were converted 
to light rail, there would be no need for this major infrastructure change that we are about to embark on.  There 
would be no need to build two structures to Mount Henry Bridge.  There would be no need to build another 
bridge between the old Narrows Bridge and the new Narrows Bridge.  There would be no need to modify the 
western Narrows Bridge.  All of that could have happened without the major investment that the minister is 
intent on.  As I said, she intends to demolish and bend a reinforced concrete bridge with her magic wand and rip 
up busways.  She has no regard for the waste of the millions of dollars invested in the former route.  That is a 
very important issue.  The minister should come clean and clearly articulate exactly how much money has been 
spent to date on the former route.   

It is a great tragedy that this Government has seen fit to ignore the work and planning done on and the 
investment in the Kenwick route just on a whim of the minister.  There was no indication from the minister prior 
to the election that the route would be changed.  Yet, after a few short months, the minister saw fit to unilaterally 
change the route without one piece of supporting evidence to drive and support the changed route.  There is no 
doubt that there will be ongoing disruption during the changeover from buses to rail.  The Kwinana Freeway will 
continue to be chaotic for both motorists and public transport commuters for as long as it takes to rip up the road 
surface, lay the rail track and install powerlines.  It will ultimately result in the loss of the dedicated busways and 
force buses into the general traffic.  It will be absolute bedlam and a permanent bottleneck.   

I understand from the briefing I attended that to date no construction plan has been determined for the major 
works.  I understand that there is some talk of undertaking the work between 8.00 pm and 6.00 am.  I wonder 
how the local community will feel when these works are carried out during those hours.  I know that often works 
are carried out on freeways during those periods, but I imagine that the communities of South Perth and Como 
might like to have those concerns answered.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  Spot on!   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Did the member for South Perth know that? 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I have known it for a couple of years, but the minister is blind and deaf to the pleas.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  It is quite evident that I will not support the legislation.  Clearly there is a great 
deal at stake, a host of problems and not enough detail about a number of the misgivings the community and the 
Opposition have.  Greater detail needs to be provided about the patronage modelling data.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Just some detail would be nice! 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Yes, just some detail.  However, more than just some detail would be good.  I 
understand that the city rail development committee will be delegated the functions under the Western Australian 
Planning Commission Act to deal with the stakeholders.  I ask the minister why this process has not already 
commenced; and, if it has, when it was commenced.  What consultation has taken place with property owners in 
the city?  Prior to my departure from the briefing, I was of the understanding that no discussion had taken place 
between the leaseholder and the representative for the owners of the old Myer building.  Can the minister 
confirm whether there has been any dialogue since that time? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Unless you left many months ago, that is not accurate.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  That is very interesting.  The minister knows that I did not leave many months 
ago.  I was not going to use this information that I was provided with.  However, Mr Mark Werrett sent me a fax 
on 21 August, so it is quite recent, in which he states -  

. . . I wish to confirm that I act on behalf of Brian Bowden, the Head Lessee of the Old Myer Building 
at 246 Murray Street, Perth. 
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Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Sorry, you are talking about the lessee.  In your comments you spoke about the property 
owner.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  He acts for the property owner as well.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I think you said - 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I did say the lessee as well.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You said the property owner.  

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  And the lessee.  He also acts for the Litis family, the owners of 124-130 William 
Street, which will also be affected by the Government’s proposal. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You said the owner of the Myer site.  We have been in dialogue with the owner of the 
Myer site for many months.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  There are many owners of the Myer site.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I know there are, but that is not what the member said. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  His fax continues -  

As you will appreciate, both the Owners and Tenants of these properties are all extremely alarmed and 
concerned with the Government’s announcements which have been made since June this year in 
relation to the underground railway and to the likely affect that this will have on their properties.  
Despite constant requests for an indication as to the timing of the Government’s plans and for any 
information at all in relation to how this will affect my clients, nothing has been heard to date.   

That was on 21 August.  I would like to know where the consultation is up to and whether the minister’s 
committee has had dialogue with these people.  To date it seems that it has been a fiasco.  How much has been 
spent by the Government to date on publicity, advertising and the master plan?  I would also like to know the 
costs associated with the committees, the cost to convert the busways, the breakdown of costs for Canning 
Bridge, the Narrows Bridge and Mount Henry Bridge, the breakdown for the costings for the tunnelling of the 
cut and cover along William Street, and the bore tunnelling and the cut and cover along the foreshore.  Will the 
minister also advise whether any funds have been set aside in the $1.42 billion estimate for light rail for the city 
of Rockingham?  

Mr B.K. Masters:  I think they are going to park and ride.  The Government is happy for everyone to get in their 
cars and then park at the station. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  There have been some major problems with Park ‘n’ Ride stations in the northern 
suburbs, and I will touch on that briefly in closing.  As you will be aware, Madam Deputy Speaker, we are 
awaiting the opening of the Greenwood station.  That will certainly have a positive effect on my electorate, as it 
will on the electorate of the member for Kingsley.  The member for Kingsley and I have borne the brunt of the 
complaints of the many residents in our electorates who contact us constantly about the number of cars that are 
parked in residential streets.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The member for Joondalup knows why that happened. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  It is already two years late. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Let us look at why it is two years late.  I am not defending this minister.  The 
railway was not built when we were in government because a determination was made based on the rolling 
stock.  If this minister had been the minister then, she would have made the same decision because it was about 
saving taxpayers’ money.   

I referred to Park 'n' Ride stations.  The member for Kingsley and I, and I am sure any other members who have 
rail stations in their electorates, have had the same experience - although the member for Cottesloe has a railway 
through his electorate and the Government is reducing the number of stops!  Park 'n' Ride stations in the northern 
suburbs provide insufficient parking places for the number of commuters using the system, which defeats the 
purpose.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The member for Vasse says we should get rid of them altogether and go there on our 
bicycles.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I read the speech given by the member for Vasse.  He was referring to urban 
planning and densities and the notion of encouraging people to either cycle, walk or take the bus.   
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The problem with the northern suburbs spine is that often people do not get on the buses near their homes.  The 
buses are not there when they need them, so they drive to the rail station.  However, many of them find that by 
7.30 am the car parks are full and they are unable to park in the Park 'n' Ride stations, so parking spills over into 
our local streets.  Members then get the other end of the complaint, with motorists complaining that the City of 
Joondalup has given them an infringement notice.  All sorts of problems have been created.  I hope that with the 
south west metropolitan railway the minister gets the Park 'n' Ride stations right.  I do not believe that will be the 
case; there will be some serious problems.  As far as I am aware, local residents have not been given sufficient 
opportunity to provide input.  In fact, only 12 homes were surveyed about the proposal for the Leach Highway 
Park 'n' Ride station.  If surveying 12 homes is an indication of the consultation process, it is a fiasco.  It is an 
absolute nonsense for the Government to say that is effective consultation with the community that will be 
affected by this railway.   

The Opposition has no problem with supporting a railway to Rockingham and Mandurah.  However, it is our 
view that the railway should go not only into the heart of the Rockingham regional centre and continue to 
Mandurah, which would provide many public transport choices for the community, but also through Kenwick 
into the industrial belt.  That would provide for those areas in which there are single car families and a high 
incidence of unemployment.  It would provide the people who really need public transport with an opportunity to 
access a number of public transport choices to find work in places like Rockingham and Mandurah, the central 
business district or the industrial belt.   

I will not support this legislation for many reasons, not the least of which is the increase in the cost and the gross 
waste of millions and millions of dollars to this State that has already been expended on the Kenwick route.  I 
hope the minister will provide some detail about those funds.   

I thank the Leader of the House for affording me the opportunity to make this speech on my return from 
parliamentary business.  This issue has been of great interest to me over the past 14 months.  I dream railcars and 
rail tracks.   

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  No, I do not want a Thomas the Tank engine or the Fat Controller for Christmas.  

I hope that during consideration in detail we can get to the bottom of the south west metropolitan railway and to 
the detail of this major infrastructure project that to date is $300 million over budget and running two years late. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [3.56 pm]:  I do not dream about railcars and rail tracks, but I will speak briefly 
on this Bill.  The National Party strongly opposes this Bill because of the unjustifiable cost increases that are 
now associated with this project.  I am not against a railway, but this is not the same railway that we originally 
supported, because the route has changed and costs are spiralling out of control.  We estimate the cost is 
currently $1.6 billion, including $137 million in maintenance costs for railcars that were hidden outside the 
project and approximately $45 million in unfunded costs associated with the demolition project in William 
Street.  In October 2000, the coalition Government announced a project that would cost $1.147 billion.  Surely a 
cost increase of $500 million cannot be justified, when the only major benefit is a saving of 12 minutes travelling 
time between Perth and Mandurah.  

The new service will carry 19 000 new rail commuters from the southern metropolitan regions who are currently 
serviced by a world-class public transport system.  A total of 3 500 will come from the Thornlie spur, which will 
cost an extra $95 million.  More than 6 000 of Labor’s projected 28 000 new rail passengers are rebadged 
commuters who are currently being serviced by the rapid transit bus service between Murdoch and the central 
business district.  The decision to build along the Kwinana Freeway and then burrow under the central business 
district is a mistake.  It will increase the cost of the project to somewhere around $2 billion.  This project is out 
of control and must be reviewed before it is too late.  The Leader of the National Party referred to the Alannah-
meter during the second reading debate.  The National Party is not against a railway, but spending on this project 
is out control.  Surely, that money could be better applied to projects such as the eastern bypass around 
Mandurah, where finding traffic solutions is critical.  During a recent visit to the south west region I spoke to the 
Bunbury Chamber of Commerce and officers of the City of Bunbury.  They need that bypass to properly service 
that vast growing area.  Currently, traffic must pass through the built-up area of Mandurah.  Surely that bypass is 
important for the future development of our State.   

Around $100 million has been sucked out of the budget of Main Roads WA, in which 69 of the 119 projects 
currently listed have received zero funding in 2002-03.  The worst part of that is that 51 of those projects are in 
country WA.  We should put that $100 million back where it belongs.  Heavy haulage access to the port of 
Fremantle was recently debated in this House.  Maybe we should be putting some of the funds towards ensuring 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 17 September 2002] 

 p1054b-1069a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Janet Woollard; Ms Alannah 

MacTiernan; Mr Phillip Pendal; Acting Speaker 

 [10] 

that we have a network to and from the port of Fremantle, which is vital to Western Australia’s industries and 
exports.   

We could put some of the money back into the Lancelin-Cervantes section of Indian Ocean Drive, where more 
than $700 million-worth of private sector development is on hold.  Many other priority areas could be addressed, 
particularly priority areas in road funding.  We oppose this Bill because it sets in motion an explosion of 
unnecessary public expenditure that could be better utilised in other areas.   

The previous coalition Government’s decision to build the Mandurah to Perth line deviating along the existing 
freight line to Kenwick was made with sound economic judgment and with proper planning and consideration.  
The original cost for the Perth to Mandurah component was $941 million, including rolling stock.  A further 
$81 million was allocated for the northern line extension, including rolling stock, bringing the total cost of the 
project to $1.147 billion.   

We have had only a relatively short time to review the complex 146-page master plan, but it appears to fail to 
answer a number of critical public issues, including justification for the escalation in the overall cost of the 
project.  The public has a right to know the total cost of the railway.  I do not think all has been revealed to the 
public, and that is why we have been talking about the rising costs on the Alannah-meter.  The public also wants 
to know the cost of operating the new railway, because that cost is not set out in the master plan.  These 
discrepancies and the looseness of the master plan lead us to the opinion that the costs will continue to blow out 
towards $2 billion.  Time will tell!   

This Bill fundamentally changes the rail route over to the Kwinana Freeway, which has major cost implications, 
including large-scale tunnelling and other construction works under the Perth central business district.  There are 
too many unanswered questions about this element of the project.  The master plan does not tell us any of the 
key engineering concerns about tunnelling under the Perth CBD.  I do not know the answers, but we need to 
know what those concerns are, what the risks to businesses and buildings are, during what will be a really 
challenging operation.  The master plan also fails to tell us the tunnelling technique that will be used, where else 
in the world it has been used and what are the engineering risks.  I hope the minister will tell us about those 
issues.  The master plan does not tell us what disruption there will be to city businesses and what inconvenience 
there will be to the public.  We are not really being told what the Government is getting us into.  

Our proposed route - the Kenwick link - went through the Canning Vale area, which seemed to be commonsense 
because of the high employment opportunities in that area, with its commercial precinct, light industrial areas 
and new housing developments.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.W. Andrews), you would know that pretty well.  The 
whole project has changed and the costs have skyrocketed.  It is not the same project that we first envisaged and 
supported.  The cost has blown out to $1.6 billion and is heading higher.  The rest of the State’s transport needs 
are left with a big black hole.  Prior to being elected, I lived in Perth for approximately eight years and often 
travelled from Willetton along the Kwinana Freeway to Perth.  I have seen the chaos that can occur on the 
Kwinana Freeway, and over the next few years with these proposed changes to the Kwinana Freeway we will see 
further chaos inflicted on the public and businesses.  We in country Western Australia have seen the health 
budget cut dramatically, the agriculture budget decimated, the regional headworks program abandoned, the infill 
sewerage scheme scrapped and Main Roads’ budget severely affected.  It is time to review what is happening 
with this legislation and stop it before it is too late.  We oppose the Bill. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.05 pm]:  I do not support the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill 2002, 
because I believe it is a bad economic decision, a bad environmental decision and a bad planning decision.  The 
Government did not do its homework on the costs for this project, and it was not a commitment of this 
Government when it came into power to change the route of this railway.  This Government came into power 
with a commitment to improve health - we have not seen an improvement in health; to improve education - the 
maintenance requirements for my schools are almost the same now as they were when the Government came to 
power; and to improve law and order - statistics for problems within my electorate are increasing.  The 
Government has already started selling off assets to fund this railway: Duncraig House is the first and I wonder 
what will be next.  The Premier himself said the next asset to be sold off would be the Sunset site.  Where will 
the minister then look to fund this railway?  Will the minister make her way around the river picking out parts of 
the river foreshore and other community buildings to sell off?  This was not a commitment made by this 
Government prior to the election.  Its promise about forests was what got this Government across the line.  Has 
this Government kept its promise?  No.   

This is a bad economic decision.  This Government will continue to purchase tracks and trains that are not used 
in any other States or countries.  It is going for heavy rail, which is a thing of the past, rather than light rail. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Can I clarify -  
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Will the minister first clarify the amount of the loan the Government will be taking out 
and the interest on that loan? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The size of the loan will be $1 419 million less $300 million. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: What will be the interest rate? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The standard government interest rates as they will be from time to time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  So? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Interests rates do fluctuate.  When we start borrowing we will be paying the government 
interest rate that applies at that time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What does the minister expect the interest rate to be and over how many years will the 
Government be paying off that loan? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It will be the same as it would have been with the Kenwick deviation or the Opposition’s 
borrowing proposal.  I am interested -  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Maybe the minister could answer some questions first.  How much will it cost for the 
fares?  How much will it cost to run the trains?  I believe it was a bad economic decision to put the track down 
the freeway; I also think it was a bad environmental decision.  On 30 August I received a response to one of my 
letters I sent to the parliamentary secretary in June.  The letter reads - 

At the completion of the Environmental Review Process, there will be an eight week public review 
period, following which, the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) will assess the 
recommendations of the Review and take into consideration all submissions received from the public 
and other interested parties. 

I would have thought that a Government that listens to and consults with the community would have looked at 
the environmental impact of the realignment prior to making such a decision.  Was the Minister for the 
Environment consulted before the decision was made?  Why has the matter been referred to the Environmental 
Protection Authority after the decision has been made?  Why was it not referred to the Environmental Protection 
Authority before the decision was made and why did the Government not consider environmental concerns 
before it made the decision?  Many of the people who live in Perth make use of the river for enjoyment.  Many 
members have said in this House that 20 or 30 years ago, a bad decision was made for Perth when it was decided 
to build the Kwinana Freeway along the river foreshore.  Has this Government learnt from that bad decision?  
No.  It intends to build a railway line along the foreshore.  People live in Perth rather than Melbourne, Sydney or 
any other capital city, because they like the lifestyle in Perth, think that Perth is a beautiful city and enjoy living 
in a beautiful city. 

I wonder what people in Mandurah and Rockingham would think of this Government if the Government were to 
say to them that it could reduce the travelling time to Perth for people who live in another area if a railway line 
were built along Rockingham’s ocean foreshore.  Is the Government not looking at moving the railway line in 
Geraldton so that the coastline there can be beautified?  Why does it not matter at Manning and South Perth?  
People live in Perth because they like its environment.  The Minister for Tourism is here.  We might ask him 
why people come to Perth.  I believe that people come to Perth because it is such a beautiful city.  The 
Government will not help Perth by building along the foreshore a railway that will detract from the beauty of 
Perth. 

One of the reasons the Government gives for building the proposed railway line is that it will improve public 
transport.  I would have thought that one of the principles behind improving public transport is building transport 
infrastructure where people can use it, not building it in a corridor where on one side there is no population and 
on the other side there are no stations.  It seems sensible to build transport infrastructure where the community is 
living and where it can use the transport to get to where it wants to go.  This principle, which seems to the 
member for South Perth and me to be a basic principle, is not being adhered to by this Government.  The 
Government is forcing people to travel to the central business district.  Ten years ago, many people wanted to 
commute to the central business district because they worked there; however, now regions are developing and 
many more people are working in suburbs and at home.  Therefore, there are not the numbers of commuters that 
there were previously. 

What effect will the railway have?  At the moment, people who live in Rockingham probably travel to Fremantle 
for shopping, entertainment and restaurants.  If the railway line were built, those people would have to catch a 
train to Perth and then a train to Fremantle.  How would the business proprietors in Fremantle react to that?  
What effect would the railway have on businesses in those regional suburbs that have been building up over the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 17 September 2002] 

 p1054b-1069a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Terry Waldron; Dr Janet Woollard; Ms Alannah 

MacTiernan; Mr Phillip Pendal; Acting Speaker 

 [12] 

past five to 10 years?  This is a very poor planning decision by the Government.  I also wonder why the 
Government has decided to use the three feet six inch rail gauge rather than the four feet eight inch rail gauge. 

The minister has constantly reiterated that the railway line will reduce the travel time from Mandurah to Perth.  
The buses travelling up the freeway from Canning Highway are the Nos 105, 111, 158, 160, 181 and 940.  The 
people who currently catch a bus on those routes can travel directly to Perth and probably alight anywhere on St 
Georges Terrace within 10 to 15 minutes.  As a result of this plan that the Government has put on the table, those 
same people who travel to work during the peak hour will need to travel to Canning Bridge by bus, catch a train 
from Canning Bridge to the city and then catch another bus to their destination in the city.  The Government’s 
planned route may decrease the travel time from Mandurah to Perth, but it will increase the time that people in 
my electorate will take to travel to Perth, and they make up a very large proportion of the travelling population. 

People who live south of Canning Bridge, Leach Highway and South Street are able to catch buses Nos 105, 
107, 111, 158, 160, 183, 184, 185, 718, 740, 741, 778, 779, 780, 781, 786, 791, 794, 866, 877, 878, 879, 880, 
881 and 940.  If this rail line goes ahead many of these people will have to use road transport to get to the train 
line and will then have to catch a train and a bus.  Therefore, this Bill will certainly not benefit people who live 
in the southern suburbs, who will be disadvantaged when their bus lanes are ripped up and railway lines are put 
down the middle of the freeway.   

I will not be supporting this Bill.  It is a bad economic decision.  Certain people within my community are very 
unhappy that their correspondence about the cost of this railway has not been responded to.  Some people have 
added interest and other costs to the minister’s figure of $1.4 billion and have come back with a figure of 
$1.7 billion.  The member for Roe has done some mathematics and his costing is $2 billion.  I hope that when we 
go into consideration in detail the full cost will be put on the table so that the community can see where this 
Government’s priorities lie.  The community wants to know why this Government is selling off community 
assets like Duncraig House and the former Sunset Hospital site and is not putting those resources into health and 
education and law and order, or keeping its promises on old-growth forests.  The community wants to know also 
why this Government is seeking input from the Environmental Protection Authority after the decision to change 
the route has been made and why the environmental and tourism concerns were not looked at prior to the change 
of route.   
When we went through the budget process earlier this year, I was very disappointed to find that the 
Government’s decisions on not only this rail line but all planning matters are made without a proper analysis of 
what needs to be done and without consulting the community.  The community feels that the Government is 
putting decisions on the table and saying what it will do rather than asking the community what it thinks.  Rather 
than looking at how it can improve transport for people south of the river and in all areas, the Government 
appears to be making decisions and spending money that will benefit the member for Mandurah’s electorate - a 
Labor seat - but will not necessarily benefit the wider community.  The Government is meant to listen to the 
community, not toe the party line and start pork-barrelling now in preparation for the next election by selling 
community assets to fund this rail line.  I will not be supporting the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill.   
MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [4.24 pm]:  I thank all the 
members who have made a contribution to this debate.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There have been 24 speakers, including yourself.   
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  That befits the scale of the project and the large expenditure that we are embarking 
upon.  I understand that some members have legitimate concerns about this project and I will endeavour to 
address those concerns.  I understand that this plan represents a quantum leap forward from the previous plan 
and for that reason will attract attention.  It is a bit difficult to discern a consistent line from members opposite.  I 
have been accused simultaneously of mutually contradictory things.  For example, the Leader of the Opposition 
and the Leader of the National Party have made extraordinary claims about cost blow-outs, yet the member for 
Kingsley has argued that we should spend more and sink the railway line between Perth and Northbridge all the 
way back to the freeway, and the member for South Perth wants us to spend between another $500 million and 
$800 million to sink the railway line and the freeway through South Perth.  Some opposition members think we 
are spending too much money and others think we are not spending enough.  Some of the comments of the 
Opposition have been interesting.  Some opposition members now seem to be saying that we should not build the 
rail line in any event, whether it be the Kenwick deviation or the direct route.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That was me. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood has very nicely confirmed that; and I think if we 
read closely the comments of the Leader of the National Party we would find he said much the same thing.  That 
would make the punters in the community a bit nervous if a Tory Government were ever to get back into power 
before this rail line was built.  We have had again mutually contradictory claims from the Opposition, with some 
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members claiming that the electorate was not informed of the Government’s decision to scrap the Kenwick route 
prior to the election and others reading out newspaper articles in which I had said I would change the route.   

In the 1990 debate on the Perth to Joondalup rail line - the last time that a major rail Bill was debated in this 
House - the member for Kingsley was the only one from the conservative side who endorsed the rail option and 
did not jump on the “let them ride buses” bandwagon.  The member for Kingsley similarly distinguished herself 
in this debate.  She is obviously the sharpest card in the pack.  I noticed also that during this debate, the member 
for Kingsley, who certainly has some political acumen, was careful not to tie herself to support for the Kenwick 
deviation.  I appreciate the member for Kingsley’s consistent support for rail.  The member for Kingsley also 
made a number of sensible observations about cost blow-outs.  I can see that the member for Kingsley is 
conversing with the member for South Perth.  I would like her to know that I understand her concern.  She listed 
a number of reasons that the costs of large projects sometimes blow out, and I accept that.  I can assure her, 
however, that we have made every endeavour to ensure that we have tied down these cost estimates as much as 
possible.  We do not want substantial cost blow-outs. 

The member for Carine said that I must have a magic wand.  If her claims were correct, that would be right.  If 
members believed the argument presented by the member for Carine, I woke up one morning and said on a 
whim, “Mmmm, I think I would like the rail to go down the direct route.”  So I said, “Yep, that is where it’ll go.”  
According to her claims I acted unilaterally on a whim and changed the rail route.  It would be something else to 
have that much extraordinary influence within Cabinet and Caucus.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I think your skills have bamboozled them! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Absolutely.  I only wish I did have that much influence.  I was concerned for a long 
time about the decision to route the rail through the Kenwick deviation.  It is not a matter of needing to dredge 
through old newspaper articles to learn about that.  It can be found in Hansard.  In 1997 I moved a motion to 
establish a select committee to examine the proposed route for the railway. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why didn’t you do that this time? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I will address that.  I said that such a committee could be chaired by government 
members.  We were not seeking in any way to dominate or direct the committee.  We simply sought to have a 
committee established because in the light of the time frames it was self evident that the Perth to Rockingham 
rail line could not be developed over the life of one Government.  Based on any normal calculation of political 
cycles, the scale of the project meant that its progress would span at least two Governments.  I put the view that 
we could have our political debate about the timing of the rail line.  However, we needed to get a bipartisan view 
about its route before debating in the political arena how it should be funded and how soon construction could 
commence.  I have some sympathy for the member for Carine because I understand how difficult it is in 
Opposition to decide on firm policies for these complex matters.  The previous Government rejected that motion.  
As I said, I made it very clear that I was not convinced that the proposed route was the right one.  The fact that 
the Labor Party moved that motion in Parliament shows that we were clearly concerned about it.  

When the Labor Party was elected, one of the first briefings I had was with the Perth urban rail development 
team.  I expected a great deal of opposition to my request to examine the possibility of building the rail down the 
centre of the freeway.  Much to my surprise, I was presented with a plan and a view that that was the preferred 
route.  The previous Government had not embraced this because it had placed a prohibition on running a rail line 
down the centre of the freeway, the area designated for the bus lane.  If that view were followed, the project 
would be too expensive.  I understand the member for Carine’s point of view.  I even, dare I say, understand the 
Leader of the Opposition’s point of view.  The previous Government always understood it would cost an extra 
$500 million to $800 million to build the rail line along the direct route.  However, members opposite must 
understand the context of this issue; namely, a prohibition had been placed on building a rail line down the 
centre of the freeway, which, quite frankly, did not make sense.  

We underwent an enormous process of checking details and of seeking engineering advice to see whether it 
could be done.  It was a very time consuming and thorough process within the constraints of what could be done 
before the decision was made to ensure that the direct route stacked up financially.  I was not going to be able to 
persuade my cabinet colleagues to support this unless I could demonstrate that it was financially feasible.  

A PURD steering committee scrutinised this project in great detail.  There was no way that the direct-route 
proposal would have been accepted by the PURD steering committee or approved by Cabinet on a whim of 
mine.  It was a decision, not of mine, but of this Government that was overwhelmingly endorsed by members on 
this side of the House.  It will provide a first-class public transport system that will be competitive with the 
motor vehicle and will enable us to complete the spine of our public transport system in the Perth metropolitan 
area. 
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Members opposite said that we have not provided details of our costings.  I ask members to compare the original 
master plan with the supplementary master plan.  They will see that the supplementary master plan contains 
significantly more detail.  The member for Carine sought various specific costings of structures such as the 
Narrows Bridge.  The master plan shows it as figure 34 costed at $20 million.  The cost of constructing the line 
through the city is $126 million and the costs involved in building it across to the William Street station, the 
Esplanade station and the Mount Henry Bridge are all detailed in the document.  A diagram indicates the cost of 
each portion of the rail system.  No equivalent analysis was provided in the original master plan.  I understand 
that the member for Carine is puzzled and that, to some extent, her puzzlement comes from the history of the 
previous Government, which operated under a self-imposed disability, which was that it was not allowed to 
consider the route down the centre of the freeway.  It continues to have a distorted view of how much the project 
should cost. 

I will refer to the costs, which I have done time and again.  The original Perth urban rail development project 
cost, including all elements of the rail expansion, was $1.147 billion for capital expenditure items.  The estimates 
for the southern suburbs expansion were July 1998 figures and the estimates for the northern suburbs expansion 
were July 1999 figures.  The figure of $1.147 billion was therefore in 1998-99 dollars.  An additional amount of 
$70 million was allocated for the busway project, giving a total of $1.217 billion in 1998-99 dollars.  This 
Government allocated that same amount of $1.217 billion to its project, deducting the cost of all the structures 
that were already built, including the cost of the railcars.  We then escalated that figure to $1.68 billion to bring it 
up to 2006 dollars.  That amount of $1.68 billion means that we are now operating on 2006 figures, not 1998-99 
figures.  I will try to find in my papers an answer given by the Leader of the Opposition when he was the 
Minister for Resources Development to a question about a project.  In his answer he explained that he had 
escalated 1992 figures using a similar quantum to bring them into current day figures - perhaps I will find the 
document later.  Some members may not understand all this stuff, but I know that the Leader of the Opposition 
understands it because he has used the escalation method in his presentations to Parliament.  The Leader of the 
Opposition also acknowledged on a number of occasions that the figures he used for this project were 1998-99 
figures, and he acknowledged at one time in Parliament that the figures for the PURD project would need to be 
escalated.  However, extraordinarily, when we introduced an escalation to the figure, he refused to acknowledge 
it.  I can forgive some members for being confused about this, as it is a rather complex matter, but the Leader of 
the Opposition knows perfectly well that the figures he quoted are 1998-99 figures and that he has acknowledged 
in this Parliament that those figures must be escalated. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Tell us how you went from $1.2 billion to $1.4 billion within 12 months?  That is a rate of 
inflation close to 20 per cent. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I am explaining it to the Leader of the Opposition.  We have, in fact, produced those 
figures to him.  This matter was debated in Parliament before we produced the escalated figures, and we 
discussed those figures with him by way of interchange.  He said that they should be limited to around three per 
cent per annum.  We escalated the figures by considerably less than that.  Members must understand that the 
eight years of escalation of the 2006 figures that I am talking about are largely to 1998 figures.  The Leader of 
the Opposition says that it is fanciful to have an escalation of about $1.68 billion over eight years for a project of 
this size, which demonstrates that he does not understand financial matters.  As I said, the Leader of the 
Opposition understands these figures, but he is misleading the public and the members on his side for political 
convenience.  He believes that if he says something often enough, people will start to believe it. 
The previous Government’s costs were estimated at $1.2 billion and our costs are now estimated at 
$1.417 billion.  We acknowledge that that figure represents a quantum increase.  The member for Greenough 
was honest enough to quote the real figure and not the distorted figure.  We acknowledge that the $33 million 
increase arises from the additional cost of taking the rail through the centre of the city.  An additional cost arises 
from delaying the project in its final stage for budget management purposes so that the stage from Waikiki to 
Mandurah will now be delivered in 2007 rather than 2006.  That will have the effect of adding another 
$18 million gross to the project, which is regrettable, but we must live within our means. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have delayed that by two years. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No.  It is convenient for the Leader of the Opposition to say that it has been delayed 
until 2007.  It is true that the Waikiki to Mandurah line has been delayed to 2007; we regret having to do that and 
would avoid that if we could.  However, the service to Waikiki will be up and running by 2006 and it is expected 
that the line to Thornlie will be up and running by 2004.  We will also honour our promise to the people of the 
northern suburbs, who will have their line up and running before the next election. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is 18 months late.  You didn’t tell the people of the northern suburbs that before the 
election. 
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Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Carine pointed out the reason for that, because she has some 
understanding of the matter.  She said that the previous Government’s justification for not building stations at 
Greenwood and Clarkson was that it did not have the railcars and there was no point in building extra stations 
and extra rail lines if there were no railcars.  As I have explained to the Leader of the Opposition before in this 
place, we will not have the railcars in 2003 - we would love to have them in 2003 - because the tender 
documents drawn up by the previous Government contemplated simply leasing, not the capital purchase of, the 
rolling stock.  When those tenders were received, Treasury advised that the purchase of the rolling stock would 
add another $25 million to the project.  To go down the path of leasing railcars, as opposed to purchasing them 
with debt-funded moneys, would add $25 million to the cost of the project.  We then reconsidered the tenders.  
The State Supply Commission advised us to go back and unbolt the financing option from the tender documents 
and let the contractors have another go at them.  Unfortunately, that meant the failure on the part of the previous 
Government to provide a financing package as an option, rather than as an essential, caused the delay.  Hence, no 
new railcars will be up and running until 2004.  I will go through some of the specific issues that have been 
raised.  I have only another 10 minutes - 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  We will give you an extension. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, I have a plane to catch, unfortunately.  The member for Kingsley asked for an 
outline of planning and environmental approvals.  I will quickly provide members with a run-down of those 
approvals.  Development applications are required for station sites, Bush Forever sites and railway works not in 
the railway reserve.  As is required by law at the moment, railways in road reserves will require development 
applications to be submitted to respective local government authorities to be forwarded to the Western Australian 
Planning Commission within five working days for processing.  In the specific case of Perth city, a development 
application for two stations at The Esplanade and William Street and for the rail alignment through the city will 
be lodged with the City of Perth to be forwarded to the WA Planning Commission within five days for 
processing.  As with all development applications, the council has 42 days in which to submit any comment to 
the WAPC for consideration.  Metropolitan region scheme amendment 1032/33 covers areas of land identified as 
required for railway purposes mainly associated with planned station sites and to provide sufficient room for rail 
alignments.  Work to widen the Narrows and Mount Henry Bridges will be subject to applications to the Swan 
River Trust under the Swan River Trust Act.  Extensive consultations have been undertaken with various 
Aboriginal groups associated with the areas through which the rail is proposed.  Consultation is now under way 
in the Perth city area with future consultation to occur on the Narrows and Mount Henry Bridges.  Relevant 
approvals under the Aboriginal Heritage Act will be applied through sections 16 and 18 of that legislation.  
When any places on the Register of Heritage Places require development under this Act, advice will be sought 
from the Heritage Council.  Having due regard to this, a development application will be lodged.  A 
comprehensive series of development applications will be sought.   
The member for Greenough had some questions about heritage.  The Government has indicated that all the 
heritage issues will be considered.  As I have indicated in answers to questions in Parliament, the proposal 
anticipates the retention and upgrade of the Horseshoe Bridge, which is the only structure listed on the state 
Register of Heritage Places that is affected by this realignment.  Of the 10 buildings that will be affected by 
construction, two are listed with the City of Perth and six are listed with the City of Perth heritage database.  
Two remaining buildings have no heritage value.  An architectural assessment of those buildings has been done.   
The Leader of the Opposition and the member for Kingsley raised issues about the motion of the City of Perth to 
realign the coordinates.  I think that might have come from Professor Martyn Webb.  I draw members’ attention 
to the Public Works Act, which provides the Government with ample power to develop rail on either side of the 
designated corridor.  It was not so much that the City of Perth thought the Government got it wrong; it wanted to 
ensure that there was adequate provision to sink the Fremantle line should that become economically viable.  I 
assure members that under the provisions of the Public Works Act, we certainly have adequate room to move to 
sink that line should it become economically viable to do so.   

The member for Mitchell asked some questions about the bus lanes and what would happen with those bus lanes.  
The area between the Narrows Bridge and Canning Highway has been identified as an area that needs dedicated 
bus lanes to ensure speed of access.  We have been able to reconfigure the freeway lanes.  I have a diagram here, 
but I am happy to provide members with a properly drawn diagram at a later stage.   
Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Can you sign it too? 
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I did not draw it myself and I do not like to sign work that is not my own!  I note the 
rather surly, grumpy Leader of the Opposition taking some exception to the fact that I took seriously the question 
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from his deputy - and probably future replacement - and went to the trouble of asking my advisers in the gallery 
to provide me with a drawing, so that I could be absolutely sure that this issue has been properly addressed.   
As I say, it is quite clear that the area between Canning Bridge and the Narrows Bridge has been identified as an 
area that will require dedicated lanes.  Planning work has been done and, without compromising the three motor 
vehicle lanes, a dedicated bus lane can be fitted within that area.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Are you tabling that? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, I will not table this because they are my notes.  However, I am happy to have a 
plan drawn for the members who are interested. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Will that be a dedicated lane of the same distance? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, not all the way. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is just to get the buses onto the freeway?  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Onto and off the freeway.  Areas that have been identified as requiring dedicated bus 
lanes are those in which there are blockages, there is likely to be conflict, the traffic does not flow smoothly and 
there is likely to be delays.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So it will help get the buses into the traffic jam quicker! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No; the idea is that it will help get the buses around the traffic jams.   

I have a great deal of time for the member for Vasse, but he argued against our park and ride policies.  In an 
ideal world, there would not be Park ‘n’ Ride stations. 

Mr B.K. Masters:  That is not what I said.  I said that if you truly integrate planning with infrastructure, you will 
have a large population living within walking or cycling distance of the station and you will not need to have 
those areas.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Unfortunately, because we did not design our city with rail linkages through it, we 
have had to use rail reserves.  It is very interesting that the member should say that, because that is precisely the 
justification for the Government taking the rail link into Rockingham.  Instead of having a situation in which one 
train goes into the Rockingham city centre and one train completely skirts Rockingham, the Rockingham line 
will go right into the residential heart of Rockingham, which will attract that patronage.   

I thank all members for their contributions to the debate.  I know the member for Carine has worked hard to get 
on top of this project.  The member for Kingsley also has made some real attempts to come to grips with the 
project.  I acknowledge their work.  I will be more than happy to go into even more detail during the 
consideration in detail stage.  It is time for us to move forward with this legislation.  I commend the Bill to the 
House.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (21) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.G. Pendal Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Mr M.G. House Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr R.N. Sweetman  
Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr A.D. Marshall Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr B.K. Masters Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Ms J.A. Radisich Mr M.J. Birney 
 Mr S.R. Hill Mr W.J. McNee 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Referral to Joint Select Committee 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [5.01 pm]:  In accordance with Standing Order No 171, I move -  

That the Bill be referred to a Joint Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council, for consideration and report by Thursday, 19 December 2002 on - 

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

(b) relative costs for all viable options; 

(c) whether the route option proposed by Mr Peter Bruechle was fully examined by the 
Government and if not, why not; and 

(d) any other issues relevant to the railway proposal.   

This is a serious matter.  I understand that there have been arrangements behind the Chair to limit the debate for 
this day; therefore, I seek the leave of the House to continue my remarks when debate on this Bill is resumed.   

[Leave granted for speech to be continued at a later stage.]  

Debate thus adjourned. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order!  There is too much noise in the Chamber.  Those people 
who wish to have conversations would do best to take them outside. 
 


