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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 11 September. 
MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.44 am]:  When considering 
the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill 2002, it is important to reflect on the fact that the House is dealing not just 
with a matter that concerns a railway linking Perth to Mandurah.  This piece of legislation is a very important 
part of the overall jigsaw puzzle - if I may put it like that - of transport planning in Western Australia, and more 
specifically in the urban and outlying areas.  Throughout the debate on this project the Government has 
consistently focused on the railway and has totally ignored a range of other transport planning considerations 
involving both public and private transport.  When considering the Perth to Mandurah rail project, questions 
must be asked about whether it is a good transport planning process for the whole community and whether it 
represents good value for money.  The whole southern suburbs transport picture must be considered, rather than 
just the Mandurah rail link in isolation.  The Labor Government talks of the southern rail link as if it were some 
sort of isolated transport issue, dealing principally with the interests of the people of Mandurah and Rockingham.  
This distracts us from the implications of this project for transport planning as a whole and the impact it will 
have on a range of other people in the community, which I will deal with in a moment.  
A bit of history is worth looking at here.  After some 10 years of a previous Labor Government in this State, 
which had ignored the needs of the motoring public, the previous coalition Government was left with a massive 
backlog of road works that were needed by the people of Western Australia and a range of roads that needed 
upgrading.  The achievements of the previous coalition Government in this area will stand up to any scrutiny.  
The roadworks budget reached record levels.  The Government was able to transfer all funding from what used 
to be the state fuel franchise fee from general expenditure, as had happened as far back as the Burke 
Government, to use specifically for road and transport purposes.  That Government had a very sensible and very 
well thought-out funding arrangement, and it provided a massive increase in funding for roads and so on, as is 
shown by a number of projects throughout the State.  One of the most outstanding achievements of the Court 
Government was the Graham Farmer Freeway, which included the Northbridge tunnel.  Every member would 
have to agree that the tunnel has been a huge bonus for people in this State.  I stress that it was all done without 
any implementation, or even consideration, of a toll system. 

The Labor Opposition of the time - led by the current minister, I might add - incessantly attacked that 
tremendous public investment as being wrong because it would only encourage the use of cars.  One could be 
excused for thinking that the Labor Party is almost run by social engineers who see government as a means of 
inflicting their personal biases upon the people.  The Liberal Party, on the other hand, sees government as an 
institution to benefit the people by helping meet the needs that will not be met through private investment alone.  
Following the major improvements in traffic flows to the northern suburbs in particular, the coalition 
Government invested heavily in the southern freeways to fix the mistakes or the ineptitude of the previous Labor 
Government and to accommodate an obvious and growing traffic need. 

With those traffic problems on the way to being tackled and the financial problems of the previous era of 
government behind it, the coalition Government was then able to budget for a major rail investment for the 
southern suburbs.  The coalition plan was very balanced, with a rail line going through the middle of the 
southern population hub, providing good access for people living and working in all those suburbs.  In addition 
to accommodating the private traffic flow, the coalition Government was also investing heavily in public 
transport by building bus lanes on the freeway and providing improvements to a range of bus services throughout 
the metropolitan area and in outlying areas as well.  That has now been stopped.  The coalition Government 
established a dedicated bus lane through to Canning Highway and a bus interchange at Canning Highway, and 
planned a further $70 million in dedicated bus lane extensions south from there.  The coalition wanted to push 
ahead with the extension of the Kwinana Freeway through to Mandurah and to commence and complete the Peel 
deviation around Mandurah as part of its proper transport planning for the south west region as a whole.  All 
these matters have now been either thrown in the bin or put on hold indefinitely.  Members will see that the 
coalition’s transport planning formed a balanced picture, with motor vehicles and public buses flowing smoothly 
on an improved and expanded freeway system and more people throughout the southern suburbs using a new rail 
link.  There was a balance between roads and rail and between private and public transport use.  It is important to 
stress that these aims can go hand in hand.  A blacktop freeway can be extended to provide significant benefits to 
public transport.  As I said earlier, the $300 million-plus that was to be provided for a dedicated bus lane along 
the freeway illustrates how public transport and road infrastructure can go hand in hand. 

I can understand that people in the community are a little confused about what this Government promised when 
it was in opposition.  Its policy stated clearly that Labor would construct the south west metropolitan railway to 
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Rockingham by the end of 2004 and to Mandurah by the end of 2005.  There was no mention that it would 
change the route, put back the construction schedule or anything like that.  In 1999 the member for Rockingham, 
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier, said - 

I would certainly like to see it - 

That is, the train - 

come into the Rockingham city centre. 

. . .  

I would like to see the rail line come into the Rockingham city centre. 

He said it twice.  He continued - 

If you’re familiar with Rockingham at all, you’ll know that there is a major shopping cum education 
cum administrative precinct in Rockingham - I would like to see the rail link join up with that area. 

That was the member for Rockingham, who is now a likely candidate for a ministerial posting, saying, when in 
opposition, that the Labor Party wanted to put the railway into the heart of Rockingham.  Going back even 
further - this issue is not new - the Attorney General said some time ago - 

. . .  we want to start construction in the first year of our next term of office. 

Of course, none of that is happening.  I can understand people in the community wondering why the Labor Party 
said a number of things in opposition, but is doing many different things in government. 

The Labor Party did not tell us a number of things.  It did not tell us it would delay the project dramatically, 
putting it back from 2005 to 2007.  It did not tell us it would incur a massive blow-out in debt at the expense of 
WA taxpayers as a result of its handling of this project.  It did not tell us it would break a number of transport 
planning promises; for example, the promise to provide a $20 million subsidy for the conversion of private 
vehicles to liquefied petroleum gas.  That promise went straight in the bin.  That is a very important transport 
planning commitment.  The greater our use of LPG, the cleaner will be our environment and the better will be 
the situation for everyone. 

However, that is not the only transport planning policy that the Labor Government has broken.  It broke a major 
commitment to extend the freeway in the northern suburbs, which has now also been put on the never-never.  
The Labor Party did not tell us that the community would miss out on a rail link directly into one of the largest 
and fastest growing population areas in the southern suburbs, nor did it say - this is an important point that must 
be stressed - that motorists would yet again have to put up with years of inconvenience on the Kwinana Freeway.  
Anyone who travelled on the Kwinana Freeway when roadworks were under way on the dedicated bus lane and 
other improvements were being made would know that that inconvenience was horrific.  The Government will 
therefore subject tens of thousands of motorists to that enormous inconvenience for a number of years all over 
again.  
I make the point that everyday punters, everyday Western Australians, do not have chauffeur-driven cars as does 
the minister.  They cannot sit in their cars and do business on their mobile phones or catch up on notes on their 
way to work while they are caught in that sort of pandemonium.  However, the minister is lucky; she obviously 
lives close to town and will not be inconvenienced in the way that tens of thousands of motorists will be as a 
result of the Labor Government’s change of tack on the rail project. 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You really are a mob of troglodytes. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I welcome an interjection from the minister on this matter because I wonder 
how temporary that inconvenience will be.  Will it last a few years or will it be permanent?  Page 5 of the “Perth 
Urban Rail Development - Supplementary Master Plan” released in August states - 

Provisions will be made for bus priority along the Kwinana Freeway at Canning Bridge and 
immediately south of the Narrows Bridge to accommodate those bus services which currently enter the 
Kwinana Freeway at Canning Bridge. 

It might be the Government’s plans to adopt those provisions and put a train down the guts of the freeway.  I 
cannot see how there could be a train, two dedicated bus lanes and still the same number of lanes on the freeway 
that we have now.  I welcome an interjection from the minister on whether that part of the Perth rail development 
plan will be proceeded with.  If the minister wants to think about that, by all means she should.  However, if it 
means that we will have dedicated bus lanes that have priority, I would like to know how they will be built into 
the freeway.  Will there be some way of getting buses onto the freeway to further clog up the traffic?  It will be 
interesting to see whether there will be a further permanent inconvenience for motorists. 
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Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Are you saying that providing for buses is an inconvenience to motorists? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No.  The coalition Government provided the dedicated bus lane that the 
minister will put out of commission.  I want to know what that paragraph means and, when the minister has told 
us what it means, what the Government’s commitment is in relation to the matter raised.  I welcome that advice 
from the minister.   
The Government also did not tell us that when it compared the time taken to travel by train under its proposal, 
for example, from Mandurah to Perth, with driving a car or taking a bus, it made those comparisons on the basis 
of the freeway in its current state, not on the basis of the freeway completed through to Mandurah.  When the 
freeway is completed through to Mandurah, it will clearly reduce the travelling time for motorists between 
Mandurah and Perth for a couple of reasons.  First, it is a shorter distance and there will be no stops.  Not only 
that, there will also be a higher speed limit of 100 kilometres an hour, whereas currently towards the end of the 
freeway, motorists are limited to 80 kilometres an hour.  Significant speed limit reductions have been made on 
the roads from Perth to Mandurah.  The speed limit on the Old Mandurah Road has decreased to 80 kilometres 
an hour and restrictions have been put on the speed limits on the roads on the outskirts of Mandurah.  Those 
times therefore have not been taken on a comparing apples with apples basis; the Government, in a way, has 
tilted the figures its way.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  With respect, you must take into account the fact that we based the figures for the freeway 
on current traffic levels.  By the time we get to 2006-07, we can anticipate significant increases in the amount of 
traffic coming to Perth from Mandurah and those areas.  The comparisons will, therefore, go the other way.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  However, during our briefings, the minister’s officers did not show any 
assessment along those lines.  I accept that there will be more cars on the freeway; that is why the freeway has 
been improved; there are more lanes over the Swan River and so on so that traffic on the freeway can move 
smoothly.  As the Leader of the Opposition said previously, this is all about taking people out of buses, putting 
them in trains and inconveniencing people in the Southern River area.  Those people who currently link up 
through a bus system at the Canning Highway interchange and zoom straight in on a dedicated line to Perth will 
clearly experience a great deal of added inconvenience.   
There is also some controversy over the costing of this railway.  The broader community is now beginning to 
understand that there has been a blow-out in the costs.  The minister has tried to explain that the Government had 
to have cost escalations and that sort of thing.  However, I assure the minister that that has not gone down well in 
the community.  People are aware that this project has blown out by at least $300 million.   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point is that more is to come.  When we had briefings on this matter, I 
asked, for example, whether the $1.24 billion figure the minister had concocted included the amount of money 
that was wasted as a result of moving away from using the dedicated bus lane on Canning Highway.  One very 
simple example is that an awful lot of expensive blacktop was put down that will not be needed once the trains 
go through.  I was told that an estimate had not been done of how much money was wasted, but that that was the 
case.  I can tell the minister that several million dollars of expenditure must have gone down the gurgler.   

The other day the Leader of the National Party was reported in a newspaper article highlighting the situation in 
Perth.  Undoubtedly, a number of business owners will be claiming tens of millions of dollars compensation.  
Interestingly, the $1.24 billion does not provide for any sort of light rail link through Rockingham.  There is an 
amount of money there, possibly for some buses and so on, but if the people in Rockingham are ever to get the 
sort of service that would have been delivered under the coalition’s plan, we would be looking at a multimillion 
dollar program.  The plan that was put out in August does not provide for the extension to Kenwick, despite the 
fact that in the early stages the minister implied that at some point the Government would complete the transport 
link through to Kenwick. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Which transport link through to Kenwick?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  At the moment, the Armadale line does not go all the way through to link up 
with the southern suburbs, something that was provided for in the previous plan.  In the minister’s August report, 
the line just ends dead.  There is planning provision for the line to go further, but there is no budgetary provision.  
If the Government is comparing apples with apples and is saying that it will build a railway into those same 
areas, it must add tens of millions of dollars to the cost.  The $1.24 billion does not include the cost of improving 
bus services to provide the circle links and so forth that will be required as a result of the change to the route.   

It is interesting that the Perth urban rail development was taken off-budget.  I say that because during the budget 
estimates hearings, a suggestion was made that the Government should allow off-budget agencies to be 
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questioned during budget estimates hearings.  Of course, that did not happen either, so the degree of 
accountability in this respect was reduced quite significantly.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Who made the decision to take the Western Australian Government Railways 
Commission off-budget?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister could have kept the Perth urban rail development program on-
budget. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It is in the budget.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is an off-budget item; we cannot question it during budget estimates 
hearings. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You can question it here.  It is part of our forward estimates.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Budget estimates hearings are a key part of the accountability process of this 
Chamber.  That is why a recommendation was made to the Leader of the House to enable off-budget agencies to 
be dealt with during budget estimates hearings.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Give us your questions.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will the minister support all off-budget agencies being scrutinised during 
budget estimates hearings next year?   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We will certainly support the same level of scrutiny that your Government allowed.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Waffle, waffle, waffle!   

The Leader of the Opposition again highlighted recently that by delaying the project the Government has slid 
back about $800 million worth of debt into the out years.  This is an interesting point.  The Treasurer has said in 
this Chamber a number of times that according to the pre-election budget statement prepared by Treasury, debt 
was going to be this amount under the coalition and so on.  However, he has not compared apples with apples.  I 
would be interested - perhaps the minister will ask her colleague the Treasurer to do this - in seeing an adjusted 
pre-election budget statement that takes out the impact of the rail project.  In other words, if the coalition’s 
figures had been adjusted to take into account the delay in the rail project, there would be a very significant 
reduction in debt.  Although the Labor Party goes on about debt levels under the previous Government, it does 
not understand that those projections for debt included the provision of this rail service by 2005.  The current 
Government’s figures do not do that for the simple reason that it has pushed back $800 million worth of debt 
because it has delayed the project. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Can you explain to me where you got that figure of $800 million?  It is true that because 
we are not going to build the rail line until a slightly later time, some of the expenditure requirements will occur 
later rather than sooner.  That is just commonsense.  Where did you get the figure of $800 million?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Apart from $300 million, the Government’s whole program is debt financed.  I 
would welcome the minister tabling an update of the debt take-up arrangements in relation to this project.  I 
would be delighted to read it. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Where did you get the $800 million?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is it more? 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No.  It is ridiculous.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Then table it. 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What do you want tabled?   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister should give us an indication of the debt take-up arrangements for 
this project. 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  That has already been done.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the minister saying that she is not putting back the State’s debt requirements 
by pushing back the project?  She must be joking!   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We will not borrow the money before we need to borrow the money.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly; that is what I am saying.  The Government has slid the project back 
so that its debt requirements slide back as well, and that tidies up its budget a little. 
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Where did you get $800 million?   
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Government is $200 million away from losing the State’s AAA credit 
rating.  If the minister had kept this project on the same schedule as the previous Government had outlined, she 
would have lost the State’s AAA rating.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We are not. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is why the Government has slid this back.  It has slid this back two years, 
and we know it will be even longer than that because of its incompetence with budget management.  If the 
Government did not slide the project back, it would lose our AAA credit rating.  The minister’s project, apart 
from $300 million, which was provided by the former coalition Government through the efforts of former 
Premier Richard Court and the current Leader of the Opposition -  
[Quorum formed.]   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not think we are getting anywhere with that.  I welcome the opportunity 
for the minister to talk to her colleague the Treasurer to get some properly adjusted budget figures on the roll-out 
of debt in this State.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Should we budget on the basis of things we are not going to do? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am trying to tell the minister - which she well knows - that this project has 
been put back for the simple reason that if it were not, this State would lose its AAA rating.  However, my time 
is running out and the minister will have plenty of time to speak later. 
The community understands that we are looking at a blow-out of at least $300 million for this project.  Whatever 
the minister says, I can tell her that people in the community are not wearing it.  People understand that this 
project’s budget is blowing out.  I will use the figure of $300 million, although we all know it will be a lot more 
than that.  That amount of money would almost pay for the freeway extension to Mandurah - 
Mr M.F. Board:  And six public hospitals. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly.  It would pay for the freeway extension and the Peel deviation.  
Imagine what that would do for transport planning.  As the member for Murdoch said, it would build the 
equivalent of six regional hospitals such as was built in Bunbury.  That is what we are talking about.  That is the 
cost of the Government’s potential incompetence to the people of this State.  On a conservative estimate, this 
budget blow-out is costing the people of this State an amount that would finance the construction of 60 primary 
schools.  That is mind-boggling.  A major freeway extension to Mandurah and the Mandurah bypass, known as 
the Peel deviation, could be paid for by the blow-out.  The advice we are receiving from people with far more 
knowledge in this field of engineering is that there will be a very significant budget blow-out. 
I want to mention the Government’s approach to this legislation.  Someone looking at this Parliament from afar 
would have to wonder why the Government is rushing this process.  The Government is ramming this project 
through. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Hillarys said that the current minister said, in August 1997, 
that a Labor Government would scrap the Kenwick to Jandakot plan.  She was talking about a link through 
Fremantle.  An article in The West Australian of 14 August 1997 stated - 

She called for a parliamentary select committee to oversee all options because of its vast expense and 
importance to Perth. 

The importance to Perth has not changed.  I would argue it is more than that; it is the importance to outlying 
areas and the regions, particularly the south west.  The cost has gone up to at least $1.42 billion, plus all the other 
items I referred to earlier that have not been taken into account.  Let us say that the total cost will be between 
$1.5 billion and $2 billion.  The project cost has gone up yet, in 1997, the now minister said that the project was 
so important it should be referred to a parliamentary select committee to look at all the options.  She now says 
that the Government will dig in its heels and go for only one option.  The minister has not explained to the 
satisfaction of the Opposition or the community why she has changed her position.  If the minister believed that 
was the case in 1997, I cannot see why anything should be different today. 

In summary, the Government is digging in its heels and avoiding scrutiny.  The Government does not want the 
matter to be examined in a proper and accountable way.  There is the prospect of massive inconvenience for a 
number of years for motorists using the Kwinana Freeway.  That would not have been necessary under the 
coalition’s plan.  It has been asked whether that inconvenience will become a permanent feature of driving to and 
from Perth along the Kwinana Freeway.  That has happened because of the paragraph I alluded to in the Perth 
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urban rail development supplementary master plan.  Hopefully, in her response, the minister will provide some 
details of that.  There is a cost blow-out; the Government is fudging the schedule of this program to save its 
AAA rating.  This situation epitomises this Labor Government; there is ineptitude, bad management, a total lack 
of accountability and a total lack of acceptance of the needs of the broader community.  I sum up the situation in 
two words: utter arrogance. 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [11.14 am]:  I feel as though I have just been flayed with a waddy made of plastic 
shopping bags.  The member for Mitchell has just produced the most inept, shallow, hollow and unrecyclable 
piece of garbage I have heard for some time.  Any pretence that the member for Mitchell had to the crown of 
opposition has evaporated with that speech.  It was the most extraordinary failure in presentation of an analysis 
of a transport need I have ever heard. 

Dr E. Constable:  That was a cheap shot. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Why is it a cheap shot to criticise the hollowness of the argument? 

Dr E. Constable:  Let us hear what you have to say.  Tell us about the railway.  It is very easy to criticise other 
people; what have you got to say? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have plenty to say but I am interested in this extraordinary defence of a person who did not 
produce one scintilla of evidence in his representation of either a budget analysis, a traffic analysis, an 
engineering analysis or an environmental analysis.  No grounds were produced other than third-party hearsay 
from anonymous engineering mates who say that the plan will not work.  The master plan for the Perth urban rail 
development from Mandurah to Perth clearly set out how the engineering will be done. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Clearly!  Has the member read it? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have read the document. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  He clearly has not read the document. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have, which is more than the Leader of the National Party has done.  His performance in 
commenting on the Perth central business district part of the project leaves a lot to be desired. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will direct my comments to the effects on my electorate of Riverton.  Issues that affect the 
people of Riverton are of concern to me.  When I was first elected, and in subsequent speeches to the House, I 
raised my concerns about the east-west connections across the south metropolitan region.  Members may recall 
that in my first speech in this Parliament I acknowledged the need for a review of the south metropolitan 
transport system.  My argument was that the Kenwick line did not meet the current and emerging needs of public 
transport, and that we needed to better understand the east-west connections running from Gosnells and 
Cannington to Fremantle.  This plan puts in place the southern spine of the Perth transport system.  People must 
not look at isolated pockets to understand how this system works.  Anyone looking at the system can recognise 
that the southern spine to be put down the freeway to Mandurah creates, for the first time, the opportunity to link 
those areas that are becoming increasingly more densely populated. 

Mr B.K. Masters:  Specifically, which ones? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  In my electorate, the suburb of Willetton - a relatively recent suburb - typically has housing 
blocks of 600 square metres to 700 square metres.  Such suburbs are populated by urban families; that is why 
there are three large high schools in my electorate.  Most households have more than the statistical average of 
two adults and 2.4 children.  Compared with the rest of the State, the suburb of Willetton is a case in point that 
shows the higher population densities that are not typically seen in the older suburbs with quarter-acre blocks.  

Mr B.K. Masters:  That is still a low population density by world standards, and a great opportunity is being 
missed.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  By and large, Perth has generally low urban population densities, which is a serious problem.  
Over 150 years Perth has developed into a capital that is sprawling beyond its sustainable capacity.  That is a 
truism.  The only way to counter the urban development pattern that has been going on for over a century is to 
put in the infrastructure that will change settlement patterns.  The grievance we heard from the Leader of the 
Opposition today about access to stations on the Fremantle line is linked to urban population densities or the rate 
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of use by the population of public transport infrastructure, like the Fremantle line, and what that does for infill in 
what have been low-density suburbs.  There has been an increase in the western suburbs - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The suburbs in my electorate are not low density.  Loch Street station is not in a low-density 
area.  Homeswest has built 66 medium-density units there.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The point I am making is that the infrastructure that provides for higher densities of 
population - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why then is your Government stopping the train service to those stations? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We are not stopping the service. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We are not going to go back over that debate - 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The Leader of the Opposition did not listen to the debate we had this morning.  We have 
indicated that we will reintroduce services on weekends.  This is unbelievable.  One would think that the Leader 
of the Opposition would be happy with that; it is very hard to make him happy and make him smile.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Despite evidence that this Government has listened and made modifications to the operation 
of that system to cater for the issues raised by the local member and the people of that community, and despite 
the minister clearly demonstrating the Government’s capacity to listen and respond to community needs, there is 
a complete denial of that capacity.  There is a continual talking down, as we just heard from the Deputy Leader 
of the Liberal Party, of the prospects and future of this State.  That is an extraordinary approach to take.  It is 
okay to criticise these issues on their merits and members opposite may by all means do that, but they should not 
drag down the prospects of this State.  The Leader of the Opposition should try to encourage his colleagues to be 
a little more constructive in their criticism. 

I am pleased to have accepted the invitation from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to be part of a 
committee that is reviewing the east-west connectivity in the south metropolitan region.  I will be working with 
the Cities of Canning and Gosnells and the Melville City Council to determine the services required for the local 
community once that new southern spine is in place.  The major stations servicing my electorate will be at 
Thornlie to the east, along the Thornlie spur line, and Leach Highway and Murdoch to the west.  I understand 
that the projections from the master plan suggest that Murdoch station will be one of the largest passenger 
boarding stations in the whole of the metropolitan scheme.  This requires extraordinary focus on local servicing 
of connections.  People might be aware that the circle route that has been referred to runs from Fremantle, 
through my electorate and up to Oats Street station on the Armadale line and then across into the eastern and 
northern suburbs.  It is one of the highest user-rate bus services in the city.  Over the past seven or eight years, it 
has continually shown an increase in patronage.  It is a very good service.  It recognises and delivers the east-
west connections that people require.  There is a desire to go into the city, which is the major service demand 
line.  However, in the south metropolitan region there is an east-west connection that is not particularly 
understood by many people.  It has been forced by the geography of our environment; that is, the coast in the 
west and the Swan and Canning Rivers running roughly on an east-west axis.  That has defined an east-west 
corridor of urban development.  The infrastructure and services that go with that urban development are what we 
must now build on. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  After a two-year study, that was one of the prime reasons that the Kenwick route was selected; 
it served more people and included east-west travel.  The analysis showed that.  Your minister made a decision 
without any analysis.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  One argument is that there be a departure from the freeway at Jandakot with the line heading 
up on the heavy freight rail line through Ken Hurst Park, a major regional environmental reserve, and then into 
the population wasteland of Canning Vale -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Population wasteland! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Nobody lives in the Canning Vale industrial estate.  There was a great plan to put a Ranford 
Road station at the western end of Canning Vale to service my electorate!  The Leader of the Opposition has 
misunderstood that absolutely and utterly. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  How many people work in Canning Vale?  Do you have any idea? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Yes, I do have an idea.  What is interesting about the Leader of the Opposition is that he does 
not quite understand that the Ranford Road station, which he argues was supposed to service my community, 
was going to be placed across the road from a rubbish dump and in the middle of an industrial estate.  All the 
national and international urban research on public transport infrastructure that I have seen suggests that if there 
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is a desire to encourage access to and use of public transport infrastructure, the infrastructure must be put in 
places that are part of the urban community and the connections that people make as a natural course of events.  
There is no way in the world that people will want to go out of Willetton, head south to a railway station, be 
taken east to the Armadale line and then have to negotiate shared track use. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will put on record a couple of issues that are important to the people in my electorate.  The 
first and foremost issue is to have a good connection to the Perth public transport system.  The move from the 
Kenwick route to a southern direct line on the freeway is no significant loss in terms of people’s connection to 
the hardware of that system.  The Kenwick route required people to either drive, walk, cycle or catch a bus to get 
to the train station.  That will still be the case with the southern freeway route.  The second point is that in 
considering the establishment of the southern spine, the options now present themselves to cement in place better 
east-west connectivity for the south metropolitan region.  This is the single greatest contribution that will come 
from my electorate to this new route.  Murdoch University and St John of God Hospital are located on South 
Street, and there are shopping centres in Bull Creek.  That area has a high density and a high community use.  
The east-west connection makes good sense.  As I understand it, further north, in and around the Curtin 
University in the Premier’s electorate, there are some 55 000 car movements a day, which is the single largest 
number of car movements in the metropolitan area and the State.  That sort of car usage rate is sinking this city. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Where are those cars and automobiles going? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  They are going to many places, but it is interesting that the traffic demand on the circuit route 
gives an indication of the desired lines.  In fact the greatest patronage on the circuit route is between the Oats 
Street drop-off station, after people have boarded at Curtin University, and Fremantle.  Today the single largest 
users of the circuit route in the metropolitan region are students from Curtin University.  This demand must be 
serviced.  The Canning Bridge connection offers us a great opportunity for doing the east-west connection.  I 
believe the right plan is in place.  I hope all members of Parliament will be constructive in their criticism and 
analysis, and will get behind what will be a major piece of infrastructure for this city and this State. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Do you have the right system?  Why is it that you are going for a gauge of three foot six 
inches rather than four foot eight-and-a-half inches, which is used elsewhere in Australia and the world, when we 
have a limited number of places that we can go? 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  That is the reason it is so cheap. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is a good question, but I do not know whether it is about cheapness.  It is about 
compatibility with the existing system.  The member should realise that for at least the past 70 years, based on 
my research, Labor Governments have been the only ones to have opened urban rail in this State.  Narrow gauge 
might not be the best option, and we could wish things to be different.  We might have gone for a wider gauge 
rail.  The fact is that the priority for Labor over the past 20 years, when it has had the opportunity, has been to 
reopen the Fremantle railway line, to electrify the whole system and now to extend the system north and south.  
Those priorities have built on the current infrastructure.  The replacement of the current infrastructure with a 
wider, standard gauge rail system would have meant that we could not have pursued those other priorities.   

I accept the point that the member is making, but let me return to what will be achieved with this proposal.  We 
will get a fast, direct rail system, we will meet the needs of the communities in the south, and we will have the 
opportunity to create the east-west connections.  The budget for this project has been based on recognising 
inflationary movements in goods and services - that is built into our accountability process.  All of these things 
demonstrate that we are delivering a profoundly good urban transport system.  I commend the minister for 
pursuing this matter with passion and zeal, which is necessary for the development of this type of infrastructure.  
People from the south, the whole city and the State will benefit from this good infrastructure.  I commend the 
Bill to the House. 

MR M.F. BOARD (Murdoch) [11.34 am]:  Members on the government side believe that this railway line will 
provide a better transport link for people living south of the river.  The reality is that members have not thought 
this matter through in detail.  Many of them are unaware of the consequences of these changes and what they 
will mean for the bulk of public transport south of the river.  People will be denied much of their current 
transport, and choices will not be available.  This decision was probably made on the spur of the moment on the 
back of a coaster at the Mt Lawley hotel.  Following many years of assessment, planning, engineering drawings 
and professional advice -  

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I am surprised the member thinks it is that professional. 
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Mr M.F. BOARD:  There were years of professional advice and consideration.  The matter had been before 
Cabinet many times when various options were proposed, and the transport and planning departments fought 
hard to maintain the Kenwick route against those other options.  Those considerations have been thrown out the 
window.  That advice was provided to Cabinet, the community and local authorities in an endeavour to assess 
who would use this transport - who would gain and who would lose.  Consideration was also given to 
maximising that route and regard was had to the costing.  Members on the government side are being forced to 
defend a decision.  I am sure they are unaware of the total consequences.  I will advise them of those 
consequences so they fully appreciate the project they are embarking upon. 

I was a member of the former Cabinet - I will not outline the discussions that took place - and can inform the 
House that those discussions went on for years.  Three routes were considered, not only the freeway option and 
the final option through Kenwick, but also a third option, which involved tunnelling and went from Jandakot, 
Murdoch University, Garden City, through a tunnel under the river to the University of Western Australia, Sir 
Charles Gairdner Hospital and then into the city to maximise the number of people who would use it, but of 
course that added another $1.5 billion to the exercise.  In fact that option was pushed more strongly by the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure and the Department of Transport than the option now being pursued 
by this Government. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The State could not afford it; it was absolutely ludicrous.  The route through Kenwick, 
including the fast bus lane, maximised the public transport opportunities at all hours of the day, seven days a 
week; it looked after the elderly and the young and it brought people from a particular destination - their homes - 
to the destination of their choice.  The member for Riverton has failed to recognise that that will no longer 
happen.  He does not realise that there will be no fast buses into the city.  People will have to move from a bus to 
get a train; that train will then go to a station in the city, where they will have to get a third mode of public 
transport to reach the same destination, when previously they needed only one.  They could get a bus from their 
home in Bull Creek or Leeming and go directly into the fast bus lane and be in the city within nine minutes at the 
destination of their choice.  That will no longer happen.  The member for Riverton has admitted there will no 
longer be a fast bus service.  People will have to remove themselves from the bus, get onto a train, and get off 
the train in the city and onto another mode of transport.  That is three stages in a journey that previously had one 
stage.  If the member for Riverton thinks that will encourage people out of motor cars onto public transport, he 
has rocks in his head.    

Mr A.D. McRae:  The member has made the point that multi-modes of transport will be necessary because the 
Government has chosen the southern freeway route.  Is the member suggesting that would not have occurred 
with a Kenwick link? 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  People who live in the electorates of the members for Riverton, Alfred Cove and Willagee 
and in my electorate can catch a bus fairly close to their homes and find themselves on a fast bus link.  In the 
peak hours they are in the city 20 or 30 minutes faster than if they drove.  The reality is that as a result of the 
option the Government has chosen, they will be unable to do that.  Does the member for Riverton think that 
parents who are already concerned about their children travelling on public transport after hours in Perth will 
want to see them waiting at rail and bus terminals after hours for an interchange service, when they had only one 
mode of transport before?  Does the member for Riverton think the elderly will be happy waiting around for 
connecting public transport?  They will not.  That will be the result because the Government has not thought 
through its decision.  Not only that, but the Government will compromise the finances of this State for a 
considerable time.   

Why is the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure ignoring the advice that was given to the previous 
Government over a number of years?  Did the minister consider all the advice, the studies and the environmental 
considerations available to the former Government when it chose the Kenwick option, such as the infrastructure 
on the Narrows Bridge, the fact that the Mount Henry Bridge was never built for static weight?  The 
Government’s option will create an engineering problem.  Has the Government talked to its engineers?  The 
Government needs an engineering solution before it can run trains on that bridge.  The Government has thrown 
out all that advice without considering engineering drawings or undertaking a detailed costing.  The Government 
is hoping, on a wing and a prayer, that the minister has got it right.  That is not the case.   

The Government will be found wanting in a number of ways.  The minister has fudged the patronage figures 
because she has included the people who currently catch the bus.  She has said that all those people will opt for 
the train.  They will not because they are happy with the bus service.  If the calls to my office are any indication, 
many of those people will say there is no advantage in getting a bus, a train and another bus, and they will not 
use the service.  The Government is fudging the system.   
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Mr A.D. McRae:  You are fudging the truth.  

Mr M.F. BOARD:  No; I am giving the member the facts.  If the member for Riverton talks to the government 
agencies and his minister, he will find out the truth.   

The member for Riverton talked about speed.  Who will gain from these hundreds of millions of additional 
dollars that will be spent?  How many people will gain, particularly on the return route from the city to 
Mandurah?  In real terms, it will benefit only a few people compared with the benefits from the Kenwick option 
to the electorates of Riverton, Southern River and the southern part of my electorate and from the continuation 
and improvement in the fast bus lane system.  The southern corridor option offers gains for very few people.  If 
passengers from Rockingham to the city gain 12 minutes, which is only supposition because there are fewer 
stations, how much time will be gained by someone who lives in, say, Jandakot?  When I divide 12 minutes by 
one-third, the saving is four minutes.  If passengers are lucky, they will gain four minutes, but the reality is they 
will not because they will have to use three modes of transport.  If we compared the time taken for a bus trip 
from anywhere along South Street in Leeming and Bull Creek into the city with the time it will take passengers 
to travel into the city by getting on and off the bus into the city, then on and off a train and onto another bus, the 
member for Riverton could not tell me that it will be four minutes faster!  Passengers would have to fly to make 
the trip faster.   

The minister is fudging the figures and misleading the community.  She will not be able to do that for long 
because when these facts come out people will be outraged.  People will say not only that the Government has 
got it wrong but also that its priorities are wrong and the money could have been better spent on much-needed 
programs for Western Australia today.   

Why is the minister - who is 18 months late with her decisions and on where we ought to be - implementing this 
proposal as a minor amendment under the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act?  Has anyone 
thought this through?  Has anybody considered the difference between a major amendment of the metropolitan 
region scheme and a section 33A amendment?  Under the major amendment process there is greater public input, 
particularly for local authorities.  By the way, all the local authorities are against the Government’s rail proposal.  
If it is supposed to be servicing their communities, why are they against it?  Why have all local authorities taken 
exception to what the Government is doing?  They are not paying for it; they are not being taxed to pay for it.  
The answer is that they are trying to look after their communities and they know their communities will not be 
better served as a result of the Government’s changes.  Why is the minister implementing the project through a 
section 33A amendment?  It is because a section 33A amendment does not require an environmental assessment.  
The minister is ignoring a fundamentally important part of the planning process that requires not only an 
environmental assessment on the impact on the South Perth foreshore, Mount Henry Bridge and the freeway, but 
also a social impact assessment.  The minister does not want to hear about that, because she knows what that 
assessment will be.   

The Minister for the Environment and Heritage will come under huge pressure as a result of what the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure is doing.  The Minister for the Environment and Heritage is walking away from 
her responsibilities as a member of Cabinet to protect the environment in the Perth metropolitan region.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Are you saying that they have not thought about the impact on the Swan estuary and 
migratory birds? 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  I am sure that the advice from the Environmental Protection Authority, the Department of 
Environmental Protection and the Western Australian Planning Commission is that this should be dealt with as a 
major amendment.  However, the minister has taken the option of implementing that decision under the minor 
amendment process rather than the major amendment process, which must go through the Parliament.  That 
process provides for greater consideration by the community, more consultation - at least two or three 
opportunities - and every person who objects to the railway under a major amendment must be interviewed by 
the WA Planning Commission and their points of view must be taken into account in the decision-making 
process.  That does not need to happen under the section 33A process.   

The reality is that the minister knows that by going down the minor amendment route she can cut out all the 
opposition, which may have got publicity under the major amendment process.  The minister will ram this 
through.  Why is the minister afraid of the major amendment process?  It is because she knows the outcome, 
which was the advice that was given to the coalition Government; that is, the Environmental Protection 
Authority will not accept the current proposal.  That is one of the reasons the former Government did not opt for 
the southern corridor route.  The other reasons included the costing and the lack of patronage.  Do members 
opposite think the former Government was crazy and that after years and years of consultation it decided on the 
Kenwick route just because it liked it?  The decision was made on the best and consistent advice of experts over 
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years.  Their advice was based on the consideration of drawings and studies.  A lot of work and deliberation 
went into the process.  The direct route was considered, but it was not viable or environmentally feasible and 
hence was not supported by the Cabinet.   

We are dealing with an important Bill.  I implore the Government and its members to think through the 
consequences of their decision.  The railway will cost a lot of money and change the debt ratio of the State.  It 
will considerably change long-term planning for Western Australia, including a range of aspects of the 
Stephenson plan and other long-term planning for an outer rail link and the continuation of Roe Highway.  It 
flies in the face of much of the planning that has been done, including for the Perth foreshore.  It flies in the face 
of all the advice that has been given to government over the past six or seven years in consideration of this 
project.   

The project also wastes a lot of money, not merely on construction that has not been costed.  I refer particularly 
to the alteration of the Mount Henry and Narrows Bridges and the city development aspects.  We have talked 
about compensation issues, yet the minister has not given consideration to them.  She has said that somehow the 
private sector will deal with its own compensation.  She is dreaming.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I did not say that. 

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The minister did.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I said that the valuation of the site included the cost of compensation, so it was calculated 
to take into consideration the cost of compensation.   

Mr M.F. BOARD:  The commercial reality is that people will not support being costed out of their own sites.  If 
the minister thinks that she can say that the railway will increase the value of buildings threefold and therefore 
people must pay for it, when they already own the building, she is being commercially naive.  

I implore ministers and government members to think of the long term and the advice that was given to the Court 
Cabinet, why we made those decisions, the cost effectiveness of the route and the environmental considerations.  
Above all, if they do not care about any of those matters, perhaps they might think about the people of this State, 
their transport needs and their option of one mode of public transport rather than two or three; perhaps they 
might think about the elderly, the young and the parents who will be most concerned about waiting at railway 
stations and bus stations to interchange transport.  The Opposition puts on the record that all those matters were 
considered.  The Kenwick route was given all the ticks at the end of the day.  Although we obviously would have 
liked the direct route, it did not stand up to scrutiny, costing and environmental assessment.  It will not serve the 
people in the southern corridor well. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [11.54 am]:  I am pleased to make a contribution to this debate and 
outline the reasons that I strongly support the direct rail route to Perth.   
[Quorum formed.] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  I want also to outline the importance that the direct route will have for the people who 
live in Mandurah and the rapidly expanding southern corridor.  It is of great concern that the Opposition has 
reaffirmed that it supports only the Kenwick option.  It is not supported by people living in my electorate.  It is 
the second best, not the best option for Mandurah.  The Opposition’s comments on the Kenwick option 
demonstrate that it supports only a second best option.   
I will outline why I support the direct route down the freeway.  It is the best option for a number of reasons.  Not 
only will the direct route deliver people to Perth, Mandurah and areas along the railway line in an efficient 
manner, it will also create an efficient and environmentally responsible transport link between the major regional 
centre of Mandurah and the metropolitan area. 
There has been much debate in this House about the changing of the route.  The people of Mandurah have 
always been concerned that if they are to have a railway link, it must be fast and efficient.  The direct rail route 
option provides those two key elements.  It is important for people to understand that although Mandurah might 
be considered by some to be merely part of the metropolitan area, the people of Mandurah consider it to be a 
regional centre with regional values.  A large proportion of the population wants to ensure that the integrity of 
Mandurah as a regional centre is maintained and that it is not merely an addition to the metropolitan area.  
However, it must have a rail link.  One of the reasons it must have a link, and a direct, fast and efficient link, is 
that currently 42 per cent of the region’s working population travel outside the region and Mandurah to access 
employment.  That is a very large proportion of the region’s workforce.  For those people to access work 
opportunities, and for more people to access them in the future, the direct, fast, efficient and safe delivery of 
them along the route will be important.  That is why the second best option proposed and supported by the 
Opposition is not acceptable.   
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I will not go through the points made by the member for Riverton and other members on this side of the House, 
particularly those representing electorates in the south-eastern corridor, but the member for Riverton covered 
clearly and succinctly how people from that area will be able to access the transport spine, which is what the 
direct down-the-freeway option is all about.  It is the most important infrastructure project to affect the future of 
the people of Mandurah.  It is a project for a hundred years.  Therefore, people in Mandurah will not accept a 
second-class rail connection; they will accept only a connection that is directly down the freeway and will 
deliver them a fast and efficient connection to Perth.  People keep talking about Mandurah being connected to 
Perth.  They forget that the direct route will open up a whole lot of opportunities for Mandurah.  They will 
obviously include economic benefits.  People must realise that once the direct route is connected to the city, the 
people of Mandurah can expect a huge increase in the number of people visiting Mandurah and forming 
connections with it.  The City of Mandurah must ensure that the infrastructure is in place to cope with that 
increased demand, as well as taking into account the environmental sensibilities and concerns of the people who 
live there.  At this planning stage we have the opportunity to ensure that as the railway makes its way to 
Mandurah, the city puts in place the infrastructure to cope with what will be a significant change for the people 
who live there.  If we do that planning properly, we will improve opportunities for not only the people who live 
in Mandurah but also the people who visit Mandurah.  Mandurah has one of the highest populations of seniors in 
this State and country.  However, many of the seniors and other people who have come to live in Mandurah over 
the past decade or so unfortunately find themselves isolated for a variety of reasons, many of which are 
socioeconomic and personal.  Many people have come to live in Mandurah because of the range of cheap 
housing that is available.  However, they do not have the support mechanisms that they need.  Important and 
symbolic links such as rail lines allow people to have a greater connection with the wider community.  If in the 
future seniors or other people who live in Mandurah become disabled or can no longer enjoy the same mobility 
that they enjoy now, this rail link will create an opportunity for them to continue to be connected with their 
family members, friends and acquaintances.  I remind the House that, although we keep talking about the Perth 
to Mandurah link, this rail link is a two-way street, because it is also the Mandurah to Perth link.   

Everyone talks about patronage.  However, the patronage issue has focused a little narrowly on the employment 
aspects.  A range of other patronage issues need to be highlighted.  Mandurah is a fast-growing community.  We 
want to create more educational opportunities in Mandurah.  However, many of the young people in Mandurah 
will need to travel to Perth to continue their studies in universities and other tertiary institutions, and to pursue 
training opportunities.  This rail link will provide fast and efficient transport to Perth that will allow them to link 
with those university and teaching places that will not necessarily be able to be provided in Mandurah.   

The timing issue is extremely important to the people of Mandurah.  We need to ensure that the direct route that 
has been decided upon takes into account the needs of the people.  As time goes on, many Mandurah people will 
need to access Perth, and many Perth people will need to access Mandurah, for a variety of reasons.  Mandurah 
is the number one day tourism destination outside the metropolitan area.  Around one million people a year visit 
Mandurah.  Many of those people visit Mandurah only for a day or traverse Mandurah on their way to the south 
west.  For economic and social reasons, we want to encourage people to stay in Mandurah for longer than a day.  
We want to showcase to people the opportunities that exist in Mandurah and the wider Peel region.  This fast and 
efficient rail link will play an important tourism role in giving people the opportunity to visit Mandurah and stay 
for a night or a couple of nights, and also to venture further afield to see what the Peel region offers.  That is why 
this direct route is so important to the economic, social and environmental future of the city that I represent.   
Quality of life issues are very important to the people of Mandurah.  It is important to understand that people 
have come to Mandurah for historical, and now also for economic and social, reasons because of the idyllic 
lifestyle that it offers.  Mandurah has the best waterways and coastline in the State, and that estuarine, river and 
Indian Ocean system creates a range of opportunities for people who live in or visit Mandurah.  Underpinning all 
those things is the need for efficient transport links, and this direct-route rail link will assist in providing those 
links.  One of the reasons that I support rail and the direct-route rail link so much is that rail is a clean and 
environmentally sensitive mode of transport.  By making sure that we put in place an efficient, fast and 
environmentally sensitive transport route, we will keep underlining to the people of Mandurah that we recognise 
the need to protect the integrity of the environment in their area.  Therefore, for the benefit of those members 
who are arguing otherwise, for a variety of reasons, I again put on record that the direct route is the route that is 
preferred by the people of Mandurah, as has been demonstrated by a number of agencies, organisations, groups 
and individuals who have spoken to me.   
I have mentioned in the House previously some of the reactions to the direct route, but I will go through two key 
ones again.  From a business perspective, when the direct rail link decision was announced by the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, the President of the Mandurah Chamber of Commerce was quoted in the Mandurah 
Mail as follows -  
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Mr Samuels said the State Government has achieved the goal of supplying the fast growing areas of 
Mandurah and Rockingham with a fast rail system.   

He is also quoted as saying -  

“The Gallop Government has fulfilled one of its first election promises which was to make the tough 
decisions on behalf of all West Australians. 

This is an important decision.  It is a 100-year decision.  The Mayor of the City of Mandurah is quoted in that 
same article as saying -  

“When the rail link was first proposed by the previous government it was emphasised that the rail must 
provide a viable alternative to car travel  . . .  

It must be fast, efficient and clean.  He is also quoted as follows -  

“There is no doubt that travelling time is the most important factor in meeting this objective.”  He said 
the new direct route would provide easy and equal access to all communities along the route.   

That is an important comment, and it, in addition to a range of feedback from other individuals, underlines why 
the decision to take the route directly along the freeway is so important to the people of Mandurah.   
The other day I was speaking to some friends who live in Perth.  People in Mandurah talk about how the rail link 
will allow Mandurah people to connect to Perth.  However, people in Perth talk about how it will allow them to 
connect to Mandurah and the other communities along that rail line.  The rail line is a huge and important 
project.  We do not support the Opposition’s second-class, second-rate option along the Kenwick route, as it 
proposed and continues to support.  The people of Mandurah strongly support the direct route along the freeway.  
On behalf of the people of Mandurah, I applaud the minister and the Government for their decision and look 
forward to the huge socioeconomic and environmental benefits that this rail link will deliver to the people in 
Mandurah and the Peel region.   
MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [12.08 pm]:  Today this House is being asked to endorse what I believe will 
ultimately prove to be the greatest urban design blunder in this State in the past half century.  Some weeks ago in 
this House, the Minister for Education defended a policy that he was outlining on the grounds that the Gallop 
Labor Government was entitled to have its way because of what he called the overwhelming endorsement of its 
policies by the people of Western Australia at the 2001 state election.  It is remarkable how fallacy can quickly 
take root in politics and in Parliament, in particular in this House.  The Minister for Education said that; he 
apparently believed it; and he was under no challenge from any member in saying it.  The reality is that the 
decision that the minister was defending was not given overwhelming support by the people at the election.  The 
reality is that the Government - it should remember this - was elected on a primary vote of 37 per cent at the last 
election.  The difference between the subject of the Minister for Education’s debate three weeks ago and the Bill 
that is being defended by this minister today, whatever objection one might take to the Minister for Education’s 
policy, is that it was at least signalled to the people of Western Australia before the election.   

The tragedy of the Bill we are now dealing with is that the Government made not the slightest level of disclosure 
that it would come to office and make a change that would have profound effects on many parts of the south 
western metropolitan area, in particular profound impacts on the electorate that I represent in this Parliament.  
The Minister for Education was at least entitled to make his decision - without saying that he was given 
overwhelming endorsement for it because he was not, the vote was 37 per cent - but this minister and this 
Government have no right to come into the House and say that they have a prior endorsement by the people of 
Western Australia.  This audacious act came from a Government elected on the rhetoric of openness, 
accountability and consultative processes that are appropriate to government in the twenty-first century.  Were 
they applied?  Not a word. 

We are dealing now with a sense of secrecy.  Those people in the Labor Party knew this would happen, but they 
deliberately chose, it would appear, to go out of their way to ensure the people of Western Australia were not 
privy to those secret plans prior to the election.  In reality, in the early part of 2001, within 18 weeks of the 
election and the Government’s swearing in, without any consultation with the people who were most adversely 
affected, without any consultation with local authorities or local members, a decision was made that in years to 
come will be regarded as the greatest urban design blight and blunder that any Government has presided over in 
the past 50 years. 

In 1958-59 a Government, against a background of far less regard or understanding of the wider urban 
environment, allowed the building of the first freeway in Australia between the Canning Bridge and the Narrows 
Bridge.  It was hailed by the people in the context of its time because to put a bridge over the Narrows and then 
connect it with what we then began calling the Kwinana Freeway was regarded as a progressive, advanced piece 
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of urban design.  However, if that decision was justifiable then in the context of its time, which ultimately had 
such a dramatic and adverse impact on South Perth and Como, there is no way in the world that this Government 
will subsequently be able to justify in the context of its time this decision to re-route the railway above the 
ground through South Perth and Como. 

Mr M.F. Board:  Does the member know what it was?  The Government did not want to admit the fact that the 
railway that was intended to be built under our plan was our idea.  It had to desperately come up with something 
different so that it could claim it was the only builder of railways; it, therefore, went for this option regardless of 
the cost and regardless of who could use it. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I believe that is relevant, and is shown in the indecent haste with which the decision was 
made in the first 10 weeks of government.  It is entirely consistent with the secrecy that surrounded the project 
prior to the election.  The member for Murdoch is correct in that regard. 

I was making the point prior to the interjection that the world has moved on enormously since 1958-59; so too 
have the principles of urban design.  The only group of people who do not appear to have realised that are the 
people surrounding the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure who are defending her decision.  I do not oppose 
the railway going from Perth to Mandurah, neither do I oppose a railway running through South Perth and 
Como.  I have publicly stated my support for such a project.  However, I oppose the 1950s thinking that is now 
discredited everywhere around the world; that is, that a railway can be built above the ground through an inner 
city suburban area rich in environmental assets.  That is the rub. 

The New South Wales Labor Government is currently building a substantial railway between Chatswood and 
Epping in Sydney.  In conversation with the railway engineer, who comes from Brisbane, a constituent of mine 
asked in passing how much of the railway between Epping and Chatswood would be above the ground.  To my 
and the constituent’s surprise, he said, “None of it.  We do not build railways through inner city areas above the 
ground these days.”  He said that with a level of incredulity so that the person from my electorate realised for the 
first time just how far behind the times this Government and the people driving the project are. 

I have outlined on a number of occasions in this place and in my electorate the fiasco that developed in Boston in 
the State of Massachusetts that arose out of the decision to create elevated freeways in the late 1950s.  Members 
should note that date.  It was at the precise time that we were making the error in respect of the Kwinana 
Freeway through South Perth and Como.  That was when we had the streaker’s defence: it seemed like a good 
idea at the time.  At that precise moment in history, the Bostonians were doing much the same to divide their city 
because they believed that that was the way things were done then.  For the past 25 years the State and municipal 
authorities of Boston and Massachusetts have spent $A27 billion undoing the urban blight.  At least one can 
acknowledge the fact that by the middle of the 1970s those authorities had begun to learn the error of their ways 
in 1950.  They have just completed that enormous expenditure because they realised that it is a form of urban 
design that is not only outdated but also outmoded; in fact, it has been widely discredited around the world.  
However, the Bill we are debating today provides for that form of urban design.  I am not alone in saying that.  
The views of people across the political and academic spectrum, including Martyn Webb, about the way in 
which the Government is treating this issue, especially as it affects the urban amenity and the urban environment, 
are on the public record.  Julian Grill, a former Labor Minister for Transport in this House, who has spoken 
highly of the Government’s proposal for the Perth to Mandurah rail link, has been scathing in his criticism of the 
Government reverting to this nineteenth-century thinking and simply cutting a swathe through a built-up area 
and, into the bargain, running the risk of ruining not only a group of suburbs, but also the riverscape that 
surrounds them.  That riverscape gives us some competitive, national advantage in attracting tourism.   

The downsides do not stop there.  Recently, in a letter to the minister and in my local newspaper and elsewhere, I 
have drawn attention to proposed metropolitan region scheme amendment 1060/33A.  I was disturbed to learn 
when I rang my local authority, the City of South Perth, that it had not been notified of this issue, which has been 
raised in this House in the past few days.  Two important factors will rub salt into the wound of what I have been 
speaking about for the past 13 minutes; that is, this incredible notion that an amendment of this magnitude could 
be treated by the Government as a minor amendment.  I put it to the House that the Western Australian Planning 
Commission has been got at and has been told, with a nudge and a wink, that it must ensure the amendment 
becomes a minor amendment.  Why?  Because a minor amendment has the signature of the Government 
appended to it.  It denies the right of this Parliament to be involved in the process.  However, it has a second 
feature.  It seeks to exempt the Government from the requirement to go through the normal development 
approvals, including those relating to local government.  I invite every member of this House, but particularly 
those who hold marginal seats, to see what the result is on the metropolitan region scheme.  It means that all the 
primary and secondary roads in the metropolitan area - I think they are marked red and green - can have a 
railway line, or something similar, constructed alongside them, now or 10 years into the future, and the members 
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of Parliament who represent those areas will be powerless.  Why?  Because of the proposal to amend the region 
scheme by amendment 1060/33A, which does those things in the most underhanded way imaginable.   

When the City of South Perth was apprised of this amendment, in a letter to me it stated - 

The amendment attempts to exempt the Government from the requirement to prepare a development 
approval for the railway line itself.   

It continued -  

It is understood that if the proposal is successful, there will be no opportunity for Local Governments 
(or their communities) - 

Or their local members of Parliament -  

to comment on the railway infrastructure associated with the track, ie pylons and overhead wires etc.  
This aspect, as you know, does cause the City some concern . . .  

That refers to the City of South Perth.  The letter then states what the council intends to do about it.  Everything 
about this project - the secrecy prior to the election, the swiftness in changing it all within 18 weeks and then the 
subsequent costings - indicates in all respects that the Government is looking to do the cheapest job to get some 
political runs on the board.  The member for Alfred Cove, by way of interjection this morning, added to that by 
pointing out that the gauge would be three feet six inches wide.  Has the Labor Party not heard that nearly 40 
years ago this State came to the conclusion that three foot six inch gauge was so outmoded that the State 
converted to the national grid gauge of four feet eight inches?   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  Again, this so-called progressive Government has fallen for the old trick - God knows why - 
that what it is doing is in some way socially redeemable for what it might achieve in the future.  I think the 
Government has fallen into the grip of a few railway-oriented people who simply cannot believe their luck at the 
naivety and stupidity of those involved, and in particular the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yesterday the Attorney General referred to a member opposite in those terms.  Exactly 
those terms have been used to refer to the minister.  If there is consistency, the member should be asked to 
withdraw that statement as he referred particularly to the minister.  He may have applied it to a general class of 
people, but he also referred directly to the minister.  That is consistent with the statement made yesterday, which 
the Attorney General had to withdraw.   
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I withdraw my reference to her stupidity and instead I refer to her ineptitude.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  The minister has fallen in an inept and unprofessional way for the notion that one can do 
something that is socially redeemable; that is, put through some modern means of communication.  However, 
she has done it under the pressure of having to keep within the budget that effectively was set by the previous 
Government.  I disagree with most people in this House about state debt.  I am always interested to hear from 
members, such as the member for Riverton, who keep talking about how much rail track the Labor Government 
has run.  My response to that is that it is very easy to spend money in government.  For a time, I was part of the 
policy process of the previous Government.  We had to draw a line somewhere on state debt.  It is true to say that 
Labor Governments are good at putting in railways, but coalition Governments are invariably left to rein in the 
debt left behind as a result. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  It is historically true.  Just to ensure that the member for Ballajura does not think I am being 
too partisan, I disagree with most people in this House about the nature of state debt.  I will tell the House why, 
as it is relevant.  Several years ago I sought to determine how much it would cost to lower a rail line through 
South Perth and Como and how it could be justified.  The simple answer is that all the freeways built south of the 
Mount Henry Bridge are modern freeways, not like the one that goes through South Perth.  All those freeways 
are built into the ground and all are separated from the suburbs that surround them by high earth mounds.  As 
such, there was a special case to try to undo what previous Governments had done in 1958-59 by putting a 
section of rail line in South Perth and Como underground.  This trick was tried by the previous Government, but 
it failed due to other reasons.  In 1998, I was told that the cost of putting underground a rail line in South Perth 
and Como would cost about $800 million.  Some people in the department quite falsely - they knew what they 
were doing - put together that figure based on the cost of the Northbridge tunnel. I said I was not talking about a 
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tunnel; I was talking about what had been done successfully in many parts of the world.  It is not rocket science 
to entrench a freeway with railway infrastructure and cover it.  The figure of $800 million is an inflated figure; 
however, I will use it, as it was quoted at the time.  My argument was that in current day terms, we could do 
what I am talking about for $2.4 billion.  That is using the bureaucrats’ own figures.  What is the downside of 
that?  All that is downside because it is all debt.  Nevertheless, that is no different from our personal lifestyles, 
such as when a person decides that if, for example, he has reduced his mortgage to $125 000, he might build it 
up to $175 000 because he wants to add a few rooms to his house.  To do this job properly - not in the 
discredited nineteenth-century century way that the minister is proposing - would have cost $2.4 billion.  What 
would have been the impact on the state budget?  Treasury advised me that over a 24-year life of repaying the 
debt it would cost the State an extra $34 million a year.  In my opinion, that was worth doing in order to do the 
job well.  The railway could have been put under South Perth and Como and given access to a vast catchment 
area of commuters; nearly 40 000 people.  None of those people will catch a train, because the rail line is above 
the freeway and there is no room for a station.  Not only that, we all know that a railway running down the 
freeway, with the river on one side, means that half the catchment area is given to the fish!  This lack of brain 
power and creativity on the part of the minister and the Government means that the most built-up area, one that 
could provide a great return in patronage, has been disregarded. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Perth will be the only city in the world that has a high-density inner city suburb without a rail 
station. 
Mr P.G. PENDAL:  That is correct. 
Peter Bruechle, the railway engineer who handled the northern suburbs railway, approached me and asked how I 
would feel if the railway deviated from the Kwinana Freeway near the Royal Perth Golf Club, went under 
Richardson Park, the Zoo, the rest of South Perth and the river, and emerged in William Street.  I told him that it 
would solve half the problem.  I was not sure what I would tell people about the railway being above ground 
through Salter Point and Como, but I thought his plan was far more attractive than the Government’s.  Mr 
Bruechle intended a train station for Richardson Park until I pointed out that there was not much of a catchment 
area there other than people visiting the Zoo.  He could see the sense in relocating the station to Windsor Park, 
which would have served the Zoo, the central business district of South Perth and all the catchment area of Mill 
Point.  It would have meant a huge increase in the catchment area, but, of course, it was destined to fall foul of 
the superficial promise the Government used to justify the route; that is, it would save 12 minutes commuting 
time between Perth and Mandurah. 
I referred earlier to the state debt.  A rail plan like that would increase the debt by $800 million - to do the job 
properly - and it would increase repayments by $34 million a year over the life of the project.  Everybody gets 
concerned about the State’s AAA credit rating.  There has never been a Government anywhere in the western 
world that has lost its AAA credit rating by spending money on major public infrastructure.  Governments lose 
their AAA credit rating for the very reason that this Government’s Labor predecessor did.  It wasted $1.5 billion 
on non-existent petrochemical industry plants and the like.  That is why Governments lose their credit rating; not 
through putting in public infrastructure.  The Government is to be commended for investing in rail, but it is to be 
condemned for the urban blunder that it will visit on South Perth and Como.  It is still within the reach of this 
Government to look at the idea of entrenching the railway and freeway although it will add $800 million to the 
cost.  However, that is the cost of doing it properly.  Into the bargain, it will win a new catchment area.  I 
guarantee that no credit rating agency in the world would mark a Government down for spending money on that 
type of public infrastructure.  Credit rating agencies are worried about ballooning debt in nations and states in 
which people have wasted money “up against the wall”, if the House gets my drift.  That is what they are 
concerned about.  They are not concerned about spending on public infrastructure, as has been done by 
successive Governments in this State, whether it is hospitals, schools, police stations, bridges, highways or 
freeways.  I want members who will vote for this Bill to know that they are not just voting for a pipe dream on 
the part of the minister.  The members are voting to consign a beautiful capital city and a major component 
within it - the South Perth and Como foreshores - to the type of urban blight at which communities around the 
world are now becoming appalled, notably the Bostonians.  Future generations will read the speeches made by 
members in this place as they spend, in the future, the equivalent of the $27 billion that it will take to undo the 
error made today by the minister in charge of this Bill.  How sad that is when, admittedly for a significant 
amount more, the job could be done properly.   

I ask members to remember what the engineer said about the Epping to Chatswood railway, “In this day and age, 
my friend, we do not build anything above the ground.”  I oppose the Bill.   

MR P.W. ANDREWS (Southern River) [12.41 pm]:  I happily support this Bill because the project offers a high 
quality public transport system to the people in my electorate.  My electorate consists of the some of the faster 
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growing residential areas in the metropolitan region.  I will now deal with each area of my electorate and explain 
to the House how the system will affect my constituents. 

On Wednesday morning, when I came to Parliament, the freeway was absolutely chock-a-block.  Traffic was 
banked up to Berrigan Drive.  Traffic is supposedly gathering force in Perth each year by about seven to eight 
per cent.  Any person on the Kwinana Freeway on Wednesday morning would have thought that that figure had 
doubled overnight.  One of the reasons it has reached this critical point is the growth in the southern part of my 
electorate in Atwell, Jandakot and further south to Thomas Road.  It takes me at least one day a week to go 
through the letters from the new constituents in my electorate so that I can service those people.  This direct 
service to the central business district will provide a fast and frequent service; an excellent service to the suburbs 
of Atwell and those further south.   

The people in those suburbs are satisfied with this plan.  I know that because I doorknock in those areas and 
speak to the constituents.  I can categorically say that the vast majority of people in those suburbs support this 
plan.  It is important that we also acknowledge the impact this line will have on the infrastructure in the City of 
Cockburn, which has many plans centred around this development.  This is nothing new because the City of 
Cockburn has been looking forward to this development for a number of years.  However, the suburbs on the 
southern part of this line will be advantaged by this system.  

Mr M.F. Board:  But they will have to get a bus to the station and then wait for a connecting train? 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  The residents at Atwell can go to that station and be taken to the city along a dead 
straight route without having to sit on the freeway waiting for buses. 

Mr M.F. Board interjected. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  I will talk about each part of my electorate and I will be glad if the member interjects for 
each suburb.   

I should have also mentioned Atwell South, one of the newest rapidly developing estates.  Why are these estates 
so popular?  It is because of this project.  If it were not for this project, would people be shifting into these areas 
so quickly?  No they would not.  

Mr M.F. Board:  In fairness, the land is comparatively cheap and many first homebuyers are drawn to that. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  It is comparatively cheap and people realise that.  However, they also realise that it is a 
good investment.   

The residents in Jandakot and, in particular, those in Glen Iris, are not the greatest supporters of the Labor Party.  
However, they have said to me and been quoted in newspapers, such as the Cockburn Herald, as saying that they 
frequently opposed the previous Government’s original Kenwick deviation plan.  Why did they oppose it?  To 
the north of that area is the freight line, which was already there when the houses were built in that area.  The 
residents of Jandakot and Glen Iris realise that more freight must travel by rail, which they do not always like but 
they accept.  When they talked about the addition of passenger trains, I accepted the point that there would be 
more trains but a differentiation was made between passenger and freight trains.  That might not be a valid 
argument but it is their point, which is why I am raising it now. 

Mr M.F. Board:  Would you not concede that if the fast bus lane, with the infrastructure already in place, had 
been extended to Jandakot or the area you mentioned, then there would have been two options that would have 
serviced a larger number of people along the rail line and the fast bus route to the city?  

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  No, I do not accept that.  When motorists are on the freeway in the morning and cars are 
backed up one lane after another, there is an empty lane which the occasional bus drives along.  I sit on the 
freeway at those times and think how nice it would be if a few more cars could move into that lane.  Would it not 
be nice to come up with a plan that encouraged people to share cars, and allowed cars with, say, three passengers 
to use that lane?  The next progression would be to let cars with only a couple of passengers use that lane. 

Mr P.G. Pendal interjected. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  The member for South Perth would then say that we cannot put in three more lanes of 
traffic.  That is what would have happened. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  There is no way that the volumes of people that need to be moved could be moved on 
buses down that spine.  It would be the most inefficient way of doing it. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  The minister is stealing my thunder.  I was going to use that point when I spoke on 
Canning Vale. 
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Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  Members talk about technical problems.  I accept that there will be technical problems 
with development.  However, I have a bit of faith in the engineers in Western Australia.  It is almost as though 
there is no other place in the world that has put down a line like this.  There has never been a rail line that goes 
into a central business district!  Our engineers are so useless that they could not manage that!  I think they are 
pretty good and they just might be able to overcome the issues. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman interjected. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  They will overcome the problems on budget.  I am happy that the minister will be well in 
control of that budget. 

I support the position that the residents in Glen Iris have directed me to present to this House; that is, they do not 
want the line that the Opposition has continuously pushed.  If a miracle happened and the member for Murdoch 
became Leader of the Opposition - I would not vote for him if I was in his ranks - and his side won at the next 
election, would he change this plan and re-route these trains through Kenwick?  The member should remember 
that I will take this response back to my constituents. 

Mr M.F. Board:  If hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers funds had been expended and it had already 
passed the stage of reparation - in other words, it could not be rescued - it must be considered on the basis of the 
funds that had already been spent on the project.  That is the reality of the matter. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  That is neither a no nor a yes. 

Mr M.F. Board:  The member must look at the current situation.  I will make a prediction that he will not see any 
new rail track before the next election.  That will be a disgrace and he will be judged on that. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  I do not hear the member for Murdoch, the future Leader of the Opposition, saying that 
he will continue with this plan.  I cannot hear the next Leader of the Opposition saying that he will support my 
constituents down at Jandakot. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 930.] 
 


