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SOUTH WEST METROPOLITAN RAIL LINE 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the member for Carine seeking to debate as a 
matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this House condemns the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure for pursuing her unilateral and 
baseless decision to redirect the south west metropolitan rail line thereby causing an expected two or 
more year delay in the delivery of the service, ignoring the public transport needs of the south west 
metropolitan residents of Western Australia and leading to a cost blow-out estimated to be in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

The MPI proposed today by the member for Carine has some similarities to notice of motion No 5 under private 
members business for today, of which the member originally gave notice on 8 August last year.  It has 
similarities to the motion moved by the member for Carine on 15 November last year, which remains on the 
Notice Paper today as private members’ business order of the day No 11.  It also has similarities to the MPI 
moved by the Leader of the Opposition on 31 July last year.  Two potential issues arise, the first is that Standing 
Order No 126 provides as follows - 

A question will not be proposed which is the same as any question which has been resolved in the 
affirmative or negative during the same session. 

In order to offend against this rule, the question must be the same as the one previously put and if it appears to 
the Chair that there is any significant variation the motion should be allowed.  In my view there are differences 
of substance between this and previous motions, one being the allocation of significant cost blow-out. 

The second issue is that Standing Order No 90 provides as follows - 

A member may not anticipate discussion of any general business or order of the day that has already 
been noted for consideration by the Assembly  

In this case there is both a notice of motion and an order of the day on the Assembly Notice Paper.  The 
Procedure and Privileges Committee reported on this matter early this year and as yet the House has taken no 
action on it.  That committee recommended - 

That Standing Order No 90 be suspended for the remainder of the session and that following this period 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee conduct a further review of the standing order in the next 
session of Parliament. 

The committee stated in its report that the anticipation rule is designed to ensure that the Assembly deals with 
issues only once.  That report notes that the Western Australian Parliament has significantly curtailed its 
application of the rule in recent years and indicated that it might be argued that many of the WA Inc issues raised 
in the past could have invoked the anticipation rule, but that it was not applied.  It appears to me that the general 
debate that might occur on the MPI could well have led to the rule against anticipation being invoked in years 
gone by, but our practice has moved substantially on that matter. 

Until the Procedure and Privileges Committee has reported on this issue, I do not intend to apply the rule strictly.  
Consequently, the matter appears to me to be in order and can proceed.  

If at least five members will stand in support of the matter being discussed -  

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  As they have, the matter may now proceed. 

MS HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [3.10 pm]:  I move the motion.  The minister’s unilateral decision to change 
the south west metropolitan railway link from Kenwick to a direct route is nothing more than a fanciful folly 
which is quite clearly beginning to unravel at the seams.  The minister’s route travels up the Kwinana Freeway, 
over Mt Henry Bridge, under the Canning Bridge, over the Narrows and via the direct route of William Street 
into the central business district.   
Her unilateral decision to change the route was made in July 2001 without any proper consultation or planning 
based on empirical evidence.  We have said that on numerous occasions in this place.  It certainly caused a great 
deal of angst to all the local authorities that were involved in the initial south west metropolitan railway plan.  To 
date we have had from the minister numerous promises that a supplementary master plan would be delivered, 
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taking into account all the issues that have been raised by us.  I understand the supplementary master plan was to 
be available in February.  It has now been delayed until June.  We might be lucky to see that promise fulfilled.   

The minister has promised that analysis and research will be provided in the supplementary master plan.  We are 
still waiting to see whether the proposed route will have any environmental impact on our treasured foreshore.  
Consultation was promised.  That consultation has happened as a result of the establishment of the Perth City 
Rail Advisory Committee.  The minister has received some 3 000 submissions and as a result reconvened the 
committee on 24 April.  Consultation has been promised, but it has certainly not been promised for the broad 
community. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Can you explain that?  You say there has not been a promise for the broader community.   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  I will keep going, but the consultation has only been on how the route enters the 
CBD and not about how it travels down the freeway.   
If I may come back to the point of the freeway route, the Government has alienated all those people in the 
neighbouring suburbs who will supposedly be accessing the service.  We have seen no evidence to date to 
substantiate the minister’s reasons for the change of route.  We have no idea whether those people will be using 
the proposed service.  That broad community base has not had an opportunity to be engaged in consultation.  
That is the point that I was trying to make for the minister.   

The only consultation offered has been through the Perth City Rail Advisory Committee, which has been 
convened to establish the entry route into the city.  Quite frankly, the minister went kicking and screaming to 
establish the committee.  There was certainly a great deal of angst and outrage among property owners in the 
City of Perth.  The Perth City Rail Advisory Committee has done its level best to examine the minister’s folly.  It 
has done the only detailed study commissioned to date.  It has allowed only a small window of opportunity for 
any public consultation.  The minister’s media statement is that 3 000 submissions have been received as a result 
of the committee’s 11 findings.  However, the committee allowed the community to comment on only the 
western and central options, and it ignored the eastern option, which was its preferred option. 

The minister’s committee condemned her.  In reviewing the minister’s proposed route, it said it believed the 
planning of the changed route was not based on a clearly articulated vision of the future of the city.  It said also 
that the planning did not make sufficient use of any analysis of likely passenger movements, particularly the 
places that passengers might choose to travel to and from, and what the patronage would be.  That is an 
important issue.  It said also that the minister’s preferred route was not evaluated on consistent and transparent 
criteria, and nor was the impact on the city and its amenity, its commercial and recreational aspirations, and its 
social and aesthetic fabric fully dealt with.  The committee was equally critical of the consultation on the 
preferred option before the minister’s announcement.  The committee’s final criticism is that in the time it was 
given it endeavoured to redress the planning deficiencies; however, the many shortcomings as a result of the 
minister’s unilateral decision to change the route inhibited the railway planning processes.  Those comments are 
from the committee that was established to look at the proposed changed route.   

The committee rejected outright the minister’s preferred central route.  It said there was no way that the William 
Street route as announced by the minister would be an acceptable option for the city, because it would clearly 
impinge on the river foreshore and have a major negative impact on the retail sector.  I do not want to dwell too 
much on that.  It is important to focus on the fact that this minister will be replicating the very good and efficient 
bus service that is currently running from Canning Bridge into the city.   

I turn now to what the electors will be getting.  Firstly, they will be getting a delayed rail link.  Under a coalition 
Government, the rail link would have been delivered to Mandurah by 2005.  We are now told that Mandurah will 
get a rail link by 2006.  The minister talked today about the Clarkson rail line. The Clarkson rail line was 
supposed to be delivered in 2003.  That affects your electorate, Madam Deputy Speaker (Ms Guise).  It also 
affects the member for Joondalup’s electorate.  The minister can crow all she likes.  The reason that the electors 
will not be getting that rail line is that the minister has failed to sign the contract for the railcars.  The bottom line 
is that Mandurah will not get its rail by 2006. 

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  It is not my way to raise my voice.  During my life I have tried to deal with people in 
the way that I would like to be dealt with; that is, by being fair-minded and even-handed, and having a caring 
and open view.  The trouble with this minister is that she wants to distract me.  The minister can do everything 
she likes, and I do not particularly want to raise my voice over the minister -  
Ms MacTiernan interjected. 
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Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  I did not hear a word of the minister’s insults.  I do not really care.  What is important 
is delivering the rail project.  The coalition Government said on numerous occasions that it was committed to 
providing a public transport system that met the needs of the community.  It is critical that the rail project go 
ahead.  However, we have a unilateral decision by a minister who is totally incompetent.  That decision is 
unravelling at the seams.  The Government cannot deliver on Clarkson in the northern suburbs because the 
minister will not sign the contract to let the tender for the railcars.   
The electorates in the southern suburbs will get a second-rate rail link.  Under the coalition, people in the 
electorates of Victoria Park, Thornlie, Armadale and Roleystone - which are now government-held electorates - 
were promised grade separation on important rail and road networks.  The master plan clearly articulated this.  
However, this will not happen now.  The minister has stated in this Chamber that she will consider some of the 
options, and that some of them may be included.  However, we do not know which ones will be included.  As a 
result of the minister’s total incompetence, I do not think we can be guaranteed of anything.   
Several members interjected.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The number of interjections from both sides of the Chamber is 
making the situation untenable.  The member for Carine is having difficulty continuing her debate and the rest of 
us are having difficulty hearing what she is trying to say.   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  The river foreshore is one of Perth’s greatest assets.  I know that that view is shared 
by many others.   

Ms MacTiernan interjected.   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  If the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure wants to talk about the freeway, 
perhaps she should familiarise herself with a letter that was written by a former member of this place.  Most 
members would agree that the river foreshore is one of the State’s greatest assets.  

I turn to the findings of the Perth City Rail Advisory Committee.  The committee rejected outright the William 
Street route -  

Mr Hyde:  It did not.   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  It did.  In one of its findings, the committee rejected outright the William Street 
route.  The committee stated that the only way this route would be considered an option was if a number of 
criteria were considered to enhance the river foreshore, and not disfigure or scar it and leave an unwanted 
permanent legacy for the State.  It wanted the retail sector and the convention centre to be enhanced.  The 
minister’s preferred route into William Street will not do that, and that is why it was rejected outright.  It is quite 
true that the committee looked at an enhancement model.   

Mr Hyde:  It did not reject it outright.   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  The committee rejected outright the minister’s preferred route.   

Mr Hyde interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Perth!   

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  I should not engage with those who continue to interject.  I should focus on what I 
am trying to say.   

The committee rejected outright the minister’s preferred option of the William Street route, and referred to an 
enhanced William Street route.  However, the committee had enormous problems with the fact that the William 
Street route did not integrate with Perth central.  Huge problems will exist for any railway network if there is a 
lack of integration with the central station.  In the delivery of a transport network, it is imperative that we 
provide a service that meets the needs of all in the community.   
A central station option was the committee’s preferred route.  It preferred the eastern route and the western route 
because they went into Perth central station.  The previous Government’s proposed Kenwick route was fully 
integrated with that central station.  I have said in this place on a number of occasions that the previous 
Government engaged in extensive - 
Mr Kucera:  But nobody wanted it. 
Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  That is not true.  The minister can make his own speech.  I have limited time, and I 
intend to make my points. 
The Kenwick route was fully integrated with the existing rail networks.  It would have permitted extensive 
choice of public transport options, and it would have given commuters access to job opportunities, not just in the 
central business district.  The direct route that the minister is proposing does not do that.  There is an enormous 
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demand from people in the regional centres of Rockingham and Mandurah who would like to access work 
opportunities in places like Kenwick.   
As I said, the Clarkson railway line has been delayed until the end of December 2004.  That impacts on the 
Deputy Speaker’s electorate, on my electorate, and on the electorates of the members for Joondalup, Hillarys and 
Kingsley.  The Opposition is very concerned about that.  I am not trying to be selfish.  I do not expect the 
northern suburbs to get the railway extension, but I would like to see a rail link delivered to Mandurah by 2005, 
which is the commitment that the Opposition gave when it was in government. 
The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s plan is unravelling totally.  We already know that the costings are 
not predicated on or representative of today’s figures.  This minister is totally irresponsible.  No-one, particularly 
the minister, has any concept of the true cost of the re-routing of the railway line, nor does the minister have any 
idea about the patronage of the communities in the southern area that will use the railway line.  We have heard 
that Peter Martinovich has said that fish do not catch trains.  Fish do not catch trains.  We want to see people 
catching trains.  There is a huge problem at Canning Bridge. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Point of Order 
Mr JOHNSON:  Apart from the Independent member, this side of the House gets exactly 30 minutes to speak on 
a matter of public interest.  So far, the member for Carine has had an extraordinary number of interjections from 
not only the minister but also her colleague the Minister for Health, the members for Perth and Riverton, and 
other members.  We would love to hear the Minister for Health’s comments.  We know that we will hear from 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  We would love to hear the members for Perth and Riverton respond 
in the Government’s 30 minutes. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, your point or order? 

Mr JOHNSON:  The Deputy Speaker has already asked the House to come to order, particularly members on her 
right.  I ask the Deputy Speaker to now ask members opposite to allow the member for Carine to finish her 
speech without any more interjections. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, there is no point of order.  I was calling the House to order as the member 
for Hillarys rose to his feet.  I draw members’ attention to the level of interjection.  I also remind members that 
the member for Carine indicated that she was not inviting interjections.  Unless she indicates that she is prepared 
to take interjections, I ask members to respect her wishes.  I ask her to continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  I will refer briefly to the Canning Bridge issue.  There has been an enormous amount 
of infrastructure at Canning Bridge.  In the vicinity of $33 million has been spent on the interchange there.  We 
have heard the minister say that there will be a 12-minute saving of time for residents of Mandurah; the direct 
route will deliver those people into the city 12 minutes faster than the Kenwick route would have done.  We 
would all commend that if it could be achieved.  However, we have a problem with the Canning Bridge 
connection.  I understand that the bridges are to be torn down and that a new priority lane is to be built for buses.  
Instead of having the priority lane for buses on the eastern side, that proposal has been negated and will not 
happen; buses will now travel in the general traffic.  Given that that is on the cards and there will be an enormous 
cost to modify those bridges that have already been modified - 

Mr Board:  Modification of the Mt Henry Bridge will cost a bomb. 

Ms HODSON-THOMAS:  Absolutely, it will.  Buses will travel in the general traffic.  The time it takes people 
in the southern suburbs to travel into the city has been improved.  However, that will be compromised as a result 
of the rail network.  Although it is proposed that the residents of Mandurah will be saved 12 minutes of 
travelling time, I hazard a guess that 12 minutes will be added to their journey into the city.  In addition, the 
buses will be driving into the city with other motorists.  The minister has already made a number of statements in 
this place about the congestion currently on the freeway.  The figures for the patronage on the southern rail have 
not been substantiated and there is no clear indication that motorists will catch the trains.  We will further 
compound an already good system by putting buses back into the general traffic, which is a huge problem.  The 
residents in the areas affected and who currently use the buses should be feeling critical of the minister because 
of her total disregard for their needs.   

I am not saying that the rail project should not go ahead.  However, I would prefer it if the Kenwick route option 
were implemented.  That route engaged proper consultation and extensive studies that examined a range of 
issues.  I know that other members would like to comment on this issue, and I will afford them that opportunity.   
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MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.32 pm]:  Twelve months ago, the Government 
indicated that it would change the route of the south metropolitan railway line, and that decision was formalised 
in July.  Essentially, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has had 12 months to try to justify a unilateral 
decision that was made without empirical research or any significant professional advice.  Twelve months has 
now passed and this House can properly demand that the minister provide accurate information today about how 
the project is to proceed, when it is to happen and what the cost will be.  From her interjections, it is clear that 
this minister still cannot tell the people of the State where the railway will go, what the design will be, how much 
it will cost and when or whether it will happen.  It has been 12 months of ineptitude, indecision and cost blow-
outs.  The minister sits over there next to the foolish health minister and behaves frenetically.  The public sector 
knows the minister will be removed from the portfolio because she cannot handle and has not handled this issue 
appropriately.   

The previous coalition Government spent two years considering its plan in detail.  It looked at all the options.  
An enormous amount of professional advice was supplied, an extensive engineering study was undertaken and a 
comprehensive collection of empirical data took place.  This State gets only one chance to get this system right.  
We took our time.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  Is the minister going to be quiet for a while or will she continue to carry on like the rabbit she 
is?  Madam Deputy Speaker, you should not be in the Chair, but because you are, I would appreciate the 
opportunity to make my comments.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call to order the member for Riverton for the first time.  

Mr BARNETT:  We know that every week the members for Riverton and Perth try to rough up the female 
members of the Opposition in particular; however, that will not wash.   

The previous coalition Government and the advisory group considered the differences between a rail system that 
went from Jandakot to Kenwick or via a direct freeway route.  We found that there was a big cost difference.  To 
go through Kenwick would then have cost $170 million.  To go along the freeway and do all the interchanges 
into Perth would have cost $700 million.  In other words, a cost differential of $530 million was identified earlier 
than 1999.  That $530 million was the starting point for the cost differential of the erratic decision made by this 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  The coalition Government had put in place the proposal to see the line 
completed to Mandurah by 2005, including a rail service that went into Rockingham.  That is important and I 
will refer to it again later.  It would not have bypassed Rockingham; it would have gone into Rockingham.  In 
October 2000, the entire project, including the goods and services tax component, would have cost $1.1 billion.  
That project was to be funded with $300 million from the AlintaGas sale, $398 million by way of an operating 
and maintenance lease and $449 million of borrowings.   

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  If the minister does not know those figures at this stage, it indicates why she cannot handle this 
issue.  The minister can speak later and I will ask her questions.   

About a year ago, the Government unilaterally announced a change in the railway route.  I said at the time that 
the new Government was perfectly entitled to reconsider the proposal.  However, because this minister thinks 
that she knows it all, 12 months ago she announced that the route would change.  After 12 months, we rightfully 
expect the minister to be able to tell us exactly what will happen to every kilometre of rail built down that route, 
what will or will not be built and, in particular, when it will be done and how much it will cost.  If the minister 
cannot do that today, she deserves to be sacked from that portfolio.  The minister has had 12 months to do that 
and she has had the benefit of years of data and research that had already been done.  If the minister cannot give 
us that information, she deserves to be sacked.  If she cannot give us that information after 12 months, she is 
clearly incompetent.  

Ms Hodson-Thomas interjected  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It is unparliamentary to enter into such a discussion across the Chamber, particularly 
when one of the member’s colleagues has the call.  In this instance, it happens to be the Leader of the 
Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition should direct his comments to the Chair.  I ask other members to be 
silent unless they are invited to participate.  

Mr BARNETT:  Under the Government’s proposal, we will have lost the direct access to Rockingham and we 
will not have got rid of the level crossings along the Armadale line.  We will have lost the ability for passengers 
to journey to work between Rockingham and Mandurah and Mandurah and Rockingham, and that would be 
greater in numeric passenger numbers than for the journey from Rockingham to Perth or from Mandurah to 
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Perth.  We will have lost the ability for blue-collar workers to travel from Rockingham and Mandurah to 
Canning Vale or Welshpool.  Under the Government’s proposal, we would have two city centre stations that are 
not integrated.  We would have a modern rail system that did not join up.  We would have an east-west line that 
did not connect to a north-south line.  If we have that, people would have to go from one station to another 
within a city block.  Where else in the developed world does a rail system do that?  It is an absurd proposition.  I 
emphasise that it is incumbent on this minister today to give us accurate costs for this project.  Conservatively, 
we believe this project will blow-out by between $300 million and $500 million.  If that is the case, the minister 
should admit it.  If she cannot provide us with accurate figures, we will pursue this minister, who, through her 
arrogance, incompetence and lack of ability - 

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind the minister that those type of comments are not meant to be made from her 
position. 

Mr BARNETT:  This minister has an opportunity today to explain the nature of the project in detail and to 
provide me, other members of Parliament and taxpayers with accurate cost figures.  What will this project cost?  
It is a simple question.   If the minister cannot answer that question after 12 months, she does not deserve to 
continue as a minister in that portfolio.  

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.39 pm]:  I support the motion.  I will address my remarks to that part of the 
motion that relates to re-routing the railway through South Perth and Como.  I agree with the remarks of the 
member for Carine that in the 12 months since the rewritten design was placed on the public table, the plan has 
unravelled at a rate of knots.  While this has occurred over the past 12 months or so, I have copped from the 
Government, particularly the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, my share of remarks that are less than 
laudatory.  Those remarks referred to my advocacy for my electorate.  I have been called a voice crying in the 
wilderness and someone who is protecting the interests of the high-fliers in South Perth, which, of course, is my 
job.  I bring to the House’s attention a letter that was sent to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on 22 
April of this year, of which I have been given a copy.  That letter effectively supports everything that I have said 
about the need to avoid putting an above-ground railway through South Perth.  The letter is written by none other 
than a former Labor Minister for Transport, Hon Julian Grill.  No-one can claim him to be some sort of a 
neophyte in this matter.  No-one can suggest that he has been anything other than outstandingly loyal to the 
Australian Labor Party’s cause.  He thinks the Government is wrong, and he believes the minister is wrong.  I 
read in part the letter of 22 April.  Hon Julian Grill opens with a complimentary remark, as indeed he may well 
do.  He says to the minister -  

Firstly let me congratulate you in moving to enhance the aesthetics of the route on entry to the Perth 
C.B.D.  Hopefully, you and the Government shall select the route which least detracts from the beauty 
of the city and foreshore.   

It is in respect to the South Perth and Como foreshore that I want to make my main comment.   

It is Perth’s river, which gives it its beauty.  I am concerned that it may be a Labor Government, which 
is remembered for doing most to blight the attractiveness of this precious asset.   

Hon Julian Grills refers to some allied matters, and then returns to his main point  -  

In respect to the South Perth and Como foreshores I believe that successive governments, going back 
many years have made traffic and road decisions which have had extremely deleterious impact on the 
aesthetics and amenity of the river.  The freeway represents significant visual and noise pollution.  It 
severely limits access by residents to that stretch of river.   

He is talking about South Perth and Como.  I continue -   

We are now planning to significantly add to that pollution with a railway.  Above ground railways are 
ugly and anywhere you look around the world you find that they downgrade adjoining land value and 
the lifestyle of residents.   

Hon Julian Grill says to the minister -  

Consequently I urge you to sink the rail line along the river foreshore.   

There is no ambiguity.  Hon Julian Grill is saying that the Government has it wrong, and that it is about to get it 
wrong in a very big way.  I continue -  

Ideally the opportunity should also be taken to contemporaneously sink and cover the freeway as well.  
That would return the river and the foreshore to the people.   
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I will not take any interjections.  I have only five minutes to speak.  I continue -  

Of course such an undertaking would be expensive, -  

That is true -  

but it would be cheaper to do it now, when the railway is going in than later.   

The letter also mentions other matters.  It is from a loyal member and supporter of the Labor Government in this 
State.  That says it all.  It is the worst endorsement of a major government decision imaginable, and I say that the 
Government has the responsibility to not only take that criticism on board but also get rid of the program that 
will put an above-ground railway through South Perth.  

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.44 pm]:  The National Party will support the 
motion, although we have a slightly different view on the matter.  As National Party members move around their 
electorates, we find that the big black hole of the Mandurah railway line is swallowing all the funds for other 
Western Australian projects.  The commitment to the projects we would like in our part of the world is vanishing 
at a rate of knots. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Like the Geraldton port enhancement project and the southern transport corridor.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  There is not one cent of state money in those.   

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have three minutes.  The Government has taken $12.5 million from the regional 
investment fund, $2 million from the airports development fund and $200 million from road funding.  We would 
like commitments on a range of projects in rural areas, such as the road from Corrigin to Hyden and Indian 
Ocean Drive.  There is a list of projects which we would like to see completed and which were on our agenda 
when we were in government.  The railway line to Mandurah is soaking up ever-increasing amounts of capital.  
That capital is being taken from all Western Australians, and opportunities are being denied to rural and regional 
Western Australia. 

Mr Hyde:  Was that your view on the Graham Farmer Freeway?   

Mr TRENORDEN:  I was always in favour of the Graham Farmer Freeway.   

Mr Hyde interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It cost $400 million, not $1.5 billion like this railway will cost.  The railway line will be this 
Government’s belltower.   

Ms MacTiernan:  It was a National Party minister who put up the idea of the freeway.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I will not take an interjection from the minister.  She is the minister who is reported in The 
West Australian of 22 April as saying that country people should drive on gravel roads because they are not good 
enough for bitumen roads.  People who live in country areas must drive on gravel roads because that is the way 
the minister says it should be!  Better roads make safer roads.  When I woke this morning I learnt that two major 
accidents had occurred in regional Western Australia last night, resulting in the deaths of three people. 

Mr Hyde:  They were on asphalt roads. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The member should check his information.  I suggest those people probably had two wheels 
on gravel.  The member should be a little more careful.   

There is a risk.  The State is deliberately taking money from major projects in regional and rural Western 
Australia.  Unless it can get this right and is able to explain to Western Australians the benefits of the railway 
and why it should be a priority, it will pay a price, just as the previous Government paid a price - losing 
government - over the issues of the tunnel and the belltower.  They were major issues in the minds of Western 
Australians.  It is clear that the railway line will be the noose around this Government’s neck, and if it continues 
to use rural and regional funds to finance this project, we will make it pay.  

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [3.48 pm]:  I have no difficulty with 
this motion being raised in the House today, and I am glad the Speaker ruled in the way that he did.  This is a 
significant project and it is right and proper that it come under the scrutiny of the Opposition.  I do not express 
any concern that this issue is before the Parliament again.  The only thing I regret is that the Opposition is not 
able to come up with anything more penetrating than it has been able to produce in the past.  

Mr Barnett:  Why don’t you be penetrating and tell us what it will cost?   
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  I will answer a number of the issues that have been raised by members opposite.  I will not 
engage in abuse in the way that the Leader of the Opposition does.  I think John McGlue has it right.  Everyone 
in Perth knows that.  It is not necessary for me to draw attention to some of the unattractive aspects of the Leader 
of the Opposition’s personality.  

In terms of not being able to count, I need to make a point.  Without elaborating for too long, there has been a 
constant claim that this decision was made 12 months ago and because 12 months has expired he has the right to 
demand that the Government must immediately make all information available.  I know that the Leader of the 
Opposition always comes into the House very well prepared, but I must tell him that the date was 16 July.  The 
Government has another two months before it reaches the magic figure of 12 months. 

Another point has been made, which I have addressed in the past, but it needs to be addressed again.  Why did 
the previous Government receive advice that was very different from the advice given to this Government?  I do 
not dispute that the previous Government was given advice that it would cost in the order of $700 million to take 
the rail line down the freeway.  If members think about that, it means that that option was examined.  The 
previous Government thought there was merit in that route.  They did not do it not because it was not a good 
idea.  The former Premier should be asked about this because members will find that the reason it was not done 
was the cost; because of the claimed extra cost in the vicinity of $700 million, as stated by the Leader of the 
Opposition.  Do members know why that was?  It was because it was not a lateral thinking Government.  The 
advice was based on the assumption that the railway line could not be taken down the centre of the freeway 
where the bus lanes were.  The bus lanes were inviolate, and the rail line could not be taken down the centre of 
the bus lanes.  It required building a giant box down the side of the freeway.  The giant box would cost $700 
million.  If the former Government had the brains and the lateral thinking capacity of a Labor Government, and a 
commitment to make rail work, members opposite would have asked the question: does the rail line have to be in 
a box on the side?  Why could the rail line not be taken down the centre of the freeway?  If those questions had 
been asked, the previous Government would have got the answer we got, which is it can be done.  

I will go through some of the issues raised by the member for Carine.  I know that by nature the member is not a 
negative person.  One of the hardest things about being in opposition is that one has to be negative all the time.  
For some people, like the Leader of the Opposition, it is second nature; it is not a problem.  I identify with the 
member for Carine because I think I was like her; I hated being negative all the time.  It is awful.  Unfortunately, 
it is part of the job.  I will give her a bit of counsel, as she is working hard and genuinely trying.  It is her job to 
put me under scrutiny, and I do not mind that.  However, I would like to see more consistency from the 
Opposition of its critique of the Government, otherwise it will undermine the credibility of the Opposition.  The 
member for Carine is saying that there is no evidence that anyone is going to use the rail line.  The previous 
Government was going to build one via Kenwick.  The previous Government thought that people would be 
happy to go via Kenwick - via the North Pole - even though it would take an extra 12 minutes.  We are offering a 
shorter trip; our route is quicker.  Perhaps she is saying commuters do not want a shorter trip.  They might want 
to read the whole paper; they might want to read through to the sports page, not just the business page!  In some 
of her interviews on radio, the member for Carine has said that people will not take the train; they will use their 
cars as they want to reach their destination more quickly!  They will want to get there quicker but they will use a 
train that takes the long way round and not use the one that is quicker!  It just does not gel.  I know it is a hard 
job as I did it for eight years.  I know it is tough but the member must have more consistency.  I will give some 
assistance to the member for Carine as I genuinely like her.  She is trying to do her job.  Quite rightly, she brings 
this important issue into the Parliament. 

The issue is not whether people will use the rail line; of course they will use it.  The previous Government 
believed it and that is why it was going to be built via Kenwick.  The real issue is whether there will be increased 
patronage with the new route.  That is the question.  The Opposition asks, where is the evidence?  As I said, 
when the master plan is released all that will be explained.  There is no particular difficulty - 

Ms Hodson-Thomas:  Will it be in June? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  That is certainly my hope and intention.  It is a dream that will be delivered on, not like the 
Oakajee dream - zero railways, zero ports!  This Government will deliver ports and railways. 

The member for Carine acknowledges that one of the problems in getting people to stop using their cars and to 
use trains is that they want to go faster.  A paper was used as a basis for the original master plan, and has formed 
the basis of the Government’s thinking.  It is titled “The Modelling of Patronage Forecast for the South West 
Metropolitan Railway Master Plan”, and was prepared by Asymptote Consulting.  An analysis of the report 
reveals that the elasticity of demand to changes in journey time is in the range of 0.54 to 0.63; that is, if there is 
an improvement in journey time of 10 per cent, there will be an increase in patronage of 5.4 per cent to 6.3 per 
cent.  We are doing a lot better than just improving journey time by 10 per cent.  I will go through the figures, as 
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I have done patiently in the past.  A journey from Jandakot to Perth via Kenwick will take 28 minutes.  Using the 
direct route, it will take 16 minutes.  That is a saving of 42 per cent.  From Rockingham to Perth via Kenwick, a 
journey would take 45 minutes as compared with 33 minutes using the direct route.  That represents a saving of 
26 per cent.  A journey from Mandurah to Perth via Kenwick would take 60 minutes.  Using the direct route, the 
journey would take 48 minutes.  That represents a saving of 20 per cent.  That is the logical basis for making the 
assumption that if we use the direct route we will have an increase in train patronage.   

This brings us to the issue of the South Perth foreshore.  The question is, are we providing an outcome that is 
worse for the South Perth foreshore?  I say that we are not.  We will not use virgin foreshore or foreshore that is 
currently used for recreation.  We will use a major freeway.  We will put the rail line in the middle of the 
freeway.  The train system will take significant pressure off the freeway.  If we do not do that, and if we continue 
to have a fundamental reliance on motor vehicles, we will have to endlessly expand our roadways.  Under the 
previous Government we saw a duplication of the Narrows Bridge.  The member for South Perth tells me that he 
opposed that - although not as vigorously as he opposes this rail line.   

If we do not get a significant number of people on a rail line within the next 10 years, we will have to build at 
least another three lanes on that freeway.  This would be a far greater imposition and blight on the foreshore than 
today’s proposal.  I do not deny that there is some opposition to this proposal, but the overwhelming majority of 
people in the member’s electorate support it.  The commissioners in the City of South Perth told us that the No 1 
demand on its citizen survey was a train station in South Perth. 

Several members interjected. 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms Guise):  Order, members! 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Julian Grill’s letter has received a selected airing.  It is true that he was a capable and 
competent Minister for Transport, not one who consistently sought to improve the fortunes of the Labor Party.  It 
is interesting that Julian Grill acknowledged that there would be a huge cost of around $500 million in sinking 
the freeway.  He recognised that additional finance would be needed.  He made two suggestions, which I find 
very interesting.  First, he said the previous Government supported the proposition to construct the Graham 
Farmer Freeway by means of a fuel levy.  He says that we cannot impose fuel levies any longer, but he proposes 
another levy such as the metropolitan planning scheme improvement tax.  His second option is to impose a 
special tax on the ratepayers of South Perth and Como.  I put it to the member for South Perth that if he can 
rouse up the enthusiasm of the people in South Perth and Como so that they are prepared to pay a $500 million 
tax to sink the railway, I promise I will do it.  If the member for South Perth can get his people to support Julian 
Grill’s proposal for a special levy on the people of South Perth and Como, I will do it.  I have addressed the 
issues raised by the member for South Perth. 
Mr Barnett:  You have not said how much it will cost and how you will fund it.  You have no idea. 
Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Leader of the Opposition has no idea.  He was a complete and utter failure as a 
minister; he is even worse as a Leader of the Opposition. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  Members to my left!  This is the same ruling I have made previously: 
I will not allow the level of interjection to be such that a member of this place is unable to be heard. 
Ms MacTIERNAN:  I wish to raise the viability of the Kenwick route.  As we have pointed out in this House 
previously, the Kenwick option had many unresolved problems, and the more we looked at it, the more we saw 
how unworkable it was.  We have already referred to the length of trip times it would add.  It would mean 21 
trains an hour using a single line.  To keep down the time for the trip, three stations would have to be closed.  To 
ensure that the trip time to Mandurah was kept within one hour we would have to close Welshpool, Carlisle and 
Lathlain. 

Ms Hodson-Thomas:  We were talking about an express train. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  That is another issue.  To make this project work we would need trains that travel at 
130 kilometres an hour.  A train cannot travel at that speed along those lines; we cannot utilise that speed. 

Ms Hodson-Thomas:  Because the stations are too close. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The member is proposing three different stopping patterns.  If trains were running that close 
together, we could not have three separate stopping patterns; the trains would be banking up one after the other.  
It would be almost impossible to organise.  As I pointed out previously, coming into the city we would have only 
2.5 minutes headway at central station; we would need a minimum of three minutes to unload and load up again.  
It would not be possible.  There are endemic problems with attempting to do this on the cheap and to take the 
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people from the south west via the south east and duplicate the line.  It would also mean that 41 trains an hour 
would go through many of the remaining level crossings.   

This issue was set out in some detail in the local newspaper by the member for Roleystone.  He referred to the 
difficulties this would present for intersections such as that at William Street.  The response to the media by the 
member for Carine was that “she was not familiar with the William Street area but said she believed any traffic 
related problems could be overcome.”  She continued - 

“If there were some serious issues then it should have been worked through,”  . . . “I’m still of the view 
that all the planning that went into the Kenwick route shouldn’t be wasted.” 

These problems have not been resolved; they could have been resolved only at a considerable cost.  The Leader 
of the Opposition spoke about the lovely idea of this being some sort of unilateral decision.  This decision was 
made after much consideration by this Government.  The previous Government made its strategic decision to go 
down the Kenwick route in 1994; there was no massive consultation on this issue.  The previous Government did 
not do anything about it; it was just put in the metropolitan region scheme.  The strategic decision was made in 
1994 and the master planning did not commence until 1997.  I point out to the member for Carine that the details 
of the new portion of the route always had to be worked out under the master plan.  I could not pretend that we 
had the detail absolutely right when we made that announcement on 16 July, some 10 months ago. 

Mr Barnett:  When did you first announce you were going to redo the route? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  On 16 July 1999. 

Mr Barnett:  No, you didn’t. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The member can tell me if he has another date.  The cost of this project is as previously 
announced, other than the normal escalations that are CPI adjusted - there is no magic here - just as the 
Opposition’s project would have been CPI adjusted.  Just as the figures the Leader of the Opposition is relying 
on are 1998-99 figures - 

Mr Barnett:  No, they are not; they are October 2000 figures. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Anyhow, is the member saying that they would have remained constant?  Would they have 
escalated? 

Mr Barnett:  There has been three per cent inflation.  You are way beyond that.  You are up to 30 per cent blow-
out. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  How does the member know that? 

Mr Barnett:  You cannot 12 months later tell us what the railway is going to cost.  You are incompetent.  It is 12 
months later! 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is not 12 months later.  Ten months later, the project is on budget.  There will be normal 
escalations. The Opposition probably does not believe in escalation!  When in government, it probably never 
escalated its propositions!  The Minister for Education has come in here day after day and outlined the economic 
travesties of the previous Government.  This proposal is on budget.  The south west rail link will be on budget.  

Mr Barnett:  Which budget?  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The budget the Government announced previously.  The Leader of the Opposition has not 
done his homework.  He is supposed to be reading these things.  The project is on budget.  It will be escalated, as 
would have happened with the previous Government’s proposal.   

Mr Barnett:  You cannot answer a simple question, about what the budget for the project will be.   

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Rubbish.  The Leader of the Opposition should not try to bully me.  He is hated by his own 
side of politics, because he is the most unrelenting bully.  Mr Doug Shave told us the Leader of the Opposition 
was like that when he was age six.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  Members!  Leader of the Opposition, I am on my feet.  The minister 
has the call.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I have no intention of allowing the Leader of the Opposition to use the bullying tactics he 
has used all his life.  
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Mr Pendal:  Give us the numbers then.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I will give the House the numbers.  

Mr Pendal:  Pick your birth date and double it!  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I do not think Don Quixote, the member for South Perth, should be making any reflections 
about age.  

As the Government has announced before, the cost of the project is the sum of the cost of the project proposed 
by the previous Government plus the $70 million diverted from the extension of the bus way south of Canning 
Bridge.  The cost of the project will be $1.217 billion.  Of course, it will be escalated.  The rail line to the 
southern suburbs will be up and running by 2006, as promised.   

Ms Hodson-Thomas:  When will the railcar contracts be signed?  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The railcar contracts are very complex.  I explained in question time the reasons for the 
delays.  I hope the Government will be in a position to sign the contracts very soon.   

Mr Trenorden interjected.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am sure the Leader of the National Party can provide some information about how long, 
for example, it took the previous Government, having announced a preferred tenderer, to sign the bus acquisition 
contracts.  If I am not mistaken, it took about a year to go from the point of announcing a preferred proponent to 
signing the contracts.  The railcar contract is complex, and there are issues that must be decided, because it is not 
only for purchase, but also includes a 15-year maintenance period.  That means that the Government must be 
very careful that proper hedging arrangements are in place.  The Government is now seeking to iron out a 
number of complexities, and I hope the process is now in its final phase.  Once the contracts have been signed, it 
will be absolutely clear that the rail project will go ahead.  

MR TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [4.14 pm]:  This is a most important infrastructure project for the people of 
Mandurah, and will affect them in the most positive way.  This debate has highlighted a number of issues, 
particularly the incompetence of the former Government’s Kenwick option.  It was disregarded by the minister 
and the Government because it was a second-rate option for the people of Mandurah and the people of the 
southern corridor, who deserve a fast, efficient and effective public transport rail system.  This has been denied 
to them for many years, although it is enjoyed by people in the northern suburbs.  There is no reason the people 
living in the southern corridor, the fastest growing region in Western Australia, should not have a world-class 
public rail transport system.   

The real difficulty is that the former coalition Government had no credibility in public rail transport because, in 
its eight-year term, it did not build one metre of new rail line.  The Liberal and National Parties are embarrassed 
by their record - they were the Government that closed the Fremantle to Perth rail line.  The subsequent Labor 
Government reopened that line, electrified the system and extended the rail link to the northern suburbs.  
Throughout its history the Labor Party has had a constant commitment to ensuring that the people of Western 
Australia have access to public transport.  The rail link to the southern corridor will be built by a Labor 
Government. 

I will present evidence that indicates that the decision to redirect the rail link down the freeway from Perth and 
disregard the Kenwick link has been welcomed by the community of Mandurah.  On 19 July 2001, when the 
decision was made, the front page of the Mandurah Mail carried some of the community reactions.  

Mr Marshall interjected.  

Mr TEMPLEMAN:  No comment was reported from the member for Dawesville.  The paper reported the 
comments of the mayor of Mandurah as follows - 

“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,” Cr Holmes said.   

It must be viable, or people will not use it.  Time is important to the people of Mandurah.  The duration of the 
trip to Perth must be short enough to make it a viable alternative to car transport.  The comments of the president 
of the Mandurah Peel Region Chamber of Commerce were also reported in the article as follows - 

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.  

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

. . . 

“The Mandurah Peel Region Chamber of Commerce recognises the future of Mandurah and 
Rockingham are interwoven and that our economic development is reliant on achievable, affordable 
infrastructure development.” 

I am pleased that the Liberal Party has today very clearly stated that it favours the Kenwick link again.  The 
people of Mandurah and the people of the southern corridor have clearly indicated that the decision to route the 
rail line down the freeway is sensible, because it will ensure that the people who live there will be able to 
efficiently and effectively reach the metropolitan area and the areas adjoining the line.  The most important thing 
is that it will provide them with an effective link to Perth.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (20) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Day Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Birney Mr Edwards Mr Omodei Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Board Ms Hodson-Thomas Mr Pendal Dr Woollard 
Dr Constable Mr House Mr Sullivan Mr Marshall (Teller) 

Noes (28) 

Mr Bowler Mr Hill Mr McRae Mr Templeman 
Mr Carpenter Mr Hyde Mrs Martin Mr Watson 
Mr Dean Mr Kobelke Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Mr D’Orazio Mr Kucera Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr Logan Mr Quigley  
Dr Gallop Ms MacTiernan Ms Radisich  
Mr Graham Mr McGinty Mr Ripper  
Ms Guise Ms McHale Mrs Roberts  

            

Pairs 

 Mr Bradshaw Mr Brown 
 Mr McNee Mr Marlborough 

Question thus negatived. 
 


