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SOUTHERN RAIL LINK 
Matter of Public Interest 

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

That this House condemns the Government for its lack of consultation and its arrogant disregard for 
planning, engineering and cost impacts of its decision to redirect the southern rail link.   

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

Standing Orders Suspension 

MR DAY (Darling Range) [3.06 pm]:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow five minutes of opposition 
members’ time to be allocated to other members’ time for this matter of public interest.   

This will facilitate the member for South Perth in particular to be able to speak for greater than the maximum 
amount of five minutes for which he would otherwise be able to speak.  The Opposition is happy to allocate five 
minutes of its time to the member for South Perth.  I understand that the Government is happy to support the 
motion.  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Debate Resumed 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.07 pm]:  I move the motion.  

This is a most important issue.  It is the Opposition’s view that the Government should be condemned for its 
absolute lack of consultation and its very arrogant disregard for the proper planning, engineering and cost studies 
for the southern railway.  The Government has made a major decision.  It is a major infrastructure matter and 
engineering project that will cost at least $1.2 billion.  It will impact significantly on urban growth and the 
development of the whole metropolitan region including the central city area.   

Over several years, the previous Government went to great lengths to study carefully all aspects concerning the 
southern railway.  I do not discount in any way the right of a new Government to review that decision; the new 
Government is perfectly entitled to review it.  However, if the Government chooses to do that, it is incumbent on 
it to do so properly.  That is the grievance the Opposition has with this procedure.  The Government is entitled to 
review the previous Government’s decision, but it must do it properly.   

The opposition spokesman on metropolitan transport and the member for South Perth will also contribute to this 
debate.  Major projects like this are complex and they take a long time to plan and develop.  I will briefly discuss 
some of the background.  In 1994, the alignment was included within the metropolitan region scheme.  The first 
step was to put it into the regional planning scheme.  The previous Cabinet announced the in-principle extension 
of the rail system in 1995.  Funding was approved for the development of a full master plan for the project in 
1997.  The master planning process involved all key government agencies such as the Department of Transport, 
Ministry for Planning, Treasury, Westrail and Main Roads Western Australia.  It also involved all significant 
planning authorities and the local government authorities of Victoria Park, Canning, Gosnells, Cockburn, 
Kwinana, Rockingham, Mandurah and Perth.  It was an extensive government, local government and 
community-based planning process that considered all the technical, route, population, journey-to-work studies 
and the like.  Detailed work was undertaken in good faith and was properly funded.  That master plan was 
released in March 1999, which detailed the railway, transit stations and rolling stock that was required.   

One of the complex issues involved how to incorporate Rockingham into the rail system, and three alternative 
routes were proposed.  As a result, a Rockingham Rail Options Task Force was formed to look at the issue.  The 
previous Government did not rush the decision.  It took its time and looked carefully at the whole route before it 
looked specifically at the issue of Rockingham.  The task force was chaired by Hon Barbara Scott and included 
representatives from the Department of Transport, Ministry for Planning, City of Rockingham and the general 
community.  It was a detailed process.  Some 9 000 public submissions were received on the Rockingham aspect 
of the plan.  Indeed, 97 per cent of those submissions supported a central city route, as did 83 per cent of the 400 
households that were surveyed.  Access to Rockingham was an important part of the process, but it was only one 
part.  Members may make fun of the journey-to-work time, but what is the point of a railway that goes past 
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Rockingham?  The whole planning and development of the City of Rockingham regional concept - its centre for 
employment, commerce, trade and retail - was based on public transport access that was not to the outskirts but 
to the heart of Rockingham.  The Rockingham community and its local government have worked on the proposal 
for years.  It was not rushed.  It was one of many issues.  Again, I do not dispute the right of the Government to 
review the proposal.  However, if the Government is to review it, it must respect what has been done and take 
the time to look at it properly.   

Once that work was completed and those issues addressed, the coalition Government made the final cabinet 
decision in October 2000 to commit to the Mandurah-Rockingham-Perth rail system.  The detailed costing for 
the service to be established and operational by 2005 was $1.147 billion, which included a loop line to 
Rockingham.  A decision had been made and was included in the total costing of $1.1 billion.  This fully costed 
and engineered plan, to be delivered by 2005, provided rail access to Mandurah, central Rockingham and, via 
Kenwick, to the Perth central business district at a cost of $1.1 billion.  This followed a planning and 
development process that dated back to 1994.  That is the nature of any large-scale infrastructure project, 
whether it is publicly or privately funded.  There can be no shortcut.  It is a complex and detailed process.   

The plan included a provision to call for tenders on 4 November 2001, which is not far away, for the supply of 
117 new railcars.  What will happen to that tender process?   

That is one of dozens of unresolved issues.  The previous Government also made a decision in an associated 
area, which involved a portfolio for which I was previously responsible.  Members may recall that AlintaGas 
was privatised and $300 million of the proceeds of that privatisation were earmarked for the rail system.  The 
previous Government addressed not only planning, engineering, journey-to-work trips, and consultation with 
local authorities, all agencies of government and local communities, but also funding of the project.  It had 
earmarked $300 million to kick-start the project, which would be funded over the four or five year construction 
timetable.  It was do-able without exposing and blowing out the debt of Western Australia.  It had all been 
thought through with great care.  Then there was a change of government.  No-one is disputing that the new 
Government is entitled to review that decision.  However, the Government has a responsibility to do it properly.  
On 16 July, the Premier and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure announced a redirection of the rail line 
to bring it along Kwinana Freeway, over the Narrows Bridge and underground through the Perth central business 
district.  The Government claimed the cost would be $1.2 billion, and it justified that changed decision by saying 
that the travelling time between Mandurah and Perth would be reduced from 60 minutes to 48 minutes.  The 
Government is also proposing that access to the centre of the City of Rockingham be replaced with a line about 
one kilometre to the east of Rockingham.  The Government is also proposing a railway line from Mandurah to 
the central business district.  I acknowledge that this is a more direct route and will reduce travelling time to the 
CBD.  However, this route will skirt the outside of Rockingham, and essentially expenditure that should have 
taken place in the City of Rockingham will be removed and added to the Perth end in a project that the 
Government claims will cost $1.2 billion.  The cost will end up being nothing like $1.2 billion.  The instinct and 
gut feeling of every engineer and consultant in Perth is that the final figure will be way above that.  That is a 
consistent message, and I have no doubt about that.   

The decision to take the route through Kenwick was not rushed.  Of course we were conscious when in 
government that that route would add time to the Mandurah to Perth trip.  That was one of the issues.  However, 
it would also provide access for a greater number of commuters in the southern suburbs.  The Government is 
proposing that the railway line from the city centre will zip down the freeway without picking up or dropping off 
one single passenger.  The proposed route through Kenwick will go through the dormitory suburbs of Perth and 
will pick up commuters.  This Government has focused only on the journey of people who work in the central 
business district.  Those people are retail and office workers.  The Kenwick option took into account also blue 
collar workers, to use that old-fashioned term, who travel from Mandurah and Rockingham to the Canning Vale 
and Kewdale industrial areas.  The Government has ignored the thousands of industry process workers and 
manufacturing and transport industry workers who travel from Mandurah and Rockingham into the industrial 
heartland areas of Canning Vale and Kewdale.  Their journey to work is just as important as the journey of the 
central business district workers.  Therefore, the principal reason for our decision to go with the Kenwick route 
was to provide access to commuter suburbs and facilitate the journey to work of both central city workers and 
Kewdale and Canning Vale workers.  We knew that the Kenwick route would result in extra travelling time, but 
that was the trade off that we made.   

The Government is entitled to revisit that issue.  However, it must understand that its decision will not just 
suddenly pluck out a 12-minute saving in travelling time but will also deny access to thousands of blue collar 
workers, apprentices and the like - who should be the Government’s constituency - who often do not have 
vehicles and find it difficult to get to jobs in the industrial areas of Canning Vale and Kewdale.  The Government 
has forgotten about those people and is focusing simply on a narrow, radial view of urban development that will 
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take people from outlying areas to the central city.  The Government needs to understand that in an urban area, 
an increasing number of journeys to work take place around the urban ring.  Indeed, the Kenwick route could 
have been the start of what ultimately could have been both a radial and ring rail network for the Perth 
metropolitan area.  That will now effectively be denied. 

How did the Government make this decision?  From the information available to the Opposition, the 
Government gave the bureaucracy four weeks to work on it before the plan was announced.  The bureaucracy 
had four weeks to somehow redo years of detailed planning.   

Ms MacTiernan interjected.   

Mr BARNETT:  The minister will get an opportunity to refute that if she wants to.   

Ms MacTiernan:  Can you explain where you get that from? 

Mr BARNETT:  I will get to that later.  The Labor party policy statement about getting transport back on track 
stated that Labor would ensure that the community was included in planning transport networks and would 
involve local government in establishing funding priorities.  What a joke!  What an absolute disgrace!  The 
Western Australian Municipal Association has called for a halt in planning until there is some form of genuine 
consultation.  The Cities of Perth, South Perth, Canning, Gosnells, Rockingham, Melville, Belmont and 
Armadale, and the Town of Victoria Park - the Premier’s seat - have all objected because of the absolute lack of 
consultation.  This incompetent minister wrote to the City of Rockingham on 20 June 2001 and stated that no 
final decisions would be made without consultation with the council members and the community.  Three or four 
weeks later, the mayor of the City of Rockingham received a telephone call at 10.00 am to inform him that the 
Government would make an announcement that afternoon.  This minister misled the City of Rockingham: she 
promised consultation, but she did not do a thing.  It goes on.  It was so bad that the member for Peel, to his 
credit, apologised to the City of Rockingham for the way in which the issue had been handled, and his apology is 
recorded in the council minutes.  He had the courage to apologise for the conduct and performance of this 
minister.  I do not apologise for her.  

In his statement the Premier claims that the $1.2 billion cost of the direct route will be contained within existing 
budget estimates.  That amount of $1.2 billion is already $53 million above the cost of the project as calculated 
by the previous Government, but I will concede that amount, and stick to the Government’s promised 
$1.2 billion cost.  The Government will not be able to carry out the project for anywhere near that amount.  The 
member for Carine has raised the issue of building a heavy rail line across the Narrows Bridge, which cannot 
support it.  How is the railway to be built across the Mount Henry Bridge?  It cannot be done.  How is the rail to 
be built up the middle of the Kwinana Freeway?  More importantly, even if all this can be done, how is the rail 
line to be built into the city centre?  The Government’s proposal seems to be to build the rail line over the bridge, 
and for trains to pull up at a station next to the convention centre, and then zip under William Street.  How is this 
to be done - by tunnelling or excavation, or both?  The minister said that detailed planning had been done, but 
she has no idea.  Engineers in Perth know that the job is incredibly difficult.  

Ms MacTiernan:  That is absolute nonsense.  Is the Leader of the Opposition saying that it cannot be done?  

Mr BARNETT:  Is the plan to tunnel or to excavate?  

Ms MacTiernan:  The Government will explore both options.  

Mr BARNETT:  Terrific - the minister intends to explore both options!  There is a bit of difference between the 
two!  The minister has no idea whether the railway will be built by tunnelling or excavation!  

One third of the cost of this project is rolling stock.  This Labor Government will be sneaky with money again.  
It will lease the rolling stock, and then say that the cost of building the railway has been kept to $1.2 billion, 
because the cost of the rolling stock will not be included in the capital cost.  I predict now that the cost of this 
project will blow out by anywhere between $250 million and $500 million.  The Government will not be able to 
deliver the project for anywhere near $1.2 billion.  

Finally, there is the effect on the central business district - the Government will blight the city of Perth.  This 
issue will go on and on.  

MRS HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [3.22 pm]:  When judging the merits of the Labor Government’s southern 
railway plan, the community must consider two key aspects:  whether it is good transport planning for the 
community, and whether it is good value for money.  A further aspect of the issue worthy of inspection is the 
Government’s arrogant haste and disregard for the community in its announcement of the plan, without detailed 
costing or public consultation.  The Labor Party campaigned on a policy of accountability, and promised the 
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highest standards of openness, integrity in public life and enhanced democracy.  That is certainly not evident in 
this announcement.   

The Labor Party’s transport planning is a disaster.  The railway plan will serve only half the population base of 
the original Kenwick route, and will reduce public transport options and benefits for residents in the southern 
corridor.  This is not to mention that it will deny residents access to major employment areas and job 
opportunities.  The whole southern suburbs transport picture needs to be considered, not just the Mandurah rail 
line in isolation.   

Mr McRae:  Absolutely!  

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  The member for Riverton should be concerned.  The Labor Government has talked 
of the southern railway line as though it is an isolated transport issue that involves only the people in 
Rockingham and Mandurah.  That is wrong.  The southern railway line is just one part of a big picture, which 
accommodates the transport needs of all the people in the southern corridor.  The considerable backlog of road 
works, a legacy of the previous Labor Government, was a priority of the coalition Government.  

Several members interjected.  

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  Members opposite can laugh if they wish, but the southern metropolitan situation 
was perfectly obvious to anyone caught in the ever-growing traffic jams on our freeways.  

The coalition Government recognised the obvious needs and set out major public investment in the freeways.  
One of the outstanding achievements of the coalition Government was the Graham Farmer Freeway.  There have 
been major improvements in traffic flow in the northern suburbs.  The coalition Government also invested 
heavily in the southern freeway to accommodate the obvious and growing traffic needs.  With those traffic 
problems tackled, the coalition budgeted for a major rail investment in the southern corridor.  The plan for the 
Kenwick route was sensible: a rail line would go through the southern population hub thus providing fair access 
for all of those suburbs and serving the rapidly developing communities of Canning Vale, Huntingdale, Southern 
River and more, which have now been totally ignored.  In addition to accommodating the flow of private traffic, 
the coalition invested in private transport by building bus lanes on the freeway.  That has now been abandoned.  
The coalition’s transport plan presented a sensible big picture with motor vehicles and public transport 
complementing improved and expanded freeways.   

At a time when the people in this State are using the southern freeway and are looking forward to greatly 
improved traffic flows, they have been told that they must endure another five years of disruption because the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has changed her mind about the Kenwick route.  Firstly, the minister’s 
big picture rail plan effectively ignores half of the population hub.  Secondly, the investment in the southern 
freeway will be largely wasted, as a poorly thought-out and planned railway line that clearly compromises public 
safety will impede the traffic flows.  The continued population growth will see the freeway traffic swell further 
with no option for relief.   

The coalition Government commissioned a master plan and the Leader of the Opposition detailed that; however, 
I want to raise a couple of points.  The coalition Government prepared detailed costings for the Kenwick 
proposal.  This was done in full consultation - as the Leader of the Opposition has already said - with all of the 
local authorities.  They are highly critical of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and so they should be.  
The minister advocated public consultation.  However, in this regard she has let the people down.  The minister 
wrote to the mayor of the City of Rockingham on 20 June 2001 and I will quote from the minister’s 
correspondence to the mayor.  The reference is “South West Metropolitan Railway Rockingham City Centre.”  
The final paragraph states - 

No final decisions will be taken without consultation with the council members and with your 
community.   

Yet 26 days later, during which time there was no contact with the council, the Premier and the minister made 
their announcement.  That flies in the face of Labor’s policy on accountability.  People who do not have access 
to Labor’s railway will have to use cars or buses, both of which will be standing in unnecessary traffic jams.   

Members will now be better able to answer the first question I posed about Labor’s rail plan, which was: “Is it 
good transport planning?”  The answer is clearly no.  As I said at the outset, Labor’s plan is a transport planning 
disaster.  It serves only half of the population base of the original plan, while also reducing transport options and 
the benefits for residents - 

Several members interjected.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 31 July 2001] 

 p1695c-1706a 
Speaker; Mr John Day; Mr Colin Barnett; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Acting Speaker; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; 

Mr John Bradshaw; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Pendal 

 [5] 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  I have only a certain amount of time, so members should not interrupt. 

The second question I posed is whether Labor’s railway plan is good value for taxpayers’ money. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I call the members to my right to order.  At times they are drowning 
out the member for Carine, and her time is limited.   

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  The answer is an unambiguous no.  This is obvious when one reflects on the fact 
that Labor’s rail plan provides less rail line and fewer trains to service a smaller population than the original 
plan, yet at a greater cost.  The tax-paying public can rightly demand to know how Labor can achieve such an 
outcome.  In making this demand of the Government, I will highlight a number of aspects that, ultimately, will 
compromise public safety.  During deliberations on the master plan, the coalition Government examined the 
direct route.  Although I have been unable to acquire written documentation relating to the direct route, a number 
of factors have been brought to my attention.   

They are the factors that relate to the Narrows and Mount Henry Bridges, the tunnelling of Wellington Street 
and, most importantly, the corridor of land required to safely accommodate the dual-gauge carriageways.  The 
new Narrows Bridge has only recently been completed.  It was constructed to take light rail; therefore, further 
construction will be required, and the minister has outlined some of that today.  That will bring with it an added 
financial burden and major disruption, not to mention the environmental impact it will have on the city’s 
foreshore, or the visual scar and the atrocious legacy that will be left to Western Australians.  Mount Henry 
Bridge is also not designed to accommodate rail, and extensive works will be required to enable it to carry the 
dual-gauge rail.  Again, that will impose an added financial burden, cause enormous disruption and have an 
untold - but massive - impact on the visual environment.  Then, of course, there is the tunnelling under 
Wellington Street.  No-one seems concerned for the poor traders along Wellington Street.  I certainly have a 
great deal of sympathy for them, and so should everybody in this place.  I understand that many of the older 
buildings do not have water-pumping facilities, and that could cause major construction damage.  How does the 
minister propose to assure those traders, and the public, that minimum disruption will occur?  How will she 
assure them of their safety?  Compensation is also an issue.  

Mr McRae:  You have no credibility with that after the Northbridge tunnel. 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  I have limited time and would like to continue.   

Ms MacTiernan:  What public safety problem? 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister should listen.  My final point is about the corridor of land required to 
accommodate the dual gauge.  I understand that the width of the corridor of land for the northern suburbs rail 
line is 30 metres.  

Ms MacTiernan:  It is 18 metres. 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  I have been told it is 30 metres.  The corridor of land for the southern rail will be 18 
metres.  That is a difference of 12 metres.  Surely that will compromise public safety. 

Mr Carpenter:  We will use narrow trains.  Only thin people will be able to use them. 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  The Minister for Education should not make light of it.  Surely that reduced corridor 
will compromise public safety.  What would happen if there were a derailment?  How can the Government 
assure the community that it is being looked after if it proposes to cut corners through the corridor of land to be 
used for this dual-gauge line?  

I began by saying that to properly judge Labor’s southern railway plan we need to consider two main issues: the 
effectiveness of the rail in terms of overall transport needs, and whether the plan represents value for money.  
The plans fails dismally on both counts.  Only the Labor Party could suggest that a smaller rail line with fewer 
railcars which serves a smaller population, that interferes with other transport options and that has a greater cost 
and requires an unnecessary tunnel would be better than the original southern rail plan.  This is a further high 
mark of Labor’s arrogance and deceit.  It has simply announced the plans before undertaking any detailed work - 
of course, that is all yet to come - and without providing any hint of its intention before the election.  We may 
well ask on what basis the Labor Government decided to go ahead with the new plan.  No details are available.  

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [3.36 pm]:  This is an extraordinary 
performance by the Opposition.  It is a very substandard performance.  The basis of the Opposition’s argument is 
that bridges will fall into the water.  Obviously, it has very little confidence in the capacity of the engineering 
fraternity in this State.  It seems to think that our engineers will not be capable of providing a safe rail system for 
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the people of this State.  That is ludicrous.  Bridges all over the world support railway lines.  I do not understand 
why the Opposition thinks it is not possible for Western Australia to have a bridge that supports a railway line.  
It is something that is pretty ordinary.  

Mr Sweetman:  You know the difference.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  What is the difference? 

Mr Sweetman:  The structural integrity of the bridge.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  We have already acknowledged that Mount Henry Bridge and the Narrows Bridge will 
require strengthening.  It is an indictment of the previous Government that when it duplicated the Narrows 
Bridge it did not make provision for the bridge to be strengthened to enable it to accommodate Perth rail.   

I will go though the issues in careful detail because members opposite are having some trouble coming to terms 
with them.  One of the first things we did when we got into government was ask questions.  We asked for 
briefings on the Kenwick option and we asked to see the documentation behind it.  Over the following six 
months - not one month as the Leader of the Opposition, without any substance whatsoever, tried to make out - 
we went through the project chapter and verse.  We spent many weeks going over the detail.  We did it, we redid 
it, we checked it and we rechecked it to determine whether it was possible to build a direct line within the 
budget.  Rather then encountering any resistance from the bureaucracy, we found it enthusiastic to look at this 
option.  

Mr Pendal:  Of course it was.  It was waiting for you.  It reckons you are the greatest thing since Sir Humphrey. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The member for South Perth has no credibility.  He is worried about a few people who live 
alongside a road on which 130 000 cars travel each day.  Those people are not affronted by those 130 000 cars, 
but they will, according to the member for South Perth, be highly affronted by a clean, efficient electric rail 
system.  It is absolute nonsense. 

Mr Pendal:  Since you live in Mt Lawley, you will not feel particularly offended by it.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I call the member for South Perth to order. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Under the previous Government, the Ministry for Planning looked at putting the rail line 
down the freeway.  That was strongly resisted by a rival department, the Department of Transport, which was 
lobbying for buses to be the pre-eminent form of transport.  This is identical to the sorts of struggles that have 
gone on previously.  However, the previous Labor Government had the capacity to cut through that rivalry and 
come up with a sensible process.  It makes sense for a rail system to follow the shortest and most efficient route.  
When the planning was being done, the people exploring that option were told there was no way a rail system 
could use the median strip of the freeway.  They were told that if they wanted to use the freeway for the rail 
system, they had to either construct it in a box and sink it or extend the freeway to the side to carry a separate 
and discrete train rail system.  The cost of building a line from Jandakot to the centre of Perth was in the order of 
$800 million.  That clearly ruled out any prospect of its being a realistic option.  However, some people in 
government were concerned, because in October 1996 a study was commissioned that asked BSD Consultants 
Pty Ltd to look at the freeway options.  The report, which was kept secret from the Perth urban rail development 
steering group, clearly states that the alignment with the least constraints is the median alignment within the 
existing Kwinana Freeway.  According to available information, although it will require some localised 
rearrangement of the freeway pavement and a decision regarding the desirable route and method for crossing the 
Swan River to reach central Perth, the existing Kwinana Freeway reserve can accommodate a 12.7 metre rail 
cross-section in its median from South Perth to the City of Mandurah.  The existing bus lane from the Canning 
interchange to the Perth City Busport could also be retained with limited and localised widening of the reserve.  
It has always been feasible to take the rail down the centre of the Kwinana Freeway into the city.  The report was 
obviously never given to the PURD group.  The previous Government was not prepared to consider that option 
and persisted with a planning arrangement that would not deliver the best rail link to the people of this State. 

If I had the time I would outline some of the cost implications.  I shall refer to a couple of claims made by the 
Leader of the Opposition, the first being that this project is a giant scam and that the Government intends to lease 
the railcars and say that the cost was not included in the overall pricing.  That is simply not true.  The 
Government’s $1.2 billion costing includes the railcars.  In fact, the cost of the railcars has been reduced by a 
reduction in numbers. We now require only 29 train car sets, instead of 36 because a considerable length of the 
journey has been cut, which, although not costed into the project, has resulted in the saving of a considerable 
amount of money which will have a substantial impact on the operating costs of the rail system. 

I am happy to make public the documents I have with me that indicate the way in which the Government has 
costed the project.  Members will see that these costings refer to key savings that have been made by re-
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allocating to the project $70 million which was previously intended to fund the bus lane south of the Canning 
Bridge; by not taking the rail through the Rockingham loop; and by saving on the expenditure required for the 
proposed Kenwick line. 

Points of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  If the minister is quoting from an official document, I ask her to table it. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am quoting from documents that have been prepared for this speech.  I am not required to 
table them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I thank the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I do not believe that is correct.  If the minister is quoting from documents, they should be 
tabled. 

Mr KOBELKE:  When a minister quotes from an official document, the document must be tabled.  The minister 
has made it clear that she has had speech notes prepared for her which include details about the matter.  As such, 
they are not official documents; they are records that she has had prepared for this speech.  At the start of this 
Parliament the Speaker ruled on this matter.  As the minister said, she was quoting from speech notes that are not 
official documents and, therefore, they are not caught by that standing order. 

Mr DAY:  The minister said she was quoting from a document.  She did not say she was quoting from speech 
notes.  She clearly has a number of official documents with her, to which she has obviously been referring.  It is 
reasonable to ask her to table the information so that members can be apprised of it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  They are speech notes.  The Leader of the House was 
correct on that point.   

Debate Resumed 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I shall provide to the Opposition, if it desires, a list of all the costings. 

Mr Day:  We do. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Government has nothing to hide about this matter.  As I said, a number of substantial 
savings have been made, which enabled us to take what is in many respects the more expensive option of going 
down the centre of the freeway into the city.  There will be major positive impacts on the people of Western 
Australia.  They will have a public transport system that works; that will compete with motor vehicles; and, for 
the first time, that will bring people right into the heart of the city. 

The Opposition said the Government had not conducted detailed planning on this matter.  In the past six months 
we checked carefully with the leading government engineers the costings that we used to come to the conclusion 
that we can complete this project.  We asked members of the private sector to examine our costings.  They also 
concluded that the costings were sound; indeed, they said they were conservative.  There is no question that 
these works can be completed in an engineering sense.  The only question is: at what cost?  We will conduct the 
planning in the same way the Opposition conducted detailed planning in its master plan phase. 

In 1995 the Opposition, when in government, decided to take the railway via Kenwick.  Subsequently, it sought 
public consultation to develop the detailed work required for the master plan stage.  This Government is doing 
exactly that.  It is making a strategic decision based on what is best for public transport and for land-use 
planning.  Having made that strategic decision, we will work with local authorities, engineers and designers to 
ensure that the project comes in on budget and on time.  I have every confidence that we will do that because the 
same people who are responsible for giving the Government these costings are the people who delivered the 
northern suburbs rail line on time and on budget. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.47 pm]:  The Leader of the Opposition raised in his motion the issues 
of consultation, planning, engineering and cost.  I will not repeat the points made by the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  However, I will say that when this Government came to power and a view was put strongly 
to it that there was an alternative to the route determined by the previous Government which would produce a 
much better result for the public transport system of Western Australia, the Government had to work out a way 
to respond to that view.  The way in which the Government responded was to consider all the issues so that it 
could be satisfied that no basic engineering or structural issue would preclude that alternative option.  Our advice 
on that matter stated that it was a plausible way to go; indeed, it will produce some added benefits in and of 
itself. 

Mr Barnett:  So, are you going to tunnel under or excavate William Street?  
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Dr GALLOP:  The Leader of the Opposition talked about tunnels.  There are tunnels everywhere all over the 
world.  In fact, I think there is one in Western Australia at the moment underneath Northbridge. 

I received a document issued by the Dutch foreign ministry on what is occurring in Holland, including an article 
on tunnels.  I received similar documents from Germany and Japan.  The Dutch put tunnels everywhere.  I do not 
know what the Opposition is on about. 

Mr Barnett:  Are you going to tunnel or excavate?  You have no idea. 
Ms MacTiernan:  Because we haven’t done the master plan.  We have an idea but we will now deal with a 
detailed plan. 
Mr Barnett:  Are you going to tunnel or excavate a hole?  It is a simple question.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I call the House to order.  The Premier’s time is limited. 
Dr GALLOP:  Can the Leader of the Opposition tell me how he was going to send trains through Victoria Park 
and Carlisle every three minutes?  What was his plan?  He did not have one.  The notion that there was a fully 
developed plan to develop the Armadale railway line contained many unanswered questions about how it would 
work.  This Government inherited that.  The Leader of the Opposition has the gall to come into this House and 
say that he had a master plan.  There is one truth in Western Australian politics that screams out as one looks at 
it: only one political party has developed the rail system in this State.  The Opposition was not fair dinkum about 
the proposal it put forward.  I had no confidence in its ability to deliver the plan, had it been re-elected.  Not one 
kilometre of extra rail during its eight years of government was delivered.  Not one centimetre of extra rail was 
delivered during its time in government.  The questions about the rail system from Burswood to Kenwick 
remained unanswered.  There was no plan in place to deal with those issues.  The Opposition now has the gall to 
ask what are the costings.  It is a ridiculous question.  The Opposition gave us a system that did not have answers 
to those questions. 

The Government will develop the master plan.  The plan is based on the direct route from Mandurah to Perth.  
What is the most important planning question concerning public transport?  As the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure has said, the most important planning question is to get people out of cars and into trains.  It is the 
most important question in Perth today.  How does one answer that question?  It is answered by making the rail 
system attractive by making it fast, safe and clean.  People will not go from cars to trains unless the rail journey 
is quick.  The problem with the Opposition’s plan was that it required $1.2 billion of investment but there was no 
guarantee that people would use it.  The Government has come up with a system that, from a planning point of 
view, will get people out of cars and into trains.  It will improve the amenity for all the people of Perth, wherever 
they live, be it in Como, Joondalup or Rockingham. 
Mr Pendal:  That is not true. 

Dr GALLOP:  It is true!  I ask the member for South Perth a question: which Government built the Mount Henry 
Bridge? 
Mr Pendal:  The Premier knows who built the Mount Henry Bridge. 

Dr GALLOP:  The member will not answer the question because he was a member of the Government that built 
it and he comes into the Parliament and questions a strategic decision of the current Government! 

The most important thing is to get people from cars into trains.  How will that be achieved?  It will be achieved 
by having a good train system.  The Government has answered the planning question through the decision it has 
made. 

The Government took advice on the engineering aspects of this issue from the senior public sector engineers who 
built the northern suburbs railway. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan interjected. 

Dr GALLOP:  I mentioned this in question time but the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was not here.  When 
this side of the House put forward its plan for the northern suburbs railway, I remember that the now retired 
Richard Lewis said that it could not be done.  The other side of the House said the northern suburbs railway 
would never happen.  Not only did we do it; it was done in a way that has proved to be one of the most important 
public transport initiatives ever taken in Western Australia.  The Opposition has form on this issue: it has not 
built one centimetre of railway; it wanted to have bus routes everywhere; and it closed the Perth to Fremantle 
railway.  The Opposition comes into this place and talks about public transport!  The only thing the Opposition 
should do on public transport is to go away, get out some books, do some study and convert.  Until it does so, the 
Government will not be convinced of any argument it puts forward on this issue. 
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The Government used the best public service engineers who worked on the northern suburbs railway, and 
outside consultants. 

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  People in the northern suburbs cannot find parking at the stations. 

Dr GALLOP:  How does the member think the lives of people in the northern suburbs would be today without 
Labor’s initiatives on the railway?  The member has to acknowledge the improvements. 
Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  I applaud the previous Labor Government for providing the railway. 
Dr GALLOP:  Good.  I remind the member that her predecessors in this Parliament opposed it because they had 
no commitment to railways. 
The Government has received the best engineering advice, and it states that it can be done.  The Government will 
now develop the master plan.  On planning grounds, the Government meets the big decision requirement.  The 
Government will be able to shift people from using cars to using rail.  It will be of major benefit to the 
environment and planning of Perth. 

The Government will reallocate money from the busways system.  The member for South Perth’s constituents 
will have a choice.  They can either have a bus going down the Kwinana Freeway or they can have a train.  I can 
tell the member that it will be better to have a rail system.  Money will be saved on the Armadale line. 

When it comes to rail systems there are two engineering issues.  The Opposition focuses on the civil engineering 
issues but it conveniently ignores the operational engineering issues.  The operational engineering issues will 
ensure that we need fewer rail cars.  That will mean less expense than what the Opposition was planning.  The 
savings will be put into the civil engineering works that are required to bolster the Mount Henry Bridge and to 
tunnel underneath Perth. 

Mr Barnett:  How much will that cost? 

Dr GALLOP:  What was the member’s position on this issue in the previous Government?  He will not tell me.  
Did the Leader of the Opposition support the plan put forward by the previous Government or did he support a 
railway going down the middle of the freeway? 

Mr Barnett:  I saw an attraction in a direct route, but when we looked at all the journey-to-work destination data 
and the access to commuter suburbs, Cabinet made a decision to go through Kenwick.  I fully supported that 
decision. 

Dr GALLOP:  Is it not funny that Cabinet was not told about the report that was prepared. 

Mr Barnett:  Here it is. 

Dr GALLOP:  No, another report was prepared by the previous Government that the member did not know 
about.  He did not know about it because the former Premier wanted to keep him in the dark.  That is why he was 
not told.  That is the way the previous Government dealt with this issue. 

At the weekend, I was amazed to read of a new definition of political loyalty.  It was a quote by Mr Grumpy in 
the Sunday Times.  His definition of political loyalty is - 

Every six months people asked me when I was going to challenge for the leadership and every six 
months I would say “I'm not.”  And I didn't. 

That is his definition of loyalty and members on his side of the House should note it.  His definition of political 
loyalty is that he would not challenge the leader!  It is an interesting definition.  It is a minimalist definition if I 
ever heard one. 

Members opposite were kept in the dark about what were the options.  On the question of cost, the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure has made it clear that there will be some savings on some aspects of the 
Government’s decision and costs on others.  The Government is confident that the rail system will be built with 
the $1.2  billion that has been allocated.  The project is feasible in engineering terms and it can be done within 
the budget allocation.  The project is visionary and incorporates a future for the city of Perth that means all 
citizens will gain because more people will use the railway system than would have been the case with the 
alternative.  

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.59 pm]:  I am pleased to contribute to this debate.  I will point out a simple 
rule of politics to the Leader of the Opposition; that is, do not attack that which is popular.  He is making a huge 
mistake by doing so.  He is falling into a trap, and the first rule of politics is that one should not fall into a trap.  
The Leader of the Opposition has fallen into the trap of attacking the Government because it has done 
something.  He does that all the time, and it is an enormous mistake on his behalf.   
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Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  What about your platform of accountability?   

Mr McGOWAN:  I will discuss the railway from my point of view.  The Leader of the Opposition said that he 
would come to my electorate, and I welcome that.  He can target me all he likes because he will not beat me on 
this issue in my electorate.  The Leader of the Opposition should speak to the member for Dawesville - he 
supports the railway to the hilt!  The member for Dawesville thinks it is fantastic.  He had kittens the day we 
made this announcement because he thought it was terrific.   

I welcome a visit to my electorate by the Leader of the Opposition.  I will send a letter to the Leader of the 
Opposition inviting him to my electorate because I would love to debate this issue with him there.  He now says 
that the Kenwick route would have been supported by the people of Perth.  He is completely wrong, particularly 
about the people of Rockingham, because they support the route which goes up the freeway.  We know, because 
the last Cabinet leaked like a sieve, that not only did the Leader of the Opposition not support a railway, but also 
he did not support a loop into the city of Rockingham.  The ministers in the last Cabinet - I will not betray 
confidence -  

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  It is not available to members in this House to simply make untrue statements about other 
members.  It is not open to them to do that. 

Mr McGowan:  Have I named a member?  

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, me.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I am unaware that the parliamentary secretary named someone.  

Mr KOBELKE:  I did not hear the parliamentary secretary make any allegation or say anything of substance 
against the Leader of the Opposition that would be outside the standing orders of Parliament.  If the Leader of 
the Opposition feels that something specific was said, it is the normal practice in taking his point of order that he 
indicate what it was rather than make a vague generality that somehow he has been offended by what was said.  I 
did not hear anything that was in contravention of the standing orders.  If I missed something, it is up to the 
Leader of the Opposition to say specifically what was said by the parliamentary secretary.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I ask the Leader of the Opposition what actually offended him.  

Mr BARNETT:  It is not available to members to come in here and make unsubstantiated claims about other 
members of Parliament; under our Westminster system, it is not available to members to do that.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  This is typical of the Leader of the Opposition.  He cannot handle a little bit of argy-bargy in a 
political debate.  However, I will substantiate what I said.  The Leader of the Opposition now says that he 
supports the Kenwick route and that that was the position of the last Government.  I refer to Hansard of 
Thursday, 17 November 1998, where I raised the issue of the rail link, as was my wont in the last term of 
Government.  When referring to the railway line, the now Leader of the Opposition, Mr Barnett, responded, “I 
quite favour the Fremantle route too.” 

The Leader of the Opposition now says that he supports the Kenwick route, but he has been caught out, because 
in Hansard he is reported as saying that he was not at all supportive of it.  Be that as it may, I am happy for the 
Leader of the Opposition to come to my electorate and debate this issue because he will be slaughtered on this 
matter there.  The decision that was made by the Government is a popular one and is supported by the residents 
down that way.   

The Leader of the Opposition claimed that the City of Rockingham was not consulted.  The Mayor of 
Rockingham met with the Premier, the federal Leader of the Opposition and the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure about this issue.  Is the Leader of the Opposition saying that that is not consulting?  If he is, he is 
completely wrong and misunderstands the English language.  He also referred to the loop into Rockingham.  I 
point out, first, that that project was not properly funded by the previous Government.  The former Premier said 
that he would put only $100 million towards it and our costings show that the project would have cost in excess 
of $138 million.  Secondly, it would have knocked out the local football ground, the home ground of one of our 
most prominent sporting teams.  Thirdly, it would have taken a major rail system down suburban streets into the 
heart of Rockingham.  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to support that option in my electorate, he should 
feel free to do so.   
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I have debated this issue with the City of Rockingham, and I will continue to debate it.  If the Leader of the 
Opposition wants to target me on this issue, he should feel free to do so, because I will debate this issue with him 
in my electorate any time he wants; indeed, I beg him to do so.  The  member for Peel would love to have this 
debate with the Leader of the Opposition in the city of Rockingham because the Leader of the Opposition is on a 
losing issue.  No doubt that is why the Leader of the Opposition has allocated only a short period to debate on 
this issue during a matter of public interest.  If he had allocated some real time to the issue and had he debated it 
during private members’ business and spent extensive time on it, he would have been slaughtered.  He does not 
believe in or understand public transport and he does not understand the southern suburbs.  He will spend not 
four years, not eight years, but 12 years in opposition if he takes that view.  

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the House to order.  

Mr McGOWAN:  I support the Government’s decision, I think it is terrific, and I congratulate the Government 
on making it.  It is a courageous decision that will result in a properly integrated, effective and fast public 
transport system that will support the people. 

Mr Barnett:  Was it discussed with you?  

Mr McGOWAN:  Absolutely.  I knew all about it and I proudly supported it and pushed for its development.   

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [4.07 pm]:  In the course of this decision-making process, and on 16 July this year, 
we have been subjected to a level of arrogance from the new Government that would befit a Government that 
had been in office for eight or 12 years.  The Government’s decision to re-route the southern rail link to 
Mandurah has changed the face of urban design and the urban environment in this place and in this State 
probably by a factor of 30 years.   

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who has been sold a pup, has turned back the clock at least three 
decades on the way in which world’s best practice is used in the urban environment.  I will touch on several of 
those matters today.  In the course of her activities as the minister, the Government will come to rue the day it 
made its decision on 16 July.  It will also rue the process by which the minister persuaded it to go down the path 
that will turn back urban planning by 30 years.   

What is the proof of the haste and the lack of study and research?  Later I will refer to one of the first hints I had, 
which I also heard a number of government speakers mention today.  I also heard from Mr Martinovich, who 
was sent out to brief me on Friday.  I will refer later to one or two other hints.   The proof of the haste and lack of 
planning is that the Government told me and my electors that we could have a station in South Perth and maybe 
even in Como.  However, that was not in the announcement made on 16 July.  Why was it not in the 
announcement and why did it not come forward from the Government’s own planners?  It is because there is no 
land or infrastructure on which to build any station of the kind that the Government is now offering.  The second 
part of that proof is that not only is there no land on which to build one or, God forbid, two railway stations in 
this huge catchment area on which the Government hangs so much of its case, but there is also positively no 
public space available for parking stations to service those proposed railway stations, which incidentally have 
been left out of the plan.  That is proof of the haste and lack of planning of this decision and it is just part of the 
proof that the Government is beginning to turn back the urban design clock in this State by a factor of 30 years.  
It is arguably the most underhanded and, dare I say it, the most dishonest decision that the Government has made 
since it came to office.  What is the proof of that?  I will tell members.  Behind everyone’s back the Government 
and, in particular, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure chose not to disclose or let on to anyone in the 
previous few weeks what it or she intended.  A question on notice was put down in this House on 26 June.  It 
was question on notice 443 to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and was presented 21 days before her 
announcement on 16 July.  The first part of that question asked - 

Will the Minister confirm that provision for a rail link across the Narrows Bridge has been made as a 
result of the duplication of the bridge? 

This House received three weeks ago what it is receiving now - silence. 

The second part of the question asked - 

If so, will the Minister indicate when and where such provision for such a rail link was previously 
announced? 

It is an example that the Government proceeded down the path of making a decision and arrived at a solution 
before it had worked out the problem.  The Government has changed years of planning for a southern corridor 
railway in the space of a few weeks.  That became evident to me during my briefing from Mr Martinovich.  The 
Government overturned the Kenwick option.  Why is the Kenwick option worth considering here?  I will tell 
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members why.  It is because it cost $17 million of taxpayers’ funds to build several years ago.  That has now 
been factored out of the equation.  Why are members asked to believe that this is long-term, long-range 
Government planning when it has been admitted that two of the bridges concerned are inadequate to the task and 
$46 million of extra public funds will now be devoted to the Mount Henry Bridge and the Narrows Bridge?  This 
is in order to do something that has been decided on the run, in haste, by a Government determined to arrive at 
the solution before it has even considered all the options on the issue.  The Government has broken every 
modern, up-to-date urban development principle.  If members went to any comparable city in the world they 
would find that urban designers and developers are doing the reverse of what this silly, erratic minister is now 
imposing on not only her parliamentary colleagues, but also the people of Western Australia.  Members should 
look at the contrast between what the Dowding Labor Government did for urban design in East Perth and what 
the Gallop Labor Government is going to strangle itself with with this silly, erratic, latter-day, bottom-of-the-
drawer plan.  What did the Dowding Government do in East Perth?  It took an area that was run-down and 
turned it into something modern.  It took an area of river that was degraded and rehabilitated it.  It took a whole 
lot of ugly urban landscape and demolished it.  This plan will have a long-term, adverse effect on the river 
system in South Perth.   

Ms MacTiernan:  How? 

Dr Gallop:  How? 

Mr PENDAL:  I will tell the members how.  The Government spent $15 million of taxpayers’ money on 
undergrounding all the powerlines in South Perth and Como only to find that under this silly, erratic minister it 
will re-erect all those powerlines to run through three major inner-city suburbs.  Every design principle adopted 
by the Dowding Government, including world’s best practice in East Perth, has been defied and redefined by this 
minister when it comes to South Perth and Como.   

Mr McGowan:  You’ll use it when you retire to Mandurah, Phil! 

Mr PENDAL:  I can tell the member for Rockingham that I have no intention of retiring there.   

There are serious faults that the Government has not begun to address.  I suggest that the minister be allowed to 
do what the Premier said other members, including the opposition spokesman on transport, should do.  He 
suggested that she should get out and travel or read books.  I suggest that the Premier make funds available for 
this minister to get out of the isolated, insular domain from which she is drawing only the tiniest level of input 
from engineers and urban designers, and send her around the world to bring her up to date.  In the end, this so-
called modern Labor Party will be judged on the things that most affect people’s daily activities.  The Premier 
will wear this as much as anyone.  It will be a badge of condemnation.  As long as the Premier and the minister 
defend it, it will be a badge of condemnation for the way in which they have defied every principle of urban and 
modern city design anywhere in the world.  I support the motion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (20) 

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

Noes (26) 

Mr Andrews Mr Hill Mr Marlborough Mrs Roberts 
Mr Bowler Mr Hyde Ms Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Mr Whitely 
Mr Dean Mr McGinty Mr Quigley Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Mr McGowan Ms Radisich  
Dr Gallop Ms McHale Mr Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr Cowan Dr Edwards 
 Mrs Edwardes Ms Guise 
 Mr Board Mr Kobelke 
 Mr Trenorden Mr Kucera 

Question thus negatived.  
 


