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RAILWAY (METRONET) BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 June. 
MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [10.15 am]: The Premier and the Minister for Transport have backed 
themselves into a corner with this Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. They have backed themselves into a debt 
and deficit corner. They went into the last election pledging that they were committed to paying off debt like 
a mortgage. They said that they would get the budget into surplus as quickly as possible. This massive Metronet 
project is not an example of prioritising new state government debt and spending it where it is most needed. 
Government members would rather be focused on and are only interested in building narcissistic monuments to 
themselves that they can claim is their way of governing in the best interests of Western Australia, when in fact, 
member for Morley, the government does not have solid business cases and it has not done its homework. 
Several government members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Can members all settle down, please, so that we can hear the member 
for Churchlands. Members might not like what he is saying, but Hansard has to be able to record it. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Members opposite are only interested in creating narcissistic, grandiose monuments under 
their own name. They are not interested in getting the books back to surplus and they are not interested in paying 
down debt. I can tell members now that they are not giving due consideration to the evolving and changing 
technologies that are going on in the transport sector throughout the world. Government members are going to burden 
this state with more debt and more deficit for years and years to come, all because they want their names on a plaque. 
I will outline the Metronet project, which is full of debt. Obviously, the Forrestfield–Airport Link that will cost 
$1.9 billion is big enough. The Thornlie–Cockburn Link will cost $535.8 million and the Yanchep rail extension 
will cost $420.2 million. It will cost $20.2 million just to undertake planning for the Morley–Ellenbrook line and 
the extension of the Armadale line to Byford, $1.6 billion for new Transperth railcars, $101.3 million to plan for 
new stations, $71.1 million to upgrade existing train stations, $70 million to remove rail level crossings, and 
$7.4 million to undertake planning for future investment in an automatic train control system. Over $4.7 billion 
has been committed by this government at after it went to an election saying to the people of Western Australia, 
“We are going to pay down debt like a mortgage. We are going to get ourselves back into surplus as quickly as 
possible.” That was a commitment that members opposite took to the election. Since taking office, all they have 
done is add $7 billion to debt in the first year, and now they are cracking on with another $4.7 billion through this 
bill alone. This is not a government that is committed to allocating scarce taxpayer resources appropriately and in 
the best interests of Western Australia, when there are other more pressing priorities. If the government is going 
to spend debt, it should be spent on the other priority areas of health, education and law and order. 
We absolutely need to maintain an effective transport system and the transport system planned under the previous 
government in “Transport@3.5 Million: Perth & Peel Transport Plan”. That was a very robust plan but it 
articulated very clearly that this is about priorities. It did not give dates. It gave population numbers and priorities. 
It was up to the government of the day to decide its priorities in the best interests of Western Australia. Government 
members are going against their word to the people of Western Australia when they said that they would prioritise 
appropriately and pay down debt. They are not paying down debt. They are simply increasing it with their 
grandiose plans to put their names on a plaque. We are dealing with all that increased debt in the plan—$4.7 billion. 
But it does not include the Morley–Ellenbrook rail line or the Armadale line extension to Byford. That will be an 
extra, who knows, $1 billion, $2 billion on top of the already mounting debt levels the government is running up. 
With this government’s Metronet plan, we are dealing with six rail lines—Forrestfield, Yanchep, Thornlie, 
Cockburn, Ellenbrook, Byford and the Midland extension to Bellevue. Budget commitments were made by the 
Premier and the Treasurer to reduce debt and, as I said, in the first year they have increased it by $7 billion and 
look like increasing it by another $7 billion, when we should be focusing on other priorities. 
Can I say that building the rail line with this massive capital spend on debt is one thing, but we need to look very 
carefully at the cost of operating the rail line because that is a different issue in itself. During estimates on 
Wednesday, 23 May, the Treasurer was asked about the cost to government of operating subsidies. Regarding the 
airport line, he said — 

For example, the airport line is already there because we start operating in the forward estimates. The 
operating subsidy for that line alone is around $40 million a year. The operating subsidy, the 
Public Transport Authority, is budgeted there. For 2018–19, it is $834 million. 

It is $40 million a year to operate a line that will go from Perth to the airport. As members will know, it is not 
a long journey. If it is $40 million in subsidies on just that journey, what will it be on all the other lines I just listed? 
It is something we should be very mindful of. I draw members’ attention also to an article in The Weekend West 
dated 25 May by Daniel Mercer, titled “Airport train to hit $40 million a year”. He states — 
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WA taxpayers will have to fork out $40 million a year to offset losses on the new $1.86 billion 
Forrestfield Airport rail link when it opens in 2020, Treasurer Ben Wyatt has revealed. 

He says further on — 

Budget figures show the total subsidy paid to the Public Transport Authority, which runs bus and train 
services across the State, will jump from $812 million in the 12 months to June 30 to $835 million in 
2018–19. 

We need only look at page 538 of the government’s Budget Statements of this year, in the transport division, under 
“Income from State Government” called “(operating subsidy)”. It shows that it rises to over $905 million as an 
operating subsidy in 2020–21 without all the extra lines the government will build. We are talking about an 
operating subsidy that could, conceivably, be heading towards $2 billion, based on the figures in the government’s 
budget. It is not a one-off cost; it is a cost every year to run the train system. There could be close to $2 billion in 
operating subsidies. How many more residential colleges could be supported for that amount of money? How 
many extra improved hospital services could we cater for with that amount of money? How much better could our 
education system be for the kids of Western Australia without that operating subsidy being so huge?  

This is not an argument against public transport. Do not misinterpret what I am saying. It is an argument about 
prioritising scarce government resources and, in this instance, it is not resources at all; it is the government’s choice 
of debt. I am talking about allocating debt appropriately where it is most needed. Prioritise it appropriately. I do 
not think the government is focused on doing that in this plan at all. 

We do not know what the Yanchep, Thornlie, Cockburn, Ellenbrook, Byford and Midland operating subsidies will 
be, nor do we know what the cost to taxpayers will be year in, year out, every year, because the government is not 
telling us that. 

In addition to the concerns about operating subsidies, a recent Auditor General report called “Planning and 
Management of Bus Services Report” is an interesting read. A paragraph headed “PTA is proposing to invest 
almost $680 million in the bus network over a 10-year period” states, in part — 

PTA estimates that almost $680 million will be needed to replace buses that reach the end of their 
expected life, and to purchase 26 additional buses for the Forrestfield–Airport Link and 28 extra buses to 
meet service demand. This is based on PTA’s procurement plan which assumes population growth of 
13% over the next 10 years. 

There are also potential public transport projects that may require additional buses. PTA estimates that 
additional buses would be needed to service new or extended rail lines at Ellenbrook, Joondalup, Thornlie 
and Armadale. Metronet would also have a significant impact on the number of buses needed. 

That is another cost. There is not only the capital outlay on debt for all these rail lines, but also there is the operating 
subsidy increases going well beyond $1 billion on debt. The Public Transport Authority will also have to supply 
all the buses to connect the rail services to the commuters and their Metronet stations. Not only does the budget 
fail to address those requirements, but also the bill and the Metronet plan fails to address them. 

The debt burden this government is undertaking is under the guise that we were financial wreckers, which 
argument it keeps prosecuting to the public, while sneakily ramping up debt on these projects at a rapid rate, all 
for its own ego, not for what is in the best interests of the people of WA. That is of real concern to me, given what 
this government is trying to achieve. We do not know those costs because the government will not tell us. 

Another issue of significance to this Metronet plan is that we are making commitments to public transport at a time 
when public support for public transport is falling. I will read an extract from an ABC news item titled 
“The $4 billion bet on Metronet as Perth passengers step off public transport” dated 10 December last year, by 
Jacob Kagi. It states — 

People are just not using public transport as much as they used to. 

The rate of decline shows no signs of slowing down either, with the number of people catching 
trains falling by nearly 10 per cent in five years and bus boardings dropping by around 5 per cent. 

To put that into perspective, in just two years, the number of bus and train passengers fell by 
eight million. 

This is all about context. The Labor state government, the Minister for Transport and the Premier are telling us 
and the people of Western Australia that this huge debt gamble—it is a huge debt gamble—on rail is worth the 
risk. The real question for the people of Western Australia comes down to: is it the most appropriate public 
transport policy for the time and do we trust the government with that gamble? Do we trust this government to 
gamble billions of dollars of debt that we will have to pay off for years and years, plus billions of dollars’ worth 
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of operating subsidies? Is it worth committing the state to these projects at this time? Is this the number one priority 
for this government? 

In addition to this issue of debt and priorities, we also need to look at the changing technological world, which we 
see evolving before our very eyes—the evolution of automated vehicles, electric vehicles, ride sharing and Uber 
sharing. The application of technology is changing the face of public transport around the world. We have to ask 
the question: is committing the state of Western Australia and its people to billions of dollars of debt the right 
decision in 2018–19, taking into consideration what the transport network will look like in 20 years? Will what 
we are committed to with those ongoing subsidies and all that capital spend that we will be paying off be the right 
decision to make back here in 2018–19? Was this the right decision to make in this changing technological world? 
That question has been asked by commentators not only in Western Australia but also around the world. 
A Gareth Parker article in The West Australian of 23 March 2017 was titled “Future shock may run off rails”. 
I will read some extracts from it, because they are important in the context of this debate today. In part the article 
reads — 

In dense New York City, a recent study by Bloomberg New Energy Finance and McKinsey and Co 
estimated that driverless taxi cabs could slash commuting costs to the Australian dollar equivalent of 54¢ 
a kilometre—less than a quarter of current taxi costs. 

Further — 

A paper released by the University of South Florida’s National Centre for Transit Research in November 
found the increasing prevalence of technology-led, lower-cost travel options would increase competition 
with traditional public sector mass transit as travellers chose automated vehicles over public transport. 

… 

The result could be that traditional public transport ridership is cannibalised, putting a further dent in the 
balance sheet of governments that run these services, sending their viability into a classic downward 
spiral. 

… 

Given about 70 per cent of the cost of each trip on the Transperth network is subsidised by government, 
this is no trivial matter. 

What we are debating today is no trivial matter. So, do not make it, government members, a debate about us not 
being for public transport and the Labor Party is. No. This debate is about priorities, scarce government resources 
and, in this instance, debt. 

Finally, this article states — 

It’s not just overseas. Much closer to home, NSW Transport and Infrastructure Minister Andrew Constance 
told the Australian Financial Review this week that autonomous vehicles and artificial intelligence meant 
governments would cease to provide commuter transport services altogether. 

That article includes many other very interesting aspects. 

This tells us that committing to six or so capital rail lines, costing billions and billions of dollars, with billions of 
dollars in ongoing annual operating subsidies forever, may not be the smartest thing to do at this point in history 
with public transport networks and technological change. It might not be the appropriate thing to commit the 
people of Western Australia to. 

The real question for the people of Western Australia is whether they trust the McGowan Labor government to 
make the right decisions on priorities. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. Hughes: Yes. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I am glad the member for Kalamunda interjected. The people of Western Australia 
trusted this government going into the last election when it said there would be no new taxes and no increases in 
taxes. They trusted the Labor Party when it campaigned on that logo for the 17 March 2017 election. They trusted 
the Labor Party a lot and made their ballot box decision based on that trust. That trust has been lost on that alone. 
And it continues. Can the government be trusted to keep fees and charges down while we know the Minister for 
Water is charging the people of Western Australia 42 per cent above the cost of water sewerage? Can we trust this 
government, with its gold-plated transparency, while the Minister for Transport was recently reported in 
The West Australian as having denied freedom of information requests? Can the people of Western Australia trust 
this government to keep fees and charges at inflation, while in just 12 months under this government the price of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 21 June 2018] 

 p3670b-3690a 
Mr Sean L'Estrange; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr John McGrath; Mr Dean Nalder; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Bill 

Marmion; Mr Zak Kirkup 

 [4] 

electricity has gone up 17.9 per cent, water has gone up 11.5 per cent, and public transport—the subject of today’s 
debate—has gone up 12.6 per cent, after saying it would keep it to inflation? So when the people of 
Western Australia are asked to trust that the state Labor government knows what it is doing, and that what it is 
doing with this Metronet plan is in the best interests of the people of Western Australia, the trust track record is 
not good. Under this government, increases to fees and charges alone are 13 times the rate of inflation after it said 
it would keep them to inflation. 

Sure, many aspects of the Western Australian community might still be giving the Labor government a honeymoon 
period, but the people who are hurting out there are not, and the people focused on the big issues that the 
Labor Party went into the election with when it said it would pay off debt like a mortgage and would get us back 
into surplus quickly—I think it then said by 2019–20; government members can correct me if I am wrong, but it 
certainly sold that message—are not. The Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018 alone will ramp up debt by goodness 
knows how much—well over $4 billion, heading towards $6 billion or $7 billion. We do not know by exactly how 
much, because the government has not listed some of its key projects in the budget or forward estimates. 

We on this side of the chamber think there is a real need for a debate on priorities. The government has the numbers 
in this place—we know that—and will be able to push this bill through. Forty-one government members against 
our side and the National Party will get it through pretty easily. But the government needs to focus on the things 
that really matter. As shadow Minister for Health; Mental Health, I think some really important things should be 
focused on right now. I will outline some of them. For example, the government slashed the health budget by 
$200 million. When we look at the 2017–18 budget and compare it with the 2018–19 budget, we see that there 
was a $200 million cut. We need only go to the sustainable health review interim report, which the government 
was very keen to get out to the public to tell everybody how wonderful it is, in which page 3 states in part — 

… there are pressure points requiring attention including Armadale, Midland, Joondalup, Osborne Park, 
Bunbury, Geraldton, and Rockingham/Peel. Commitment is also required to progress plans for 
King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women and the colocation of women’s health services within the 
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre (QEII Medical Centre). Access to both acute and community mental 
health services require attention. 

That report contains some of the things the government should be focused on, instead of thinking about spending 
more, increasing debt and creating monuments to its ego. It should actually roll up its sleeves and start producing 
the hospitals and services needed by the people of WA in the healthcare system now. 

That is further demonstrated by Graylands, which was described by the Australian Medical Association as not 
being fit for purpose. We must also continue to invest in our existing hospitals—something this government 
committed to—which are considered to be amongst the best in the world. We have an increasing population, so 
we cannot just stop and think that the job is done. What is putting more strain on these facilities is the increasing 
ageing population. We are seeing that with things like the WA emergency access target performance on wait times, 
whereby the statistic from April 2017 to April 2018 was that 12 hospitals failed to improve on their performance, 
with the median wait times for specialist referrals from December 2016 to December 2017 increasing by 
17.1 per cent. Our health system is under strain and needs constant attention. 

So while the government is out there pushing the case for a rail line to go to Yanchep, where there will one day be 
the population, the priority right now should be hospitals and health services for the people using that system now. 
That is what this debate should be about. I know government members will stand and prosecute how wonderful 
Metronet will be and how wonderful it will be to have trains and rail lines going out to all these areas to push that 
case. We know there is a case for public transport, but this debate must come back to what really is at stake here—
managing debt, getting debt down and managing the annual, ongoing expenditure of government. The operating 
subsidy for the rail line is already at almost $1 billion, and the massive investment the government will undertake 
with debt for the Metronet plan will double or maybe triple that amount. Every man, woman and child in this state 
will have to continue to pay that year in, year out for a long, long time. That is what we are dealing with here, 
members. 

Our side of the chamber is focused on priorities—health, education, law and order—as other members have said 
previously. We know that people in the community were really upset when the government made a decision, on 
Christmas Eve last year, to kill off Schools of the Air, which, thank goodness, it backflipped on, and when it made 
a decision to close down Moora Residential College, which is really impacting on the lives of students and their 
families in that community. Those types of decisions and the amount of money that is being talked about pale into 
absolute insignificance when we look at the amount of debt the government will be ramping up with its Metronet 
plan. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate the point that the government needs to take into account—it must take into 
account—the evolving technologies that will impact on public transport into the future. If it does not take them 
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into account, it may well leave this state with a white elephant transport system that will simply not be sustainable 
into the future if it does not plan this properly. The government must make sure it looks very carefully at less 
expensive alternatives for the medium term while trying to get the books back into balance, while trying to get 
debt down, and while making sure it is not taking its eye off the ball with regard to health, education and law and 
order. I urge all members of this place to think very carefully about this Metronet bill and how much it is going to 
cost because that cost burden will be substantial. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [10.41 am]: Open, transparent and rolled-gold accountability—that 
is what the then Labor opposition, the now Labor government, was spruiking before the 2017 election. In front of 
us today is the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018 that I estimate could cost Western Australian taxpayers over 
$10 billion. The Labor Party went to the election saying it would fund Metronet. During the recent budget 
estimates hearings, we asked how much Metronet is actually going to cost. The National Party is not against public 
transport; in fact, the National Party is all for public transport and all for railway lines. But what we are clearly not 
for is the regions being raped and pillaged to find the dollars needed to be able to pay for Metronet. The National 
Party’s concern is that the money for Metronet is coming from the regions. During estimates, I asked the Minister 
for Transport about the six lines: how much are the six lines going to cost? The minister kept on saying, 
“$2.9 billion—that was our election commitment.” Only today I heard that it is $3.6 billion, and I think that leaves 
out two lines. The minister has the opportunity with this Metronet bill to come clean with the taxpayers of 
Western Australia and tell us exactly how much a completed Metronet is going to cost. Open, transparent and 
rolled-gold accountability are words that the Premier and the Labor Party have been using for some time now. But 
we are not seeing that now. We are not seeing that when it comes to Metronet. Like I said, how much will the six 
lines cost the taxpayers of Western Australia? 

The member for Churchlands raised a pretty good point: we are already looking at $1 billion in subsidies when it 
comes to public transport in Perth, and potentially up to $2 billion a year in subsidies. It is okay for this government 
to subsidise Perth transport when it comes to buses and the rail network, and it will even further burden the 
taxpayers of Western Australia when it comes to Metronet in providing subsidies. We see today that there are 
question marks in the budget; that is, the state has banked $267 million in value to capture revenue across the six 
developing Metronet lines. In today’s paper, the minister’s own supporter—a public servant—was quoted. The 
article titled “Metronet land cash pledge way off track” states — 

A $100 million Metronet revenue source the McGowan Government promised has been trashed by the 
senior public servant overseeing the rail development. 

Metronet project manager Anthony Kannis blew a hole in Labor’s “value capture” revenue prediction of 
$122 million over four years, telling Parliament it would take decades to accumulate that much money 
from property developers. 

… 

“They will not raise $100 million within the forward estimates period.” 

Before last year’s State election, Labor factored a total of $267 million in value capture revenue across 
the six years of developing Metronet lines. 

Like I said, when we were asking about this during estimates the minister said that $2.9 billion is what Labor went 
to the election with. The article goes on to state — 

Ms Saffioti — 

The Minister for Transport — 

said the Government had more than $3.6 billion of funding for Metronet projects over the forward 
estimates and there was no shortfall. 

I am not the best at maths, but surely the people of Western Australia can see there are a few gaps appearing with 
Metronet. Like I said, the National Party is all for public transport, but what it cannot be supportive of is a party that 
went to the election saying that in government it would provide open, transparent and rolled-gold accountability but 
now it will not come clean on how much Metronet is actually going to cost Western Australian taxpayers. 

Public transport is being subsidised. The Labor government is now making an extra $1 billion commitment, if not 
more. That brings it up to $2 billion a year when it comes to transport subsidies in Perth. But when it comes to 
regional subsidies, we cannot get our train or our bus—being a plane!—subsidised. There are no subsidies when 
it comes to regional towns, unless someone does a secret deal with Qantas and happens to be in Broome! But when 
it comes to other towns right across Western Australia—Esperance, Albany, Kalgoorlie, Geraldton, Shark Bay, 
Carnarvon, Exmouth, Karratha, Paraburdoo, Port Hedland and Kununurra—they are not on the radar: “But it’s 
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okay; we’ll put in an extra billion dollars on top of the billion dollars that is already being spent when it comes to 
public transport for Metronet.” The government needs to come clean on how much it will cost. I know the 
government will have all this information. Come clean on the public subsidy when it comes to adding in the six 
lines of Metronet. How much will it cost the people of Western Australia? That is on top of how much it is going 
to cost to complete the Metronet project. I think it is a pretty open, accountable and honest question from this side 
of the house: how much is this going to cost the taxpayers of Western Australia? Every time government members 
stand and say, “You left us with the debt”, yes, there is debt, but can I tell members that that debt can be accounted 
for by looking at what has happened right across Western Australia, particularly in the regions, with what the 
previous government achieved. The government keeps on saying that there was $40 000 million worth of debt. 
I think this government is going to bring this debt up to about $50 000 million for the taxpayers of 
Western Australia. That is $50 billion! That is where it is projecting if we factor in the true cost of the completion 
of Metronet and the true cost of subsidies when it comes to Perth transport—the true cost being open, transparent 
and rolled-gold accountability; something that the Labor Party in opposition promised but in government is doing 
the complete opposite.  

That is not even to mention the cyclepaths. The government has increased the amount of money going towards 
cyclepaths in metropolitan Perth; I think it has gone up by more than $100 million. That does not even include 
Metronet. One, we need to find out how much the completed six lines of Metronet is actually going to cost. Two, 
how much is the subsidy for public transport really going to be? Is it $2 billion? The government said in estimates 
that it would be $2.9 billion for the four lines, but today’s paper says $3.6 billion. That leaves two major lines out. 
Let us add another couple of billion dollars; three, to be sure. That is $6.6 billion, and add another billion dollars 
a year extra for the ongoing subsidy once it is completed. Then we have the new cyclepaths; who knows how much 
they are worth? Then there are the negotiations for the gas pipeline. How much is that going to cost? There are 
also the car parks and the other access routes that the government will have to build because it wants to sell off the 
land and it is going to have to develop the land. There is also power. I think I am being conservative when I say 
that Metronet is actually going to cost the taxpayers of Western Australia somewhere in the order of more than 
$10 billion. 

I am not against public transport; I am not necessarily against Metronet. I am against the government not being 
open, transparent and accountable to the taxpayers of Western Australia. I am against the fight that regional 
Western Australia has to have when the government takes royalties for regions money away from the regions and 
uses it to pay for water subsidies and orange buses—public transport for our kids. We are seeing money from 
royalties for regions going into that sort of general government expenditure. That is stuff that government should 
be doing no matter what. Royalties for regions was invented to provide the amenities and infrastructure that 
regional communities had missed out on for so long. It was not designed to go into the roads budget or the 
Water Corporation to subsidise water. 

As I said yesterday, is it not everyone’s right to be able to turn on the tap and get water? Is it not everyone’s right 
to be able to get onto a sealed road and drive to areas that create economic worth for this state and this country—
areas like the Pilbara, the Gascoyne, the Murchison, the wheatbelt and the great southern? Is it not everyone’s right 
to be able to access good education—something that the government has cut? It cut $64 million out of regional 
education a few days before Christmas. Is it not our right to have hospitals in regional Western Australia? The 
government has taken funding away from Tom Price, Paraburdoo, Meekatharra, Mt Magnet and Laverton. Is it not 
those towns’ right to have education? We are seeing that money being taken away from the regions. I do not have 
enough time to speak about all the projects that have been cut or cancelled, and royalties for regions money that 
has been taken out of the regions to pay for the operation of government, yet it still has not made any difference 
to the government being able to pay the full cost of Metronet. 

The only way that this McGowan Labor government can go forward is by continuing to stop spending on 
government services in regional Western Australia. We have seen cuts to child protection, police and health, right 
across Western Australia, not just in the regions. Metronet is creating a problem for the state’s finances. Forget 
about the previous government; this government is creating a massive black hole of somewhere in the order of 
$10 billion, unaccounted for in the state budget. The government cannot even give firm time lines for when 
Metronet will be completed.  

The opposition asked some questions about this during the estimates hearings. The finances are all over the shop. 
I cannot make head nor tail of how much the state has put in and how much the federal government has put in. 
This whole project has so far been reliant on federal government funding. Where is the business case? 

I asked a question in Estimates Committee A on 24 May — 

I have a media statement from the Premier released on 27 April 2018. It indicates that the estimated cost 
of construction of the Ellenbrook line is $1 billion, with $500 million from the federal government. The 
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extension of the Armadale line to Byford has an indicative estimated cost of $481 million, with 
$241 million from the federal government. The estimated cost of the Midland Station project is 
$165 million. The Premier has been able to put out a media statement putting some figures on it. The 
minister has officers from the department behind her right now. This is the government’s signature policy, 
which probably got it elected, yet we cannot get even an estimate—not even a firm cost—of how much 
Metronet will cost the taxpayers of Western Australia. The government has a few dollars from the federal 
government to be able to start the project, but no money to complete it. There is nothing in the forward 
estimates. I think we know that it will contribute to state debt. 

This is what the minister said — 

I said that the estimated cost at the election was $2.9 billion. 

Today we are hearing $3.6 billion. It continues — 

We are working to deliver estimated total cost figures — 

We are working on it! It continues — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is that $2.9 billion for the whole of Metronet? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is for the five new rail lines we have committed to. 

Does the member know how much borrowing the previous government undertook for Forrestfield? 

That is an admission that the previous government probably built half of the Metronet project already, and this 
government is changing it to its own project. It continues — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am asking about Metronet. The minister can ask the former Minister for Transport. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The original budget was set at $2 billion. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How much of that was borrowing? 

… 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Metronet is the government’s signature policy, but the minister still cannot provide 
an estimated cost of how much the whole project will cost. The minister has complained about the former 
government increasing debt and borrowings, but is this government not doing exactly the same? It is 
putting a project forward with no business case and no understanding of how much it will cost the 
taxpayers of Western Australia. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. 

It goes on, and on, and on. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The minister could not even tell me when the Byford line was going to be completed; that 
is in 2023. The government cannot provide a figure for how much it is going to cost the taxpayers or where the 
station is going to go. There are a lot of gaps. 

I remember sitting on the other side, listening to the opposition trying to work out how much the now 
Optus Stadium would cost. Day after day we heard about how the then government was not open, transparent and 
accountable on how much the stadium was going to cost. We know what that cost was; this is $10 billion. With 
my limited maths skills, we are looking at somewhere in the order of more than $10 billion. 

Issues have not been factored in; there are the negotiations for the gas pipeline and the cyclepaths. By how much 
will Metronet be subsidised, and what is the true cost of its completion, warts and all? There are also roads, stations, 
and negotiations with third-party landowners. All that needs to be detailed. While she has the opportunity, in 
speaking on this Metronet bill, the minister should come clean with the people of Western Australia, and the people 
of regional Western Australia, about money being transferred into Main Roads for regional roads, and that money 
being taken out of Main Roads to pay for some of Metronet. A sleight of hand is occurring here, and the big losers 
are the people of regional Western Australia. The big losses are the taxes that the government said it would not 
impose on the Western Australian public. Now, 15 months into the term of the new government, we are seeing an 
increase of $750 or thereabouts coming from the hip pocket of Western Australians. Who knows what the next 
two and a half years will mean for the people of Western Australia? Will it mean another $1 500 to the hip pocket? 
That is what it is looking like. We are seeing increases in services and increases in household costs because the 
government has no plan for funding Metronet. That is the real issue here. The government should have a plan for 
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funding Metronet, and be open and accountable—transparent, rolled gold—and tell the people of Western Australia 
how much it is actually going to cost. 

The National Party is not against railway lines or subsidisation of public transport. We know how hard it is in the 
regions to get a look in with the government when it comes to subsidisation of transport. That is why we have 
started the campaign “Where the bloody hell are you, Labor?” The government is happy to spend $1 billion extra—
that is $2 billion a year—on subsidising public transport in Perth, but when it comes to regional transport, where 
the bloody hell is it? Labor is absent in the regions when it comes to public transport. It is okay to spend $1 760 on 
a return airfare from Perth to Karratha; it is okay to spend $3 200 on a return airfare from Paraburdoo to Perth; and 
it is okay to spend $900 for a one-way ticket, flying to the regions. That is okay, because that is the message the 
government is sending. It is also okay to put $1 billion a year extra—$2 billion a year—into subsidies for 
metropolitan transport. There is no openness or transparency on the part of the Labor government in telling the 
taxpayers of Western Australia why they are being hit in the hip pocket by $750 over 15 months, and another 
$1 500, potentially, by the 2021 election. Who knows what will happen after that, given that the government has 
not factored in how much Metronet will cost in the future—the complete rolled-gold accountability and 
transparency that the government went to the 2017 election with. The government has to be open, and tell the 
public of Western Australia that this will cost $10 billion-plus, if not more, because it has not factored in the 
$1 billion extra a year in subsidies in the budget. It will be costing taxpayers for a long time to come. 

As I said, I am not against public transport, but I am against the government saying one thing in opposition and 
now that it is in government hiding the true cost of this project and, more importantly, ripping the guts out of 
regional Western Australia. That is why we are upset. We cannot even find $500 000 to keep Moora Residential 
College open. What is the government’s real commitment? Is it education for the regions? It is clearly not. Is it 
health for the regions? It is clearly not. Is it subsidising air transport, which is the mode of transport for most people 
in regional Western Australia? Is the government supporting them? Absolutely not. Its actions in government have 
shown that it is not open and transparent and has no accountability. I will keep harping on about that, because the 
hypocrisy that exists on the government side is leading to a potential $10 billion black hole, and a $1 billion a year 
black hole when it comes to regional Western Australia and royalties for regions. The government has killed off 
royalties for regions, and it is killing off regional Western Australia. It is going to rip off the taxpayers of 
Western Australia, as I said, for $750, and $1 500 more by 2021. Will the government then put in the budget the 
true cost of Metronet? That is a fair and reasonable question. 

The numbers just do not stack up. The lack of numbers means that something smells here. The people of 
Western Australia are waking up to the Labor Party, and I hope this by-election on Saturday sends a message to 
the McGowan Labor government, because a $750 increase, 15 months into the term of this government, and 
potentially another $1 500 to go, does not even cover what the government has in its own forward estimates. There 
is a massive black hole. I am not against public transport. I would like to see some of that $1 billion a year that the 
government is paying, on top of the $1 billion a year it will pay, going to subsidising regional airfares and reducing 
those costs. Perhaps we can strike a deal on the support of Metronet, so that we are happy to support metropolitan 
subsidies in return for some subsidies in regional Western Australia when it comes to air transport. Better still, 
support Moora Residential College, Tom Price Hospital or Laverton Hospital—the list goes on. It is fair and 
reasonable. Do not rip money out of the bush; do not keep taxing the people of Western Australia. The government 
went to the election with a commitment to deliver Metronet, and in people’s minds that was a completed project, 
not one, two, three, four, five or six stages, and then we looked at the forward estimates. Be clean, be open, be 
transparent and be rolled gold. Tell the people of Western Australia how much it is going to cost. They have a right 
to know, and to make the decision in 2021 on how the government will pay for the completion of Metronet. 

We are doing our best to tell regional Western Australia where the money is going. The people of regional 
Western Australia know where the money is going. The government has lost that battle—three per cent. I think 
the government has already lost a few seats. I think it is probably close to four or five per cent. The government is 
in trouble. 

Ms A. Sanderson: See you at the election on Saturday. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The government is in trouble, because it is not being open and transparent. The member for 
Morley will be happy delivering a project that is not funded at the moment. Perhaps the member for Morley is 
asking when it is going to be in the budget, because I think the member for Morley has a right to know, so she can 
be open and transparent and accountable to her electorate, which is going to benefit from Metronet, but an 
unfunded Metronet. These are the questions. That is the role of this chamber. The role of an opposition is to 
question and hold the government to account. More importantly, the government needs to be open and transparent 
to the people of Western Australia, something that Metronet is not. Like I said, I am not opposing public transport, 
and I am not opposing Metronet. I am opposing the lack of transparency and what the government is doing to 
regional Western Australia. 
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When the government can find an extra $1 billion for metropolitan transport subsidies, yet it cannot find 
$500 000 for Moora Residential College, and it cannot find money to subsidise regional transport and regional 
airfares, there is a fundamental flaw in this bill. We will continue to highlight that flaw, because the government 
is not being accountable to the people of Western Australia. The government needs to lay it on the line and tell 
everyone what the cost will be. If the government believes in this Metronet project, it should say exactly how much 
it will cost. A good project can sustain criticism and question marks about the costs associated with it. If Metronet 
is a good project, the government should be open and transparent and tell the people of Western Australia exactly 
how much it will cost. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [11.10 am]: I also wish to speak on the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. 
Like the member for North West Central, I also support subsidised public transport. I have said many times in this 
place that transport in our growing city of Perth, unlike the regions, is the biggest issue facing any government. It 
was an issue for our government, and our transport ministers all had to deal with the same issue of fixing the 
problems with traffic banking up, people not being able to park at train stations, and people not being able to get 
into the city to work. 

Yesterday, I attended a funeral in Fremantle. I had to be there at 3.30 pm. I drove down there, and on the way back, 
I thought, “Which way will I come?” It was around five o’clock. I drove up Leach Highway, and I got onto 
Kwinana Freeway, and I thought, “Am I doing the right thing here?” The only other way was to drive across 
Canning Bridge and through my electorate of South Perth, but I did not want to be seen as a rat runner in my 
electorate, because people do not like rat runners, and they want me to continue as a popular local member, so 
I stayed on the freeway. The freeway from Leach Highway to Canning Bridge was a car park. However, it then 
freed up a bit and I got a pretty good run into the city. That is emblematic of the problems that we facing as 
a Parliament and that governments for a long time have been facing as our city grows exponentially. 

The opposition has said that we support the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You are? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Of course we are supporting the bill. This bill essentially seeks to give approval to the 
government to kick-start two Metronet projects. Questions will be asked as this bill progresses through the 
Parliament. Some of our members have already asked questions and are seeking more information on the costs 
associated with Metronet. Our members are saying that the government needs to produce the figures and tell the 
taxpayers of this state how much those projects will cost, how much money will come from the federal government, 
and how much money will be raised by value capture. Some doubts have been raised about how long it will take 
to raise that sort of money by selling government-owned land around the proposed railway stations. As I have said, 
the opposition supports growth and density around railway stations. However, I gather that it is not intended in 
this bill to give us all that information. The opposition will be seeking that information, and we think the people 
of Western Australia deserve to be given that information. 

When our government embarked on the Perth stadium project and the expanded train station at Burswood, the then 
opposition asked for figures, and our government came up with those figures. We believe our figures were pretty 
good. They stacked up fairly well. They probably blew out a bit, but not too much. That ended up being a good 
project. We will be asking for the figures for these projects. Like the member for North West Central, also not 
being a financial wizard, I am trying to work out what the McGowan government has worked out. The McGowan 
government has worked out that it has a friend in Canberra called Malcolm Turnbull. Malcolm Turnbull is very 
keen to win the next federal election and retain government. Also, massive pressure is mounting on the federal 
government to fix the GST situation. I am not sure that between now and the next federal election there will be 
a total fix of the GST problem. However, a lot of money will be coming into our state to equalise the situation that 
has seen Western Australia suffer and become a benefactor of the other states. I think the brains trust in the 
McGowan government will be saying that a lot of money will be coming in, and, as this money comes in, the 
government will be directing it into these projects. I personally am not opposed to that happening. However, the 
public needs to know where the funding for these new rail lines and stations will come from. 

The two projects dealt with in this bill are the Thornlie–Cockburn line and the Yanchep rail extension. Members 
will know that my involvement with the new stadium as the then Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier involved 
sitting with the steering committee that was responsible for building the stadium and making sure it was a project 
that the people of Western Australia would be proud of. Although that committee had no responsibility for the 
transport links to the stadium, because that was left to the Department of Transport, we were very aware that 
a Thornlie–Cockburn link would be greatly beneficial to people who wanted to go to the football. Tonight, there 
will be a lot of problems, because it is the first Thursday night game at the new stadium and a lot of people will 
find it difficult to get there. No buses will be running along my main highway of Canning Highway. A lot of people 
use buses to get to the stadium, but they will have to find a way to the stadium using rail and will be going to the 
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train stations. If the Thornlie–Cockburn link were in existence now, all those people would be able to come to the 
stadium by rail. The Mandurah rail line was a great innovation. There are 20 million trips a year on that line. 
However, the issue is that people who live south of Cockburn and want to go to the footy have to change trains at 
Perth central station. That is the only group of people who cannot get direct access to the new stadium. People on 
the Fremantle line, the Armadale line and the Joondalup line can go direct to the new stadium. However, people 
in the southern corridor are at a disadvantage. The new Cockburn–Thornlie link will enable people who live south 
of Cockburn to get on the Armadale line and go direct to the stadium rather than through the CBD—it will be only 
one trip, not two. That will mean that Cockburn station will be very busy on event days. People who live north of 
Cockburn station will park or get dropped off at Cockburn station and jump on the train there. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It will be extended with another platform. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: If there is another platform at Cockburn station, that will be very good for the people of 
Cockburn. I am speaking on behalf of people who want to go to the stadium for football or big events or concerts. 
We need to be able to move people around our city. Irrespective of what some people say about the regions, 
75 per cent of Western Australians live in the metropolitan area. People from the regions come to the metropolitan 
area and go to the footy, and a lot of them would catch a train to the footy. It is not that governments are ignoring 
the regions; the fact of the matter is that three-quarters of our population lives in the metropolitan area. This is 
a huge challenge. As I said before, it was a challenge also for our government. 

The Minister for Transport would know that for some time now I have been reminding governments of both 
persuasions about the need for a train station at South Perth. Our government told the people of South Perth, 
“If you have the infill and the density, we will look at a station.” As more apartments are built in the South Perth 
station precinct around Richardson Park, the time will come when we will get a station. I am not sure, but I thought 
that South Perth was mentioned in some early discussions about Metronet. I thought, “How does South Perth get 
into Metronet?” As part of the expansion of stations, maybe South Perth will get a new station. When we pressured 
the transport minister in the Carpenter government, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, to do something about 
a South Perth station, she said, “I won’t build the station now, but we will realign the freeway.” That work has 
already been done, so it is just a matter of dropping in a station. There is no urgency about that. I think it will come 
as the demand rises with more people living in South Perth. 
The other area of public transport that I have also been involved in is better use of ferries on the river. I am very 
happy that football fans will be able to go to the footy via the new jetty, which was funded by our government. 
I think we put in $5 million through the Department of Transport to build a jetty at the new Perth Stadium. I was 
disappointed that there will not be a service from South Perth. I think there should be a ferry from Mends Street. 
A lot of people park at South Perth and go across the river on the Mends Street ferry service to Elizabeth Quay. 
I think that would be a popular place for people to depart for the footy. At the moment, they would have to go 
across the river and then jump on another ferry at Elizabeth Quay. I think that commercial operators will get 
involved in this, because the Public Transport Authority says that the demand is not there, and I guess more ferries 
are needed. This is all part of our evolving city and the way that traffic will move in the City of Perth. 
When I chaired the working party that looked at greater use of ferries on the river, we looked at Applecross in the 
member for Bateman’s seat. We saw what was going to happen in the precinct around the Raffles Hotel. There 
will be three or four tower developments and several thousand more people living in that precinct. We said that 
the first ferry trial should be a fast ferry from the jetty at the Raffles to Elizabeth Quay. I guarantee that once those 
developments are done, a lot of people who work in the CBD will use the service. 
Getting back to Metronet, as I said before, we have to move people around. At the last election, the Liberal 
government committed to the link between Thornlie station and Cockburn Central station. The construction of the 
$1.86 billion Forrestfield–Airport Link was underway. That is another project, which is to be completed by 2020, 
that will meet the needs of people in Perth’s eastern foothills and also allow tourists to Perth to get into the CBD. 
That project has been picked up as part of Metronet, but it is still a Liberal government project that was worked 
on by several of our transport ministers, including the member for Bateman. There was some conjecture about 
whether it should be above ground or in a tunnel. I think the former member for Vasse came up with a plan that it 
would be cheaper to put in a tunnel, so that is what is happening. That project is underway. It is part of Metronet. 
We support that project. Of course we support it; we put it in place when we were in government. 
Something has to be done about transport. We believe that the government has to meet the needs of areas that are 
deficient in transport services. We are not sure about the value capture. We are not sure how much revenue the 
government will be able to raise from value capturing. I am told that in our time in government, our cabinet 
considered selling land assets, but when the work was done, we were not going to raise the amount we needed 
from land sales. That is an aspect we will need to look at. We will be asking the government to tell us what each 
of these projects will cost, the time lines for these projects and how much money will be contributed by the federal 
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government. There has already been mention of federal government funds that have been set aside, but there is no 
allocation of funding by the state government. 
We think members of the public support work on public transport. We think they expect governments to fix public 
transport. No-one wants to be caught in traffic jams, but it is a fact of life when we live in a growing city. Members 
of the public are saying that they want the government that they elect to do something about it, but, by the same 
token, they expect the government that they elected, or any government with a major project, to at least tell them 
how much the project will cost, where the money will appear in the budget, how much of that money is federal 
government funding and how much of that money is a contribution from the state government. 
We have other speakers to speak on this bill. We will debate some of the specifics and ask the government to 
answer some of the questions we have asked. From my point of view, we have to move forward. We have to make 
our transport system better. We have to let members of the public see enough of the transport model that has been 
put to Parliament so that they can decide whether the government is really working in the right area or is picking 
the right places to improve the transport system. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [11.28 am]: I stand to provide my arguments on the Railway (METRONET) 
Bill 2018. As the member for South Perth has indicated, we support the construction of these two rail lines. 
However, we have some fundamental concerns with the bill and about some of the things that are missing from 
the government’s explanation to the broader community about the construction and, in particular, the funding of 
these two lines. 
I will leave the title of the bill to another point, but it is interesting that the government has inserted the word 
“Metronet” in the title when the bill deals with the construction of two rail lines. I understand the politicisation of 
this issue by the government. In speaking to the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018, I will focus on a few key areas. 
One is the government’s Metronet strategy, one is to do with the planning of Metronet and its integrated use and 
another is the funding of Metronet. I am concerned about the changes between last year’s budget and this year’s 
budget and some of the assurances that have been provided to the community on how these rail lines will be 
funded. Another issue, which is a point that has been raised by other speakers, is the operating efficiencies of these 
lines and ensuring that there is greater transparency for the people so that we understand how they are being funded 
and what their upkeep will cost the state. There are issues pertaining to the construction of these lines about which 
we seek some clarity, particularly the Cockburn–Thornlie line because, as I understand it, there is a BP refinery 
gas line that goes to the airport along that line that needs relocating, and there may be outstanding issues as to who 
is funding that relocation. We would like clarity from the government on this issue. All these things impact on the 
construction of this line, particularly the narrative and explanation that is going out to the community. 

I turn to the government’s strategy for Metronet. I am really not clear about what that is, nor am I clear about the 
government’s broader strategy for the expansion of the rail fleet as described to the people of Western Australia. 
It will talk and argue its public transport case, and I do not have a problem with that. My issue is not with any 
particular line per se; rather, it is with the government’s overarching public transport strategy. The reason I raise 
this—I have mentioned this a couple of times—is that it was interesting to see the Minister for Transport pick 
a particular sentence out of a tweet that I did this week. I said that the Metronet strategy appears to be chasing 
urban sprawl. The reason why I said that is that if we look in particular at the Yanchep and Ellenbrook lines and 
the expansion of the Midland line to Bellevue and the Byford line, we see that each one will push our city out 
further and encourage development further and further out. If members look at the remaining tweet, it said that in 
isolation we have no problems with each of the projects; they are good projects. We have concerns about the timing 
of a couple of them, particularly the Ellenbrook line, but we do not have a problem with the projects themselves. 
However, in looking at an overarching public transport solution and the benefits of rail in shifting mass volumes 
of people in a very short space of time over distances, what is the government doing as far as greater connectivity 
to our major activity centres, universities, hospitals and shopping centres? That is the question we have. When we 
look at major activity centres, such as Morley Galleria Shopping Centre, at universities such as Edith Cowan 
University, the University of Western Australia and Curtin University, and at our hospitals such as the new 
Perth Children’s Hospital, which is up and running, how will these areas where there is the movement of a lot 
people connect into our public transport network in the future? I am not seeing a broader strategy or understanding 
from the government. It is focused on the outer urban fringes of Perth, and that seems to be its primary or sole 
focus. One could argue that the Cockburn–Thornlie line provides a degree of connectivity. The member for 
South Perth touched on that line providing access to the Perth Stadium, and we are fully supportive of that and 
think that that is good. But from a strategic perspective, we are not seeing more of that across the government’s 
overarching thinking on a public transport strategy for the Perth metropolitan area over the next 30 to 40 years. 

It was fascinating to see the Premier refer to “Perth and Peel@3.5 million” this week in Parliament. The former 
government initiated that plan to map out the transport requirements of all modes of transport, whether it be road, 
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rail and even cycling facilities, for the next 30, 40 and 50 years. It is really the first time that a piece of work of 
that magnitude had been undertaken since the 1950s and 1960s when we looked at the Stephenson plan. What is 
really fascinating is that the Premier was critical of the “Perth and Peel@3.5 million” plan because of the time 
lines that we supposedly put on certain projects. He referred to the Byford line and was critical of the former 
government’s time line. I want to clarify something in the plan. As the minister who was largely responsible for 
this plan, I had only two influences in the plan, which I have said before in this place. One was to ensure that a spur 
was put onto Ellenbrook and the other was to ensure that a city loop was included, because I believe that as any 
great city grows towards a population of 3.5 million, and five million over the next 50 years, it needs connectivity 
between all the radial lines to get people in and out through mass movement, and a city loop is something that 
needs to be considered by future governments. Those were the only two things. Everything else that was done in 
the plan was done by the Department of Transport and professional transport planners, including the time line. The 
former Liberal–National government did not establish the time line on the projects that are in the transport plan; 
rather, they were done by professional transport planners. What we were trying to avoid was the very issue that 
the Premier raised this week—that is, the politicisation of a long-term transport plan for this state. As I have said 
in this place before, the government may try to claim ownership of public transport, but not one project that it is 
undertaking in Metronet is not in the transport plan that was established under the former government. When the 
government talks about planning, this is a great document that needs to be maintained as a living document. It was 
not meant to be a set-and-forget document. It needs to remain a living document that is reviewed on an ongoing 
basis. Whilst there are things in here that map out an intention, these things will need to be modified and adjusted 
over time as the population grows and we see where the density is. That is what I mean when I talk about an 
overarching strategy for the public transport network. It would appear that the government has grabbed specific 
projects and ran with them more for political purposes than an overarching public transport strategy. It is failing 
to acknowledge some of the work that has been done by professionals within the industry and the department 
itself—great work that was done by the department—to lay down a framework. When this was announced more 
broadly, I stated at the time that it was hoped that in the future political parties would be arguing over the 
prioritisation of projects, not the establishment of projects. Political parties on both sides should be trying to take 
away the politics when government tries to create things and force the departments to undertake that work. We 
want the basics done and then the political parties should argue about the prioritisation of particular projects. I have 
some concerns about what planning and strategy work is being undertaken by the government on these projects. 

The next area I will touch on is the funding of these two projects, in particular the Yanchep line, because quite 
a bit of work was undertaken by the former government to extend the spur from Butler to Yanchep. Effective 
lobbying was undertaken by developers who advised that they were prepared to contribute to the development of 
this line. This is where the term “value capture” comes from. We can capture some of the value to help with some 
of the construction of important infrastructure assets for the state of Western Australia. In its 2017 budget, the state 
government said that in excess of $100 million would be captured from developers and land development for the 
construction of this railway line. In the 2018 budget, that money seems to have disappeared. It is a lot harder to 
see the transparency around how this project is being funded. In the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations hearings this week we heard an acknowledgement by the Department of Transport that the 
value capture on this will be a trickle and it will take over 30 years to generate these types of funds. It would not 
even pay the interest costs on a one-third share of the construction of this railway line. There are some concerns 
about how the government will fund the Yanchep line. I believe that we as an opposition and the people of 
Western Australia deserve some transparency about how this is being funded. We have seen additional funding 
committed by the federal government to help fund the Ellenbrook line, the Midland station relocation, the line 
extension to Bellevue and the Byford line, but it has all been put into this fund that it looks like the government 
might be hoping to lean on to help pay for more of the Yanchep line. I am not sure. This is where the level of 
transparency from this government is not acceptable. There is the question of how the Yanchep line will be funded. 
Will it be funded by the developers in the northern suburbs or will it be funded wholly and solely by the state and 
federal governments? How will it work? We call on the transport minister to be a lot more transparent because we 
are talking about the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018 to allow the commencement of construction. I would think 
that the question around the basics for funding this project is a pretty standard question that needs to be answered. 
The article in The West Australian today by Gary Adshead, headed “Metronet land cash pledge way off track”, 
concerns value capture. It was in the budget last year but it is not in it this year. How is this track being funded? 
We call on the government to be transparent. If it wants to put through this place a bill by which it is seeking the 
right to start construction, it is time to be a lot more transparent about what the rail lines are costing and how they 
are being funded. To date, we have not seen that. 

Further to that, it is appropriate that the government say to the people of Western Australia what the operating 
efficiencies will be and what operating subsidies these lines will require. What is their expected patronage and by 
when? At Yanchep at this moment we see that the line goes into an open paddock, so it will be some time before 
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there is a critical population in those areas. We understand that, but we are asking: what is the forecast patronage 
and what is the flow-on effect of the operating subsidies for these railway lines? I heard in evidence at the estimates 
hearing that the patronage numbers were cabinet-in-confidence. I remember being grilled on patronage numbers 
for the Ellenbrook line and the Forrestfield–Airport Link when I first became a minister in 2014. It was some years 
before construction was due to start, yet we provided those numbers. This government came in claiming that it 
would establish a new era of gold-plated transparency, but we heard that the patronage numbers are 
cabinet-in-confidence. Part of the reason for keeping things cabinet-in-confidence is commercial sensitivities when 
establishing contracts. Given the government is 100 per cent committed to undertaking this project and will spend 
the money, I cannot see how patronage figures affect negotiation of the contract. In fact, they do not. The 
government will build this no matter what. We therefore call on the government to show some of that gold-plated 
transparency and provide information about the number of people who will catch the services, by when and what 
it will cost the taxpayer on an ongoing operating basis. We know that operating subsidies for the public transport 
system across the network are approaching 80 per cent. We are recovering only 20 per cent of the operating costs 
of public transport through fares; the other 80 per cent is subsidised by the state. 

Mr V.A. Catania: When you take the methodology of not paying for Moora Residential College because there 
are only 30-something students, why not use that same methodology with, say, Ellenbrook or whatever, to see 
whether it is financially worth it? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Thank you, member for North West Central. There is an interesting question about the 
economic modelling undertaken for the decisions that are being taken. One would think that there is a rationale 
that this is not just politics: “We said we made an election promise that we would do this, because we wanted to 
buy more votes”, and that there is some economic rationale for the decisions about the rail line, as the member for 
North West Central queried, similar to the actions taken for Moora Residential College. They are good questions. 
We call on the government to show some of the gold-plated transparency that it promised it would bring into 
government and provide that information to the people in this chamber. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The government should be a bit more transparent so that we can understand the time frame 
for people to start using the services and how much the state will subsidise them and for what period, because that 
information is absent. We are now at the serious end of seeking approval to construct the lines. At some point, the 
government has to make the cases available so that people can understand what it is. That is the government’s 
responsibility and that would be a transparent government. I cannot understand why it is hiding patronage numbers 
behind the cloak of cabinet-in-confidence. 

Coming back to the issues about the Cockburn–Thornlie line, I would like to hear some clarity around what is 
happening with the location of the BP gas line going out to the airport, which is on the Cockburn–Thornlie line. 
We have heard anecdotes from members of the community so we are seeking clarification on whether the 
relocation will take a good 12 months; on the costings, because we are hearing numbers and we are trying to 
confirm with the government whether it is likely to cost in the order of $20 million to $25 million to relocate the 
gas line; and on who is responsible for funding it. At the moment, we are hearing that it is being left to BP to 
relocate the gas line, and pressure is being put on BP to pay for the relocation. We understand that BP may not be 
happy with that at this time. We seek confirmation from the minister about what is going on with the services that 
are on the Cockburn–Thornlie line. I am using the gas line as a point, but for all services that may be running 
through that corridor, what issues might be outstanding, what costings are associated with their relocation, and 
when and how will that work be undertaken? Again, as part of a transparent, honest, open government, that 
information should be made available so that people can make informed decisions about the appropriateness of 
the activities the government is undertaking. 

At this time, I would say there is not a clear strategy. I question some of the government’s strategic intent, along 
with its planning for the majority of the rail expansion projects. In isolation, we are not criticising these rail lines 
at all; we are saying that the whole strategy appears only to contribute to the urban sprawl argument. Where is the 
balance from the government in looking at greater connectivity in the inner suburbs with major activity centres 
such as hospitals, shopping centres and universities? I say that because I have seen planning approval around major 
shopping centres such as Morley, Booragoon, Karrinyup and Innaloo double the size of those shopping centres, 
while allowing greater residential density and major apartment developments to be built. There is one under 
construction in Booragoon in my electorate. I do not see what the government’s plan is for connecting the public 
transport system, other than utilising the system that we already have. Those are my concerns about the 
government’s thinking. 

The strategy and planning aspects are not clear. The government is chasing urban sprawl. We particularly have 
some concerns around the funding of the Yanchep extension; there appears on the surface to be a black hole. We 
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seek the government’s understanding and explanation of whether the value capture will be a trickle over 30 years, 
as the department acknowledged in the upper house. If that is so, what will the government’s backstop be? Will 
the state fund it? Will it seek additional federal funding? What will the process for funding the Yanchep extension 
be? We seek greater transparency around patronage numbers for the new lines and the ongoing challenge for the 
state around operating subsidies. Particularly on the Thornlie–Cockburn line, what will the issues be around the 
relocation of services and the work being undertaken, and who will fund that? 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [11.50 am]: It is a real pleasure to talk about the first 
stage of the Metronet project. Firstly, I will provide some background. Other speakers have said that the 
Liberal Party supports—it has for some time—the construction of the Thornlie–Cockburn and Yanchep railway 
lines. They were in the plans that we issued some time ago that identified the most urgently needed rail line 
extensions. Of course, the Liberal Party committed to the Thornlie–Cockburn line before the last election. All local 
members who would have been affected by Roe 8, including me and the former member for Southern River—the 
Thornlie–Cockburn line will go to the southern extremities of my electorate—were at the time strongly advocating 
for that railway line with government and the community. As to the Yanchep line, the reality is that although we 
did not officially commit to the extension during the last election, a large number of us were strongly in favour of 
doing so. We support the extensions of the rail system that the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018 covers. These 
major expansions will involve the expenditure of state and commonwealth money that will come from one 
source—the Australian taxpayer. Once the government commits to them, there needs to be a clear understanding 
of their dimension, the cost, the funding and the ongoing liabilities associated with the ownership and operation 
of them. They are very major decisions. 

It is one step to support infrastructure investment, but the next is to find out whether we are doing it at the lowest 
cost and in the most efficient manner, and also the cost implications of that. My colleagues have indicated that 
there has been a shocking lack of transparency about the fundamental issues associated with this project. I will go 
through some. The only data on this is in the shadows; most of the data is hidden, and some of it does not add up. 
It is not the fact that we do not support these rail extensions—we do. Our role in opposition is to find out whether 
the government has done the right thing on timing and cost. There is a complete lack of information. 

This government won the election on the basis of gold-standard transparency. More importantly, when in 
opposition, on the basis of a lack of transparency, it condemned every major infrastructure investment that the 
former government undertook. This government is far worse. We were far more transparent on every aspect of our 
policies than it has so far been. Through the upper house estimates hearings, we found out that the business case 
for the Yanchep line has been completed and is about ready to go to cabinet. It is good that the government finally 
has a business case, but when asked questions about it, the government hides behind cabinet confidentiality. Vital 
questions about patronage, which is really important, have been asked, as well as questions about the timing and 
cost of future liabilities. That is a state secret. In other words, the government expects to spend a huge amount of 
money on building a railway, associated train stations and the associated value capture from investments, but the 
expected impact on the future budget is a state secret. That is what the government has said. When asked about 
the expected patronage of the Yanchep rail line, it said that it was a state secret. That is ridiculous. To answer the 
question would not affect contracting or the timing of the building of the railway. It is just a legitimate question 
that should have been answered in the promotional documents, but it is not. It is a disgrace. 

The real issue is the total cost of the railway. When we were considering the possibility of extending the rail line 
to Yanchep, we thought it would have had a high enough cost–benefit ratio if the funding had been split three 
ways—between the state, the commonwealth and the land developers. A whole range of land developers own land 
along the proposed railway line. That cost–benefit ratio has obviously improved because the commonwealth has 
funded much more than 30 per cent—more than 50 per cent, so the burden of the railway on the state and 
developers has reduced, which is good. Maybe the minister can answer—I hope it is not a state secret—how much 
of the funding of the rail infrastructure, the railway line, the rights of way, the train stations and all associated 
infrastructure will be funded by developers, including, of course, LandCorp, which is a major developer of 
a number of developments along the way. From the material put out by the government on Metronet, I understand 
a major focus of Metronet is not just railway lines, road development and urban development along the rail lines, 
it is also about a value-capture program. 

I would be the first to admit that we in this state have not done value capture very well at all. We have allowed 
a lot of value that we created around rail lines to be captured by property developers. That is why a lot of property 
developers are very wealthy. As Treasurer, I commissioned an across-department review of value capture, but 
I admit I did not get very far in the sense that the departments were not very focused on it or had few ideas. 
I understand that a part of Metronet is an attempt to break down the silos and bring people together in a concerted 
effort to capture value, and I applaud that. The trouble is that value capture has many implications, but it is worth 
pursuing. The form they take—whether a levy on adjacent houses, having in-kind land, a developer building a train 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 21 June 2018] 

 p3670b-3690a 
Mr Sean L'Estrange; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr John McGrath; Mr Dean Nalder; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Bill 

Marmion; Mr Zak Kirkup 

 [15] 

station or the sale of land—is very complicated. I note that value capture is an area of extreme political importance, 
and we will focus on it like never before. Basically, there will be a public–private partnership between government 
and the developers; that is, the government will in part fund what has otherwise been government infrastructure 
by doing deals with property developers. That is less so if it is a tax rather than a levy, but if they get into deals, 
that means they are getting into private–public partnerships with property developers along the line. Because we 
are talking about long-term infrastructure, these are deals that go on forever. That should not stop us at all from 
doing these. They have been very common around the world. One of the reasons we have had inadequate 
infrastructure development in Western Australia is that we have not pursued these. But they are complex and need 
to be scrutinised. It is not necessarily part of this bill, but we will scrutinise these in great detail and we will take 
a positive rather than a negative attitude toward them, though we will insist, to the extent possible, full disclosure 
of these deals and transactions. 

Land sales is a way to value capture. The Labor Party promised to put a rail line on government-owned land. As 
long as it commits to that rail line, it can sell the land at a higher value with the rail line than without it. That is 
probably the best way to capture land. It is pretty straightforward, so long as the process is open tender. Before the 
election, the Labor Party promised—I cannot remember the full sum—that a very large proportion of Metronet 
would be funded by land sales. The former government had a land sales program over four years of $400 million. 
The former government put a lot of effort into identifying the land. We ensured that it was not a fire sale. I know 
that members opposite said that it was, but we were very careful to identify the land, identify what land should be 
sold, identify what land should not be sold, and identify what it was purposed for, making sure, before we sold the 
land, that we did the proper planning and upgrading to it. It was a long, drawn-out process, but appropriate. It was 
the first time it had been done. I think it was about $400 million over the period of time. 

According to the budget, the government has committed to land sales of about $200 million. It includes additional 
land sales of $200 million over the periods 2020–21 and 2021–22 to reduce the need for borrowings. It is very 
strange. The next paragraph identifies the groups that are going to buy that land—the Department of Communities 
and LandCorp. In other words, the Department of Communities and LandCorp will buy—purchase—surplus 
Western Australian Planning Commission land. That is not the sale of land; that is the transfer of land from one 
government body to another. If the department of planning sells $100 million worth of land to LandCorp and the 
Department of Communities, that is not affecting or reducing debt or borrowings; that is just transferring the debt 
from one agency to another. One is a non–general government agency, LandCorp, and the Department of 
Communities is in the general government sector. That is not land sales; that is land transfer. It is a very strange 
process. That is not an additional $100 million worth of land sales at all. There is another $100 million—a global 
provision that consists of the sale of land by WAPC, Main Roads WA and the Public Transport Authority. We will 
examine those land sales very carefully indeed to make sure that they are transparent, that the arrangements are 
not flagged, and that they are appropriate and have suitable oversight. As I indicated, although these land sales as 
part of land capture are very important, this is a serious interaction between the private sector, particularly the land 
development sector, and the government sector. As history has shown, that is a really delicate area of transactions. 
We will go through that in great detail, and continuously. 

Looking at the government’s capital works program, if we take out Metronet, there is a sharp and precipitous 
drop-off of capital works expenditure by the state government. The only additional expenditure on hospitals is 
funded by the commonwealth. The Labor Party, when it was in opposition, went on and on about the need for 
additional expenditure at Royal Perth Hospital, Armadale hospital and Peel Health Campus, but it has not put in 
a cent. That is even though it has substantially increased its level of borrowings and investment in infrastructure. 
It is all going into one area—except in areas funded by the commonwealth. 

I will now talk about schools. The population boom that occurred under the previous government, which drove us 
to build 55 new schools, is not there now. In fact, population growth is as flat as a tack; the lowest in 35 years 
thanks to the policies of this government. 

A government member interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it is an explicit policy to restrict immigration to this state. That was the first thing the 
Premier did. He stated it very publicly and very clearly. The first move he made was to restrict immigration to this 
state. Once that is done, policies have consequences and population growth is slow. Basically, interstate migration 
is still negative and international—once the data is adjusted—will be about as flat as a tack to zero, and all we are 
getting is natural population growth. But even with that low population growth, there will be growth in the demand 
for schools, police stations and hospitals. The government will have to invest in other social infrastructure. This 
budget and the previous one cuts virtually all of that out. There is no growth outside Metronet. 

We also know that a large amount of the government’s commitments to Metronet, particularly the road investment, 
is not in the budget. The government signed an agreement with the commonwealth to invest in a whole range of 
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road expenditures. It signed an agreement to fund 50 per cent. Some of the investment will be in the forward 
estimates—fair enough; that is understandable. There is a sequencing issue, there are planning issues associated 
with it and there is preparation—we understand that—but about $2.8 billion worth of capital works, particularly 
for roads, that this government committed to is not in this budget. It is pretty easy to reduce debt if expenditure is 
promised and commonwealth revenue is booked from it, but none of the expenditure is in the budget. Not only has 
the government allocated virtually all of its additional investment over the next four years to Metronet at the 
expense of all other aspects of government, but it has also left out of the budget $2.8 billion worth of 
Metronet-associated expenditure. It is massive expenditure. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Any honest Treasurer would have put that in there. It was a stunt. He got away with it outside 
this place, but eventually the money will have to come back in. There is an issue of priorities. The government is 
putting a hell of a lot of investment into transport infrastructure—much of it we support—but it is not doing enough 
elsewhere. There will be a transparency issue, and others. 

I will go back to transport. Metronet is supposed to be about three things. The first is rail. That is what we are 
dealing with today. We support the extension of the lines to Yanchep and Thornlie; we just need some transparency 
on it, which has so far not been provided. We have also dealt with the issue of some of the road expenditure. Two 
of the main issues in looking at the policies of the government of the day is that it is progressing the rail, as it 
committed to, and appropriately, with moneys provided by the commonwealth government. To the extent of the 
announcements about Yanchep and Thornlie, it has put its own funding in with it. Maybe the minister can talk 
about this: it appears the government has gone slow on road expansions, particularly to the Mitchell Freeway 
which services essentially the same communities as the Yanchep line—the same geographic communities. To my 
understanding, that is popular, if not more popular, and more preferred in the community than the Yanchep line, 
although both are desired. Of course, it could be done much more quickly in the rapidly growing suburbs up there; 
it is shovel-ready and the government has committed to doing it. I would like an explanation for why the 
government is not going ahead with the Mitchell Freeway extension. The government has also received 
commonwealth money for the Tonkin Highway extension. Quite a bit of the planning has already been done for 
that. The government could clearly start that within the current forward estimates, but neither commonwealth 
government money nor state government money has been allocated to it. Is the government exclusively prioritising 
rail over road? Metronet, according to the rhetoric, is supposed to be about road and rail. Is the government going 
slow on the road; and, if so, why? 

One of the more interesting aspects of Metronet—this is not very precise, in common with most things from the 
government—is the issue of infill developments. This is hardly news. Indeed, there is a huge, unprecedented 
pipeline of infill apartment developments underway around Perth now, all started and developed under policies of 
the previous government. I have in front of me a copy of the Business News of 18 June to 1 July 2018. Key 
apartment projects for 2018 are listed on pages 28 and 29, ranked by the number of apartments. The first group is 
apartment projects that are underway and scheduled to finish by 2019. There is $2.9 billion worth of work 
underway in urban developments around Perth, all of them initiated under the previous government. Most of them 
will be opened during the term of this government. Many are marked as transport-oriented developments; many 
of them are situated along railway lines, but many others are not.  

There is a very substantial tendency for urban developments to appear around shopping malls such as Garden City 
in Booragoon—Booragoon has no train line at all—Westfield Carousel in Cannington and others. Then there are 
other upcoming major projects, such as the Belmont Park precinct, which is a Golden Group project. It is planning 
4 500 residential apartments; $3.8 billion worth of work. It is quite clear that that development has been in the 
wind for a long time, but it was in abeyance for a long time. What spurred its development and commitment was 
planning, no doubt, but also the location of Optus Stadium and the associated train station. That is what opened up 
that $3.8 billion development for commitment. 

Iconic Scarborough was led by the previous government’s investment in the Scarborough precinct, and that is 
a $450 million investment. EQ West has 300 residential apartments and 179 serviced short-stay apartments at the 
beautiful Elizabeth Quay, which the current government would never have built if it had had the choice; it 
campaigned strongly against it and still demonises it. That is a $385 million development. The Brookfield twin 
tower project is, again, in Elizabeth Quay and is a $1.1 billion project. 

That is just from this list—a large number of small infill developments and apartment building projects totalling 
$7.5 billion that were started under the previous government and were inherited by this government. These have 
nothing to do with Metronet. These responses to the demand for urban densification and apartments are creating 
thousands of jobs and changing the texture of the Perth lifestyle and enhancing its vibrancy, and they follow 
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transport-oriented developments. I emphasise that none of these has anything to do with the Metronet program—
they preceded it—and they have nothing to do with the current government, even though it takes credit for them.  

That does not mean the government can stop here. I take it that its policy is to expand the Metronet process, 
particularly around rail but also around roads, and we applaud that and ask the government to take the baton from 
the previous government and continue with it. But the government’s rhetoric that it invented this is quite absurd, 
and everyone can see that. It is very important for the government to get these things right. 

Another big issue we have concerns about is Byford, and people tell me about this over and again. They like the 
train line; fair enough, but there is a big debate about where the train station should be, which has to be resolved. 
I am not sure if the government has landed on where it should be, but that is fair enough; there is debate in the 
community on that. But one of the major criticisms of the extension of the train line to Byford is that it will bring 
criminals down to Byford. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I know the government does not like this, but that is what people are thinking. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Thank you. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a concern for many people in Byford — 

Dr A.D. Buti: How many? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just be quiet; just cool it. 

This is a concern that has been raised with me by many people in Byford. The solution does not lie with not 
building the train line. 

Dr A.D. Buti: The people behind you don’t seem very comfortable with that statement. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not care. I do not care. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is not a solution to not build the train line; that is ridiculous. The solution is to improve 
patrolling and to protect the users of the train line, whether at Armadale or anywhere else. 

Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Morley! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am trying to deal with people’s concerns, not the member’s. 

Ms A. Sanderson: Show some leadership! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Not the member’s concerns. 

Ms A. Sanderson: Don’t dog whistle! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Morley, I will call you if you keep that up. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am glad that we have a really good contest in Darling Range. The government is saying that 
the people in Darling Range should not have these concerns. They should not be concerned about safety on the 
train lines. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is what the government is saying. What the political leader from this side is saying, if 
members would be quiet and listen — 

Ms A. Sanderson: There’s no leader over there. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the member would be quiet and listen she would hear what I told them and am trying to tell 
her, but she is shouting me down because she does not want to hear the concerns of the people of Byford. The 
people of Byford are concerned—some of them—that the train line will bring criminals into their community. 
I accept those people’s concern as a real concern; I am not going to tell them to shut up, as the government did. 

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The solution lies in ensuring the safety of people in transit, whether in Armadale or, in the 
future, in Byford. The government has to fix the safety and the criminality on the train lines. Build the train line, 
but make sure the safety is improved. By the way, that is the widespread view of train users around Perth. If the 
government does not understand that, then it is in trouble. 

Ms A. Sanderson: You’re in trouble, mate. This is desperate. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, right. The government needs to address this concern. It is real. If it does not understand 
that, where has it been living? 

Ms J.J. Shaw: What about Claremont? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Where does the member live? Floreat? That is next to Mt Claremont, is it not? 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Members, quieten down; I would like to hear the Leader of the 
Opposition finish his contribution. Thank you. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: People in Byford are saying that they want the railway line, but the overwhelming priority is 
the Tonkin Highway extension. The railway line goes to Armadale and into the city, but most people working 
there are tradies. They cannot take their equipment with them on the train line. Unless they have some kind of 
strange arrangement for driving their utilities onto railcars, they cannot use the train, but they do travel all around 
metropolitan Perth with their utes and their equipment, and they need the Tonkin Highway extension. That is by 
far the priority issue, but the government has reneged on it. It has the money from the commonwealth; it has an 
agreement with the commonwealth to fund half the project, but it has committed no money to it over the next four 
years. The people of Byford and Darling Range are aware of that, although the government is still advertising that 
it is building it. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [12.21 pm]: I will not be long, because I know we have lunch in 40 minutes. 
The Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018 is reasonably benign in itself. It is a bill that is essential to pass if the 
government wishes to build a railway line in Western Australia, under section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902. 
That provision requires definition of the alignment and the start and finish nodes of the proposed rail project in an 
act of Parliament. That is what we are doing today. We are approving the extension of the Yanchep line and the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link line. That is what this bill normally would be about. 

These days, we have to make sure that the alignment is designated by a drawing. Two drawings are appended to 
this bill, so that we can identify the alignment. Interestingly, the map does not specify the width of the alignment. 
It needs to specify only the alignment of the rail and the start and finish nodes. I asked the advisers in the briefing 
why that was the case, and I understand—this can be confirmed in consideration in detail—that 50 metres either 
side of the central alignment was allowed for, but I would be interested to know what the actual figure is. 
Historically, that distance probably would have been measured in chains or links. Historically, there was no 
metropolitan region scheme and no environmental approvals were required. I would imagine that, in the early days 
of the last century, under the Public Works Act, the commissioner of railways, once the alignment was approved, 
could go as wide as he liked, within a certain amount. I would be interested to know how much that was. He also 
did not have to worry about environmental approvals. Life was a lot easier in those days. In those days, I think 
there were only four commissioners. I think the most senior bureaucrats in the government were probably the 
commissioner of railways, the commissioner of main roads, the commissioner of police — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Public works. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is right—the commissioner of public works, and then the public service commissioner 
probably came in. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: There was also electricity. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, that is right. Was he a commissioner—the commissioner of the state electricity 
commission? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They were the primary public service positions. In those days, presumably, the railway 
line would be built, and then associated works such as depots would define the variant widths along the corridor. 
Then the surveyor general would come in, post construction, and define the rail reserve. These days we have to do 
it the other way around, particularly when we are building a railway line through a built-up area. A lot of 
preliminary work must be done in defining the route, and also defining it in the metropolitan region scheme. In the 
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briefing we had—the minister might confirm this—we were advised that there was some tidying up to be done on 
the MRS on some of the alignments, but that can be explained in the minister’s second reading reply or in 
consideration in detail. 

Two aspects of this bill make it a little different from a normal railway bill. Firstly, there are conditions related to 
clearing. The alignment of the Yanchep line goes through a Bush Forever area. Normally, under clause 13 of the 
metropolitan region scheme, the Public Transport Authority, or the rail authority, is exempt from the requirement 
to obtain Western Australian Planning Commission approval for the clearing of bush, but this does not apply to 
Bush Forever sites. The minister will probably confirm that this bill expands clause 13 of the MRS to provide that 
the PTA does not require WAPC approval for clearing through a Bush Forever site. It would still require approval 
under the Environmental Protection Act, so it would still have to go through that procedure. The second aspect of 
this bill is that it also expands clause 13 so that the PTA or the rail authority does not require WAPC approval for 
clearing of land for works associated with the rail construction but are not on the rail reserve. That pretty well 
sums up, in a nutshell, the whole bill, and the two drawings defining the alignment and the starting points. 

In the second reading speech, the minister mentioned two other rail lines that were election commitments, and they 
were the expansion of the Armadale line to Byford and the line to Ellenbrook, so that allows us to bring those 
matters into the debate as well. The concern that has been well addressed by other speakers about the expansion 
of the metropolitan rail network is the lack of information that would normally be expected for a business case for 
the new lines. Even before a business case is constructed, and even before the government decides that it might 
build a railway line or a road, there is an estimate of the capital cost, the operational cost and the net present value. 
It does not actually need the final business case to do that, but the government can hold off telling everybody what 
those figures are by saying it has not done the business case. It would have done a preliminary business case or 
a prefeasibility study that would contain an estimate, but we do not have that information. The taxpayers are paying 
for this, and it is only right that they receive that information, or even an estimate. It could even be said that the 
estimate might be 10 or 20 per cent out, but we do not have that. The concern is that if we look at that from a pure 
accounting point of view in terms of the budget, the government has not given us an estimate. I am sure that the 
government already knows what the estimated operational costs will be. Therefore, why has the government not 
given us those costs? Why does the government have forward estimates if it does not put those costs in the budget? 
My concern is that we do not have that information or even an idea of that information. We know that the marginal 
cost of operating in the regions, in which the population density is lower, is higher. We know from a recent 
ministerial statement that the patronage on the Mandurah line is terrific. I think there are 20 million passenger 
movements a year on that line. That is fantastic. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: And they all go through South Perth! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I know, member! A lot of them do get off at South Perth. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: They go through South Perth. They love South Perth! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Despite the fact that some rail lines have very high patronage, such as the Mandurah line, 
it costs about $1 billion a year to run the rail network. It would be handy to know what the extra cost of expanding 
the rail network will be and when that cost will be incurred. It is important that that cost is put in the forward 
estimates. That is the main concern that other speakers have expressed. It is also a point that I want to re-emphasise 
in what would otherwise be a fairly benign bill. Our concern is not about the bill itself; it is about the implications 
of the Metronet expansion. It is also about knowing how the net present value of the Metronet expansion compares 
with the net present value of building a parallel road project. Indeed, part of the business case for a rail line should 
presumably be the reduction in traffic volume on the road network around the new rail line. In the 1980s, 
Main Roads would have been able to provide that information from its mainframe computer. I am sure that these 
days it is a lot easier to provide that sort of information. We have a number of questions that we will tease out 
during consideration in detail. Apart from that, the opposition does support, obviously, this bill. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [12.31 pm]: I thank members for the opportunity to speak on the Railway 
(METRONET) Bill 2018. I always get excited when the member for Nedlands pulls out a map, with his 
engineering background. 
Dr D.J. Honey: Or talks about net present value! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes, or talks about net present value—quite right, member for Cottesloe. 
A number of my colleagues have outlined their concerns about the bill, and I echo those concerns, although the 
opposition will obviously be supporting the bill before the house today. With the indulgence of members, I would 
like to deal with a number of areas in this bill—namely, the planning and transport implications, what the future 
might look like, and the radio communications tender, which the Premier answered a question on yesterday. 
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I have always believed that the planning for the rail corridors which exist currently, and which are planned to be 
expanded under this legislation, could have been done better. I say that in relation to transport-orientated 
development. I note the government’s announcement in, I think, February or March this year that 1 390 homes are 
planned to be built in key transit-orientated developments along the rail network. That is a good move. We need 
to look closely at not only what that mix will look like, but also the design aesthetic. When I was working in the 
Premier’s office in 2013, there was a policy that I called internally “lazy lands”. Unfortunately, that policy did not 
get up, but it is something that I looked at quite closely. The aim of that policy was to look at how 
government-owned land within 15 kilometres of the CBD could be best optimised to provide medium and 
higher-density residential housing and some retail and hospitality space. A lot of that lazy land is located along the 
heritage rail lines in the city. A good example is East Perth, and also the heritage lines in the member for Cottesloe’s 
electorate. That provides a great opportunity to create the interconnected city that we should be looking at creating. 
I have always been a bit disappointed that “lazy lands” could not jump the hurdle. However, as time goes by, that 
type of development will become inevitable. 
The member for South Perth has spoken a number of times about the need for a train station in South Perth. It is 
probably unfathomable to anyone in this chamber that South Perth does not have a train station and the residential 
development that might exist around it. It is a beautiful spot close to the city. The best way to leverage a train 
station in South Perth might be to look at the air rights that would exist at that train station and put some commercial 
and residential development around that. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: We are already looking at that. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for South Perth advises that that is being looked at. Governments on both sides 
should look at the opportunities that exist along our rail corridors and at how we can make optimal use of the land 
in those areas. 
Dr A.D. Buti: Member, I have a question. You have raised a very interesting point. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, member for Armadale. 
Dr A.D. Buti: As member for Dawesville, this is very pertinent to you. You are right. Many other stations could 
be put in along the Mandurah rail line, but, obviously, each time you put in another station, it will increase the 
journey time between Mandurah and Perth. It is a long enough journey now. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for Armadale is quite right. My wife catches the train from Mandurah to 
East Perth quite often, and she tells me how much of a pain it is that there are a lot of stops along the way and it is 
not an express service. I think I brought that up with the government at the time when I was a candidate, and I was 
told it would be impossible to do that unless we put in a lot of sidings. The member for Armadale is right—the 
more residential development we put on top of a rail line, the more we will create backlog or congestion on that 
rail line. We need to look at finding a creative solution. 
Mr T.J. Healy: The people in Kenwick would be horrified! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I do not think my wife would go through Kenwick to get to East Perth! I appreciate the 
member for Southern River’s interjection, but I think I was probably only six or seven years old when that was 
postured. I am working with the rail line that we currently have. Indeed, it was fought for quite strongly by the late 
Arthur Marshall as well. Nevertheless, the transport corridors, and the rail corridors in particular, offer a great 
opportunity for Perth and the Peel region to have a better look at the residential and commercial development that 
exists in those areas. 
Something that is not often spoken about in this place—I am going off on a bit of a tangent, but I hope I will get 
to explore this some more—is the life of the heavy rail corridor that this house will inevitably agree to, probably 
by the end of today. The life span of heavy rail is decades—50-plus years. I hope the member for Cottesloe, or 
someone else, will be able to advise me, but the Fremantle line in an electrified sense has been around for a very 
long time—in fact, some decades. 
Dr A.D. Buti: The Fremantle line has been there since 1891. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes, but electrified. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I know! Sir Charles Court turned it off—there we go! 
Mr I.C. Blayney interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, member for Geraldton, for advising me that it was a Burke 
government commitment to re-electrify that rail line and turn it back on. These lines have a significant life span. 
They have a long legacy in the development of our city. As someone who has spent a lot of time in Midland and 
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Guildford, I know that the train lines often cut through communities. Bassendean is a good example of how a train 
line can significantly segment and separate a community. We are doing that again with the expansion of Metronet. 
It will obviously have an impact on both residential and commercial areas. That is just a matter of fact. 
Dr A.D. Buti: It was 1991. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, member for Armadale. 
Ms A. Sanderson: Were you born then? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I was four, but I appreciate that, member for Morley! 
Mr I.C. Blayney: Did your parents take you for a ride out there? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, member for Geraldton! 
These train lines will cut through a lot of the suburbs that they go through. That is inevitable because of the nature 
of the infrastructure. All of us in this place should turn our mind to what displacement might exist for heavy rail 
in the next 10, 20 or 30 years. This government will be spending billions of dollars on Metronet—again, something 
that the opposition is agreeing to in this bill—and the expansion of heavy rail infrastructure. That will have a very 
significant impact. I turn my mind to—certainly, I spoke about this in my inaugural speech—the rise of 
autonomous vehicles and what that might mean for the displacement of public transport in particular. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Minister for Transport, you are obliged to seek the leave of the Chair. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: More recently, as an area of interest, I read a Brookings Institution paper that shows that 
$80 billion of investment has gone into driverless vehicles. There are five classifications from level 0 to level 4. 
Level 4 vehicles are completely autonomous and level 0 vehicles are what we all drive now, and there are some 
strata in between. With the development that is underway and the inevitable commercialisation that is apparently 
forecast within the next 10 years, they will become quite significant. By 2040, more than one-quarter of the 
developed world will have access to, or use quite regularly, this type of driverless vehicle. If we look at that in the 
context of Metronet—again, it is an important piece of connecting infrastructure—I wonder what the world might 
be like if we could spend billions of dollars, together with companies like Google, and make Western Australia 
a more entrepreneurial state and harbour and embrace that sort of autonomous vehicle development and perhaps 
even buy into that, so that when those vehicles are commercialised, we could get a kick out of that; we could get 
a clip from vehicles sold or from the development of the software, which is more important than the vehicle itself. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for South Perth, when you come into the chamber, you are required to seek 
the leave of the Chair. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The transport solutions that we need to be thinking about right now are rail, because that is 
what is around us. But, inevitably, there will be significant displacement in 10, 20 or 30 years by those autonomous 
vehicles, and it is something that this government and future governments need to turn their minds to. When I look 
at the significant infrastructure spend for Metronet, I am conscious of the impact that that might have into the 
future. I implore the Minister for Transport, given that she also has the planning portfolio, to look at some sort of 
review. I am not sure that anything like that exists at the moment. I think I have asked parliamentary questions 
about whether a body of work has been done on autonomous vehicles. We should start turning our mind to that 
very seriously. I would rather that Western Australia lead the way in embracing that technology and perhaps some 
investment could go into that. If it was the same quantum as the investment in the Metronet infrastructure, we 
would be in a far better place in decades to come. 
The final area I would like to talk about is Huawei and the concerns outlined in articles that I have read recently 
about the Perth rail system and radiocommunications. I note that the Premier and, through interjections, the 
Minister for Transport have provided answers to this house indicating that they have spoken to commonwealth 
government agencies about the rollout of the radiocommunications network. Certainly, I do not question the 
validity of the advice given to the state government by the commonwealth agencies. That is something that any 
prudent state government would do if it had a tender from a company that had been somewhat controversial. In an 
article by the Minister for Transport, she said that we can only take the advice that we have been given by those 
agencies. I think those agencies are aware of the impact that a company like Huawei might have and the ultimate 
considerations that have been made by jurisdictions right across the western world about the increasing prevalence 
of that company’s interests and pitching and investment options for telecommunications. I have tried to find the 
tender document, although I went through that work only this morning to specifically find the tender in question. 
I think it might be only the radiocommunications between those trains, but I could be wrong. It is certainly those 
trains that will operate on the Metronet network. All of us should be aware of not this particular tender, but the 
ongoing interest that that company has in telecommunications and radiocommunications in our state. 

There is an interesting book called Silent Invasion by Professor Clive Hamilton, and if members have not had the 
opportunity to read it, perhaps they can take this at face value. There is a whole chapter dedicated to Huawei and, 
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in this case, that company’s involvement in the national broadband network. I would like to quote some portions 
of it. I do not want to cast aspersions about what is happening with any possible tender for which there might be 
a preferred tenderer, but a company has tendered for this as part of the Metronet system. The opposition might at 
some time seek an understanding of the advice being provided at least in loose terms to the government by 
commonwealth agencies. All of us should be aware of what it might mean if this company is tendering very 
actively for radiocommunications in Western Australia. This has been an issue. The dealings between this 
company and previous Liberal and Labor federal governments go back some time. Clive Hamilton’s book refers 
to some history and states —  

And so in March 2012 the Gillard Labor government banned the giant Chinese telecommunications 
company Huawei from tendering to supply its equipment to the National Broadband Network (NBN). 
Our intelligence agencies had warned that there was ‘credible evidence’ that Huawei was linked to … the 
PLA, — 

That is the People’s Liberation Army — 

the Chinese military’s cyber-espionage arm. 

It further states — 

In … 2012 the US Congress released a devastating report confirming fears about Huawei’s close 
connections with … intelligence agencies. It concluded that the United States ‘should view with suspicion 
the continued penetration of the U.S. telecommunications market’ by these companies. 

It proposed that any acquisitions of American companies by Huawei should be blocked and that governments 
should exclude Huawei from operating on government systems. That was from a 2012 US Congress report. I note 
that just this week, the United States director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the National Security Agency, 
the Central Intelligence Agency and the joint chiefs of the intelligence services, in socialising that information 
with the Senate and US House of Representatives, have also come out with their concerns about the growing 
influence of this company and its interests in telecommunications networks. It seems from that congressional 
investigation in 2012, and certainly from the US government’s perspective, that there were numerous attempts to 
undermine the integrity of telecommunications networks. I am certain that no government in the state of 
Western Australia would mess around with radiocommunications on our train networks. I think it is only inter-train 
communications. To see a company like that pitching is indeed the start of something that has existed in other 
jurisdictions for some time. I do not think there is a need to be fearful or anything like that. When I read the book, 
I was left with a very dim view of the future of the world, but it is something that all of us in this place should be 
aware of when dealing with this company. 

The member for South Perth pointed out that Metronet will shuttle 20 million people a year from Mandurah. It is 
important for us to get that communications network right, but I also see it as a first foray, as it were, into 
Western Australia’s telecommunications jurisdiction. I note that various iterations of the Australian 
commonwealth government have also blocked Huawei and also, I think, ZTE Corporation, a related 
telecommunications manufacturing company, from having any involvement in the telecommunications systems in 
Western Australia and also advised all members not to have a Huawei personal mobile device of any nature 
because of the links and the significant security concerns. I echo and worry about those concerns. I expect and 
hope that the government will get that right and will heed those concerns. More than the government’s response 
to it, it was illustrative and indicative to me of where this company’s interests are. From what I can see—I could 
indeed be wrong; my history in this place is limited—this is the first foray into state government infrastructure of 
this nature. I will follow with active interest where that tender goes. 

In conclusion, I would like to refer to the importance of the Mandurah train line to my community. It is a very popular 
train line, as members have previously pointed out. I was at Arthur Marshall’s funeral last week and the point was 
made in his eulogy that he fought very hard, alongside many others in this place, for the completion of that line. 
I think it will be an important part of his legacy; certainly that was spoken about. It has proved to be quite valuable. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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