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TIER 3 RAIL LINES — ARC INFRASTRUCTURE 

Statement 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.46 pm]: That was quite impressive. How old is that thinking that it cannot 
move on and see how renewable power has changed? I will leave it to my colleague Hon Tim Clifford to address 
that in the next sitting of Parliament. 

I would like to discuss another old issue: Arc Infrastructure. People are not looking towards the future for our children 
and their children. I acknowledge that the government released the engineering report today and that it is looking 
for information about the $1 billion that it may cost to improve the lines. I am really pleased that it listened to its 
members who called for the engineering report. I am pleased that it has listened to the farmers who, through the 
Wheatbelt Railway Retention Alliance, had 200 people show up in Kulin, including the minister, to determine what 
they want done to transport their grain on rail once again. I am also pleased that the government is listening to the 
wider community.  

The issue that receives the most positive emotive response from people is that of trains and rail. Everybody has an 
image in their head of what they are thinking about but tier 3 lines are not just an emotive issue and they are not 
there for the love of them. They are there for a very good reason. They can help us in the future by providing good, 
sensible transport with lower emissions, less fuel consumption, less road maintenance and limiting the need to 
build new roads. There are so many things about it. The difficulty that I have with the tier 3 lines being shut down 
in 2014 is that it followed from not only the lease to Arc Infrastructure, but also changes to the lease 10 or 12 years 
later to make it easier for Arc Infrastructure to walk away from lines that it did not feel were economical. The 
former government was responsible for both those tasks. I cannot for the life of me understand what drove it to do 
that because it makes so little sense. I have no proof that it was anything other than the former government believing 
that it was doing the right thing, but to say that it was a mistake is quite generous. There had to be something going 
on that I still do not see. The grain was taken off functioning rail lines, although they needed some repairs. They 
definitely needed to be fixed up and made safe and more efficient. The lease was given to Arc Infrastructure for 
50 years, but then it decided that the line was uneconomical and it would put it into care and maintenance. 

We have been discussing a lot of definitions in this chamber in the last two weeks. I do not know why we need to 
have a definition of care and maintenance, but it cannot mean what has been allowed to happen in the last six years. 
Now that we have the engineering report, we can see that some of the lines have been allowed to degenerate. I talk 
a lot about regeneration in this place, but this is degeneration. Knowingly, those lines were left to degenerate and 
it will cost $1 billion to fix them. Farmers were allowed to fence off the lines so that they are no longer accessible. 
Wow—whose decision was that? I cannot imagine. It beggars belief that someone allowed trees and shrubs to grow 
along the lines and farmers to plant crops right next to the ballast. These lines were used until 2014, and now people 
are saying that some areas are washed out. It is just unconscionable that the lines have been allowed to deteriorate. 

What I and the farmers are looking for is some sort of process they can be involved in to prioritise the lines, because 
the prioritisation list that came out is not what the Wheatbelt Railway Retention Alliance was looking for. I am talking 
about 200 people showing up to an event in Kulin. It has a lot of followers. Earlier this week, I presented a petition 
with 1 400 signatures, and I already have 200 more to add to that. A lot of farmers and grain growers who contribute 
to this state’s exports want to be involved in the process of determining the prioritisation of these lines. We need to 
involve and empower these grain growers so that they can be involved. We need to talk to the regional communities, 
the growers and Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd and think about the long term. The priorities are the Kulin–Narrogin 
line and the Kondinin–West Merredin line, but that is not what farmers are looking for. They really hope the 
government will look at the Narrogin–Merredin line. It makes more sense because farmers will transport their 
grain towards the port, but they are not likely to take it back on that other line. I really hope the government will 
look at that. 

Some reports have referred to changing the narrow gauge lines to standard gauge, which is more expensive and 
possibly unnecessary, given that railcars are available for the narrow gauge. I hope that the farmers and the grain 
growers are involved in the conversation. I often talk about deliberative processes; this is another case when they 
need to be brought in and involved in the process. 

The $1 billion cost seems like a lot, but remember these lines were first put in place in the early 1900s. We are talking 
about over 100 years of use. In 100 years, will we be using the roads we have put billions of dollars into? It is hard 
to say. I really hope that the government will look at those costs and do what is necessary. I know we are going to 
try to get federal government funding, but that is taxpayers’ dollars, too. I hope we do the best with it. I would like to 
make one suggestion. Last weekend, I was talking to members of the hemp growing industry. Someone has done 
four years of research so far on hemp sleepers, and that is something the government could look at to determine 
whether the sleepers could be made of hemp, which would encourage the growth of that industry. We would also 
be locking up carbon by doing that and we would not have carbon emissions from making concrete sleepers. There 
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are a lot of benefits from it and I really hope that we look at it, because this is going to be a long-term process. 
These hemp sleepers do not even need ballast. It is something to look at that is really worthwhile. Let us be innovative. 
We talk about innovation and we have a department with “innovation” in its name. It is a great idea; let us be 
innovative as a government. Let us look forward, see what we can do, and make something for the long term. 

The next issue is truck transport. We need to remember that one narrow gauge freight train carries the same as 
59 road trains. We are looking at fuel use that is 4.8 times higher if we put grain on trucks. We have not moved on to 
electric trucks yet, and we have not made truck transport any cheaper or more efficient. We use 4.8 times more fuel 
if we use trucks. There has to be something in there. If we are talking about climate change and having some sort 
of plan for the future, that is something we should look at. It is not just the fuel, but also the tyres that those trucks 
consume. We know that a lot of trucks use a lot of tyres, and that is another problem with waste, re-use or whatever 
we can do with them. We really have to look at something else. We need to put the grain on rail; otherwise, there 
is an impact on roads. Not only do road repairs often fall to local governments to manage, but local governments 
just cannot keep repairing the damage that is done to local roads by trucks. Please look at that as well. 

Also look at what road construction has to be carried out because of this. The grain on rail could easily be taken to 
the Down Road inland port near Albany and then put on rail to the port. That would save $175 million being spent 
on a ring-road that does not need to be built. I understand that the first shovel of earth was turned today—whoopee! 
That $175 million could have been used on that rail line to make it safe so that all grain could come to Down Road 
and then be taken to the port. That might cost $20 million or $30 million, which leaves $150 million that could be 
spent on the other tier 3 lines. It could even be spent doing up the Nyabing–Katanning rail line. That might cost 
$79 million, which would still leave another $75 million for other purposes. We really have to think about this. 

The lease to Arc Infrastructure is really the problem. It does not sound as though anything is likely to change, but 
I am still hoping that some sort of negotiation will be done so that when we put a billion dollars into new rail lines, 
it does not just go back to Arc Infrastructure to take out what it can, to make a profit and do nothing else. It just does 
not make sense. Those rail lines need to be back under the control of the government as they were prior to 1999. 
It just makes sense for our farmers and industry. Arc Infrastructure has not done a fine job. It is not appreciated by 
the people who use the line. It is taking out what it can, sending it overseas and using it for other purposes to keep 
its business afloat. It is not for the benefit of Western Australia. If those lines could be run by the government, that 
would benefit WA and our farmers. 

House adjourned at 5.56 pm 
__________ 
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