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RAILWAY (NARNGULU TO GERALDTON) BILL 2001 
Committee 

Resumed from 22 August.  The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon G.T. Giffard 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the Bill. 

Schedule 1 -  
Progress was reported after the schedule had been partly considered.  

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  Yesterday, I asked several questions about the financial arrangements that were recently 
announced about how those arrangements were separated.  I understand that $10 million will be provided over 
the next two years and that the project will be funded with a total of $88 million.  In the previous budget, 
$34 million was set aside for the road construction of the rail corridor.  What is the cost of the road component, 
and what are the funding arrangements for the rest of the construction? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The member is right about the $10 million that will be provided over the next two years.  
The road component of the project is $52 million.  However, I hasten to add that the $88 million relates to stage 
1.  The $52 million is part of the $105 million for the project.  The road component of the $88 million is 
$35 million, and the other $17 million is for stage 2, which brings the total figure up to $105 million. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I am also asking about the source of the funding, because arrangements were in place 
previously under which the road funding component was to come out of the roads budget.  The previous 
Government had arrangements in place to fund the rail section separately.  I know that this Government does not 
concede that the arrangements that the previous Government had in place are to its liking.  However, when the 
election was held, the Labor Party made a commitment to fund the construction of this railway.  Since the 
Government knows the financial arrangements of the State, it is up to the Government to fund this development. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  Hon Murray Criddle raised that issue yesterday.  His concern seemed to be about ensuring 
that the funding for the rail would not come out of Main Roads.  That is true.  The road funding component 
comes from Main Roads; the rail funding component comes from the Western Australian Government Railways 
Commission.  Therefore, there is that separation and those two sources of funds for the project. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that.  That is exactly what I was concerned about 
regarding the funding arrangements.  I do not know whether anybody else is interested in the financial issues, but 
I will take another tack.  From looking at the map, I understand the railway ends at Gregory Street in Geraldton.  
How will the grain, if grain is being transported, be unloaded into the existing Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd 
receival point through the grid that is already there; or will another pit be built?  If another pit is not to be built, I 
point out that no-one in Geraldton wants the rail trucks to be down on the foreshore, because that would defeat 
the purpose of enhancing the foreshore.  Will a railway run out into the ocean along a spit? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The map in front of the member shows that the railway connects to the existing port, 
where the railway is currently located.  There will be realignments, as I broadly referred to yesterday, in the port 
that will allow the 900-metre trains to be split, so that the railway will not go beyond the Gregory Street line.  
There will be realignments within the port area. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I would like to know how those realignments will work, because there is simply not 
enough room to unload a viable train, which is about 960 metres long.  A train of that length cannot physically fit 
within that area.  I know that in some of the planning for Geraldton, the idea was to run the trains along a spit 
into the ocean, where it is intended that the marine centre will be built.  That point needs clarification.  I realise 
that the smaller trains can fit in there without interfering with the beachfront and the view across the existing rail, 
but the idea was to remove the rail from the foreshore to allow Geraldton to smile at the sea, if one likes. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The working party, including CBH and the city council, has been looking into this matter.  
The proposal is for a split-train operation, whereby realignments occur within the port so that the train comes in 
and essentially is split.  The second half of the train is moved parallel to the first half of the train, and the 
unloading is done from the existing area.  That is how trains of that length are able to fit into the current 
operation.  As Hon Murray Criddle said, the smaller trains are able to be serviced under the current 
arrangements. 

The spur that has been referred to is being considered as part of the whole redevelopment along the existing 
foreshore, which is primarily being driven by the city council.  However, it is proposed to allow for the longer 
trains to be accommodated by the realignment and the splitting operation. 
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Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I have two questions.  First, if a decision is made to run the train out onto the spur, will we 
have to come back later and consider another Bill?  Second, does the port have the option of building a line 
within its port area without the necessity of legislation?  

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  No, we would not need to come back to the Parliament.  Authority exists under the 
Government Railways Act to build a railway line on the port facilities.  It would be built under the authority of 
that Act.  The line would cover an area running up to the line covered by the existing Act. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  It is my understanding that there must be legislation to build a railway in Western 
Australia.  Is the parliamentary secretary saying that it may be necessary to extend the spit within the port land if 
the construction goes ahead?  We do not want this legislation to have another journey through the Parliament.  I 
am sure the parliamentary secretary can see where I am heading.  I want absolute clarity that we will not see 
another Bill in Parliament for that extension to go ahead.  There has been some talk in Geraldton about the spur, 
as the parliamentary secretary calls it, which would alleviate the costly necessity for trains to unhook and hook 
up again. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  While the parliamentary secretary is considering Hon Murray Criddle’s question, can 
he clarify whether the spit referred to would be on existing or reclaimed land, or would it involve further 
development into the current marine area?  Is the parliamentary secretary talking about a new engineering 
development?  If so, I am concerned because that is not the legislation I believe I am supporting. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The answer to Hon Murray Criddle’s question is no.  The existing enabling Act allows for 
deviations up to 1.6 kilometres along the existing lines, which is a sufficient capacity to extend the spit line that 
may come to fruition.  As I said, the area of development is covered by the current enabling Act and this Bill 
because it is on the port land, which is the enabled land. 

In answer to the question raised by Hon Dee Margetts, the line referred to is within the existing port operations.  
We are talking about building a rock wall further out, but within the existing port area, to accommodate the 
placement of the line.  It will not go out beyond the area of the current port operations. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Lines 20 to 23 of schedule 1 indicate that the railway line will terminate at the port of 
Geraldton.  The parliamentary secretary said that the Government would not fund the deepening of the port.  The 
port authority in Geraldton expects the port to be deepened.  That would justify the type of rail and the facilities 
to be built there as part of the overall deal.  I have no doubt that the parliamentary secretary gave a complete 
answer; however, I became confused when he alerted me to Hansard in the other place. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  I assumed you got your information there. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The parliamentary secretary is correct, I read Hansard.  When the member for 
Geraldton was asked whether the Government would fund the deepening of the port, he said it would, at a cost of 
$100 million.  He was then asked how deep it would be and he said it would be 30 metres.  That would mean 
that Geraldton would rank as one of the best ports in the world, not including the extended jetties.  I wondered 
whether the federal Government would move the submarine base to Geraldton because with that depth of water 
it would be most applicable.  In fact, submarines could enter the ports submerged and surface alongside the jetty 
because the depth of water would be so great. 

The member for Geraldton was asked whether the proposition of deepening the port had ever been suggested to 
the Government.  He said that it had and that he believed three proposals had been considered.  He was asked 
why they had been rejected and he said that the granite interface of the seafloor of the port of Geraldton would 
make it difficult.  I remember a comment of the previous Government after a couple of engineers examined the 
deepening of the port.  They quoted $60 million a metre three or four years ago - a total of $120 million. 

I return to the point about deepening the port to 30 metres.  Currently Geraldton harbour is slightly more than 
11.5 metres.  In fact, the deepening would increase it by two metres to 13.6 metres.  Talk of 30 metres is 
misleading and builds up an expectation in the people of Geraldton that when the Narngulu rail is in place, there 
will be a you-beaut deepening of the harbour to 30 metres and the Government will fund it. 

I am saying this because it is confusing.  I understood what the parliamentary secretary said when he made it 
clear that the Government would not fund it, particularly the part he referred to.  I appreciate that and do not 
have a problem with it.  However, first, the parliamentary secretary and the minister should take the member for 
Geraldton, Mr Hill, to one side and explain the difference between 13.6 metres and 30 metres.  He may need 
Hon Alan Cadby, a good mathematician, to understand what these figures mean. 

Second, it is important to prevent bushfires in the mid west region and for that reason the road and rail link into 
the port should be funded by the Government.  The parliamentary secretary made it clear that the Government 
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does not have the money.  Let us face it, it is not very good economics to throw around $120 million to get two 
metres of depth.  If the Government and the port authority will not fund it, who will pay for it?  It will be the 
farmers and the mining companies who use that rail and road to export out of Geraldton.  That is the message I 
will put around my electorate if the Government does not correct the member for Geraldton.  It is irresponsible 
of that member to make statements that are wrong, whether he did that intentionally, unintentionally or was just 
misinformed.  It is incumbent on the parliamentary secretary to ensure that the minister explains to the member 
for Geraldton that he must get his information correct before he starts building up expectations in the 
community, otherwise I will be the first to say that we can look forward to a huge increase in port charges to 
cover the whims of a few people who do not listen to scientific facts. I relate this to this schedule because it was 
used as justification.  The member did not have to do that because most of us agree with what is happening.  It 
has confused a number of people.  I have been approached by people in the mid west region since the statement 
was made that the Government will fund the deepening of the port. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Notwithstanding that, the Geraldton Port Authority is very keen to proceed with a proposition 
to deepen the port by two metres.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  As the leader knows, that has been on the drawing board for a number of years.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The reference to “30 metres” was a typo. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  There was no typing mistake.  The correct version stated “30 metres”.  

Hon Peter Foss:  It was a “no-braino”.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  It confuses people.  Why should we support the expenditure of $105 million?  
Someone can say, “We will deepen the port by 30 metres and take the biggest supertankers in the world into 
Geraldton.”  

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not think there is a commercial vessel on earth that requires a depth of 30 metres.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I said it would be unique in the world.  Oakajee, which is seen as having great 
deepwater potential, is 19.5 metres deep.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is cape class plus.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I am not trying to be critical.  However, it is important that the people of the mid 
west do not relate this to the deepening of the port and assume that the Government will spend another 
$120 million.  People do read Hansard; this does get out.  It is misleading to the average punter, and it needs 
clarifying.  Mr Hill should retract the statements attributed to him in The Geraldton Guardian and say that he 
erred and the Government will not fund the deepening of the port.  He should admit that he was misinformed 
when someone told him that the depth would be 30 metres.  People have approached me about this matter.  They 
cannot believe what they are reading or hearing.  It is distorting the value of what is happening up there.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I am more than happy to refer the member’s comments to the member for Geraldton.  I 
hope he can take some comfort from the information he has been able to glean about the Government’s position.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am confused about some of the answers to questions asked yesterday.  I will try to 
summarise them so that I understand the position.  Is it the Government’s intention to construct the works that 
are referred to in the schedule?  Is it also the Government’s intention to carry out the other works implicit in the 
construction of the works referred to in the schedule?  As I understand the debate, that includes the roadworks on 
the Geraldton highway, the rearrangement of the line within the current port to permit the splitting trains so that 
they can be fitted, and the construction of the pit referred to by Hon Murray Criddle.  Is it also the Government’s 
intention to carry out those works?  Is it the Government’s intention to carry out any other works that I have 
omitted to mention that it sees as a necessary part of those alterations?  I could add a question about the 
deepening of the port. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The Government does intend to carry out the works.  Hon Peter Foss referred to the 
Government’s intention to carry out works implicit in the construction and mentioned roadworks.  I assume he is 
referring to stages 1 and 2 of the project.  The answer is yes.  I am not sure whether the member was in the 
Chamber at the time, but when we commenced the debate today, I explained that the current configuration of rail 
in the port accommodates the smaller trains.  This proposal allows for the longer trains - the 980-metre long 
trains - to be split.  The money allocated for this project will cover the rail work that will enable the trains to be 
split.  That process occurs over the existing pit, so there will be no new pit.  It will also cover the removal of old 
railway lines at a cost of $1.8 million to complete this project, which involves the roadworks and the rail works. 

Hon Peter Foss:  What about the deepening? 
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Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  As I have already indicated, the Geraldton Port Authority is keen on it and is investigating 
it.  However, it has not submitted a formal proposal.  If it does, the Government will consider it.  It is not part of 
this package or project.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the cost of each of those items?  I want to know the cost of the work included in the 
schedule, the roadworks - stages 1 and 2 - and the rearrangement within the port.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The figure of $53 million is for the rail: $1.8 million is for the removal of the old rail; 
$1 million is for the port works; and $50.2 million is for the construction of the rail that is referred to on the map.  
The $35 million is for stage 1, which is work west of the North West Coastal Highway roundabout, and 
$17 million is for stage 2, which is work from there to the Geraldton-Mt Magnet Road.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the expected source of these funds?  Some of the funds would come from statutory 
trusts which have been established for the roads, for example.  I do not know if there is one for the rail.  
Hon M.J. Criddle:  The WA Government Railways Commission should fund rail.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the expected source of these funds - the consolidated revenue fund or a statutory 
fund, and which statutory fund? 

Point of Order 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have doubts about the line of questioning that question encompasses.  It is properly a 
question that should be addressed in the estimates committee.  Nothing in the Bill relates to the division of costs.  
The parliamentary secretary has quite clearly explained the global costing of the project.  The division of funds 
and whether trust funds, consolidated funds or any other funding source might be used or allocated for the object 
of the Bill, is entirely irrelevant to the question before the Chamber.  The question before the Chamber, as I 
understand it, is that the schedule be adopted. 

Chairman’s RulingRuling 
The CHAIRMAN (Hon George Cash):  Yesterday a number of questions were asked in respect of other clauses 
in the Bill.  It was clear that because no advisers were present, those questions could not be answered.  It was put 
to me overnight that the Bill should be recommitted.  If the Leader of the House does not believe that these 
questions on costs relate to schedule 1, they can certainly be asked on clause 3, which is the authority to 
construct a railway.  However, I rule that the questions are well within the scope of the schedule, which is setting 
out a particular area of land to be used for a railway.  From time to time in his answer, the parliamentary 
secretary has clearly canvassed the area of finance.  The information that is sought can be obtained by order of 
the House.  If the parliamentary secretary has some reason for not answering at this time, he can let the Chamber 
know, but the questions are certainly within the scope of the schedule.   

I make the point that if the Chamber wants to have the Bill recommitted, we will deal with the schedule and then 
we will go back and deal with clause 3, which is the authority to construct a railway, and ask all the questions 
that were apparently being asked yesterday to which no answers were being given.  That is entirely up to the 
Chamber. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I would like some further clarification of my question on the split and the 
parliamentary secretary’s answer.  For my benefit and that of my colleague, may I clarify what would be 
perceived as the distance of new engineering works for a train turnaround?  What is the distance of new 
construction into the port-marine area?  What is the size of that construction? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I do not have a precise figure because the matter is being looked at and there is not a final 
proposal, but it would appear that a distance of about 350 metres from the existing shoreline is being talked 
about.  As for the questions about funding, the rail component of the project is being funded through the WA 
Government Railways Commission and the commitment for the funds to the road is from Main Roads’ 
budgeting for road funding. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for confirming that the road component is coming 
from Main Roads’ budget and the rail component is coming from the WA Government Railways Commission.  I 
understand that is what the parliamentary secretary said earlier in answer to my question.  I think that answer 
would satisfy Hon Peter Foss. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I would like more detail. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  In the second reading speech mention was made of $1 million for the Co-operative Bulk 
Handling Ltd facility.  Is that to do with the rail component that was mentioned a little while ago? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 23 August 2001] 

 p2897b-2902a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Graham Giffard; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Peter Foss; Hon 

Kim Chance; Chairman 

 [5] 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Yes. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  The parliamentary secretary also mentioned that $1.8 million would be used for the lifting 
of the rail.  Is that also in the area we are talking about or is it for the rail farther north? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The $1.8 million is for lifting the rail east and north of Gregory Street along the foreshore.   

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  That is outside the area of the map that we have.  Is it for the lifting of the rail right along 
the corridor until it meets up with Narngulu again? 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Yes. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  That is good news.  From the information given to us in Geraldton, I take it that stage 1 is 
for tenders for construction to start in March 2003.  What is the anticipated completion date for the first stage 
and what are the commencement and completion dates for the second stage involving the roads? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  As I think I have already indicated, stage 1 for the road construction is due to be 
completed by the end of 2005.  The intention is to commence stage 2 at the completion of stage 1. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  How does the western section of the road link in where it joins the Great Northern 
Highway near the roundabout? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  A new roundabout will be constructed slightly east of the existing roundabout on the 
North West Coastal Highway.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The parliamentary secretary mentioned that a consultative committee is working on the 
turnaround facilities for the train, including the potential for a spit or some other means.  Which members of the 
council are members of that consultative committee?  Has there been community consultation, and what process 
will involve the community and provide information and an environmental assessment? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The steering committee comprises the WA Government Railways Commission, Main 
Roads WA, the Department of Transport and the mayors of the City of Geraldton and the Town of Greenough.  I 
am not sure if that is the full list, but that is the flavour of the representation on that committee.  The foreshore 
redevelopment committee, which is a creature of the City of Geraldton, operates independently of this steering 
committee.  Its membership includes councillors, shire officers and representatives of the port authority. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Are they also looking at the spit concept? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  Yes, they are.  A report of that committee is available for public comment.  That 
committee is independent of the government steering committee that is looking at this.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Does the proposal for the foreshore include a spit?  

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  Yes, it does.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I want to go back to the question I asked earlier about the source of funds.  Could the 
parliamentary secretary advise what funds will come from trust funds - that is, money that is automatically 
appropriated into trust funds by virtue of an Act of Parliament - and what will come out of the consolidated 
fund?  

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I do not have any more information other than that which I have already provided.   

Schedule put and passed.   

Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon G.T. Giffard (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed.   
 


