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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2014–15 BILL 2014 
Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Liz Behjat) in the chair; Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) 
in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I had hoped to make some of these comments by interjection, but I accept the ruling that 
there were to be no interjections during the debate on the appropriation bills. I guess it gives us a bit more 
opportunity to deal with some of the items contained in the capital program. I particularly want to focus on one 
area about which the minister made some comments in her response to the second reading debate. Members will 
note that under schedule 1 it is intended that there will be an appropriation of $94 million for the Public 
Transport Authority. Of course, that relates to a range of projects. The total cost of the Public Transport 
Authority’s asset investment program is $424 463 000 and there are some loan and other repayments, with a total 
of $511 040 000. Members may note that obviously that is significantly more than the $94 million that will be 
appropriated under schedule 1 of the legislation. The difference is due to a number of projects that will be funded 
by both capital and borrowings, but the borrowings are not shown in the legislation that we are dealing with 
today. 

One of the projects contained within the asset investment program is the Forrestfield–Airport Link, to which the 
minister made some references earlier. The first point I want to make is that the minister explained to the 
chamber that since the budget was handed down, in which the total cost of this project was $2.021 billion, there 
had been a range of changes to both the scope and the time frame. The interesting thing about that is that the 
government is saying that it has every confidence that the airport rail line will be delivered on time and on 
budget. However, we know from the minister’s comments this afternoon that already the time frame and the 
budget have changed, so I am not sure how the government can claim that it will deliver a project on time and on 
budget when the minister has clearly said to the chamber that because of a change in the time frame, the budget 
for this project has blown out from the pre-election costing. The pre-election costing was $1.9 billion, the 
Treasury costing of the pre-election announcement was $2.15 billion, the budget that we are dealing with today 
estimates it at $2.21 billion, and of course, subsequently, we have learnt from the glossy brochure that was 
released as a poor excuse for a project definition plan that it is now $2.2 billion. However, we have been told that 
that is only a best estimate because we will not know the real cost. 

Of course, one of the key issues in this whole process is the question of what role Treasury had in costing that 
project. The minister said that Treasury had a person sitting on the committee and that Treasury had 
subsequently reviewed the costing of the project. What is unclear is at what point Treasury reviewed the costing 
and satisfied itself with the methodology. So that is the first question that I ask of the minister: at what point did 
Treasury review the costing for the airport rail line and satisfy itself with the methodology? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will repeat what I said so that members are aware: I said that, as with all major 
infrastructure projects, Treasury did not formally cost the project during the business case and initial planning 
development; however, it has reviewed the cost methodology and considers that the estimates are appropriate for 
the present stage of the project. That was undertaken throughout the process. Then I said quite clearly that cost 
certainty will be better known following the tender process, which is expected to commence in early 2015. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So we do not know at what point Treasury reviewed it. Does the minister now concede 
that the project that her government claimed was fully funded and fully costed before the state election is clearly 
not fully funded or fully costed? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will only go back and repeat what I have said, because I have made it really clear 
that since the 2013 costing a number of changes have occurred to the project, including a change to the route, 
due to the original proposal to use the Tonkin Highway median strip not being considered feasible. This would 
have required bringing forward the substantial roadworks and upgrades to the Swan River crossing at significant 
cost, to create a sufficiently wide median strip. In addition, the completion date has been deferred for two years 
from 2018 to 2020. The final project definition plan recommended using bored tunnelling along the entire route 
of the project, with an estimated capital cost of $2.18 billion between 2014–15 and 2020–21. That is the reason 
for it changing. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has now confirmed, for the benefit of the chamber, that the fully funded, 
fully costed plan that the government took to the election was not feasible. 

Hon Helen Morton: No. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has just said that the reason the government could not stick with that plan 
is that it was not feasible. 

Hon Helen Morton: We now have something better. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister’s words were that it was not feasible. Is that not what the minister just 
said? If not, she can feel free to read through it again, because I heard her say that it was not feasible to go down 
Tonkin Highway, which is what the government announced before the election. What the government 
announced at the election, the minister is now saying was not feasible. Is that correct? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes; I made a comment that a change in the route was due to the original proposal to 
use the Tonkin Highway median strip not being considered feasible. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The project that was promised at the election used the Tonkin Highway median strip. 
The maps were all there and were presented to everyone at the time. The government is now saying that a fully 
funded, fully costed plan that was taken to the election was not feasible for construction. The minister also said 
that part of the reasoning was that it would require bringing forward work on Tonkin Highway as it goes over the 
Swan River. I assume that work will still at some point be required to be done, even if a tunnel for the rail is built 
under it. Do we have any idea of the time frame by which we are likely to have brought forward that work? My 
view is that when we approve the funding for this project today, we start to set in train a range of events that will 
be likely to continue. It is important that the chamber be completely informed about what it is doing. What was 
the time frame for the widening of the Tonkin Highway over the Swan River? How much was it being brought 
forward by? When does the government expect that will still need to be done by? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Most of that information would have to be sought from the Minister for Transport, 
especially the questions about whether it is still going to happen and in what time frame et cetera. The 
information I have does not give me the specific information that the member is looking for about how far 
forward that would need to be brought. I cannot provide the member with that level of detail, but I recommend 
that the member put the matter on notice to the Minister for Transport.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the big capital works project of the government that is actually contained in this 
capital program—not so much in terms of dollars in this particular bill, but as we go through the forward 
estimates it will be a big capital works project. I noticed during a recent question time that the minister said what 
a great project it is and how supportive she is of the project. I would have thought that if the government is so 
proud of this project, it would be putting those figures out there for all to see, so it can clearly demonstrate the 
outstanding benefits this project will have for the state of Western Australia, in particular the eastern corridor. 
That is why I found it quite interesting today that so little information was able to be provided by the Minister for 
Transport’s representative in this house in answer to questions about this project. I draw a couple of points to the 
attention of members about the questions raised today. Last night on television, the Minister for Transport said 
that the government believes the airport line is a priority for opening up the eastern suburbs. I asked what areas 
the minister expected to be opened up. The answer was the suburbs to the east of Perth, serviced by the new 
Forrestfield–Airport Link. That is an interesting proposition. I asked how many residences the minister expected 
this development to produce. I was referred to the “Directions 2031” document that was tabled by the minister.  
I am sure members will be aware that the area that will be serviced by the appropriation we are being asked to 
approve today falls into what is called the north east subregion, which is a bit confusing, because the north east 
subregion covers the local governments of Mundaring, Kalamunda and Swan. Significant growth is predicted in 
that north east subregion—some 40 000 new dwellings and a population increase of some 69 000 people. That is 
a significant number of people. In predicted growth, this region comes third behind the south west subregion and 
the north west subregion, and is significantly higher than the south east subregion. We then need to drill down to 
find out which suburbs will be serviced by the Forrestfield railway line in the north east subregion. 

The document that the minister’s representative kindly tabled in the house today does not provide much detail.  
I think we would need to go to the subregional plans for this information. However, on page 8 there is a graphic 
diagram of the new growth areas in Perth that are likely to open up. It shows us that very few areas along the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link will grow. The majority of the growth in the north east subregion is on the alignment 
going out to Ellenbrook. It is the urban growth corridor of Brabham, Dayton, Ellenbrook and Aveley. I am sure 
the minister is aware of these areas. That is where the overwhelming majority of population growth will be.  
I would have thought that if that were the case, the minister or his representatives, either in question time today 
or during this debate, would be able to say to us that all these new areas were going to be opened up; the areas 
around Kalamunda were to be rezoned, urban densification would be allowed in the existing suburbs to the east 
of the airport and the Darling Range national parks would be rezoned into urban housing. 

Clearly, the government wants to open up the eastern corridor. Today it is asking us to appropriate money to 
allow that to happen, yet when we ask questions about its crowning glory—the project we expect it would be so 
incredibly proud of and the virtues of which it would want to extol to the house—we get no answer at all. We do 
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not get a sensible answer. I find it interesting that we are being asked to pass a piece of legislation that will 
commence the appropriation for this project, yet the government cannot extol its virtues to us. Why is the 
government unable to extol the virtues of its project? 

The other issue I raised in question time this afternoon related to the estimated daily passenger boardings in 
2031. I was told that I would find all the relevant information in the project definition plan. I have looked at the 
project definition plan and I cannot find the estimated daily passenger boardings in 2031 anywhere. The plan 
indicated that an extra 29 000 trips on the suburban rail system will be generated. That is different language from 
what I asked. I do not know whether the minister can answer that question today or whether we have to go back 
to it in question time tomorrow; maybe we can defer this bill until then. It would strike me that that is different 
wording from what I asked for, which is the average daily passenger boardings. The generation of trips on the 
suburban rail network is a different language. It may be that it is one and the same thing. Let us see whether the 
government can provide us with that information. To assist the passage of this bill and for the appropriation of 
capital funding for this airport rail line as part of the passage of this legislation, is the minister or the Minister for 
Transport’s representative in this house able to tell us whether the daily trips generated and estimated daily 
passenger boardings are one and the same or are they different figures? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member knows that I do not have that detail here. 

Hon Ken Travers: The parliamentary secretary could help you. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Let me finish. I could imagine that the three members for East Metropolitan Region 
sitting behind Hon Ken Travers at the moment are feeling very uncomfortable that he is making such a public 
display of not supporting a major project and infrastructure development going into the East Metropolitan 
Region. It is seriously the most significant — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! The minister has the call. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: All the opposition has to indicate is whether it supports this level of funding for the 
beginning of the project to build the railway line out to Belmont, the airport and Forrestfield. Everything 
Hon Ken Travers has said so far gives everybody in this house an indication that he and the Labor Party are not 
supporting a railway line out to the Forrestfield area. He is asking for the most ridiculous level of detail around 
passenger numbers. He is asking for definitional information around the differences between the number of 
passengers who are going to get on the train on a daily basis. He knows very well that that level of information is 
not at my fingertips. He should make a decision about whether he wants to support this capital appropriation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have been given a fascinating insight into the financial management of the Barnett 
government. Many people regularly ask me how a government does so little and spends so much. How does it 
solve so few problems but run up such a big bill? We have just been given an indication of why that is and how 
that occurs. In no way have I said anything that says I am opposed to the Forrestfield–airport line. 

Hon Helen Morton: You haven’t said anything to support it either. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have asked for detail. I have asked the government to show us all the modelling on 
which it has justified and based its decision. That is what a good opposition should do. Even when we support a 
project, we should be asking and demanding of a government that it demonstrate that it has gone through a 
rigorous process to arrive at the decision. We have already learnt this afternoon that the government took a 
proposal to the election that it claimed was fully funded and fully costed that has subsequently turned out to not 
be feasible. We are aware from previous discussions in this house that it went to the election and promised a 
railway line that would have stations at the international and domestic terminals and now it is not delivering that, 
even though it claimed that Labor’s proposal would not do that. When I sit in cabinet, I would expect these sorts 
of questions to be answered before cabinet approves the project. As good as a project might be, the government 
still needs to go through a rigorous process to prove that it is a good or great project and that it is the best use of 
scarce public money. Even when the government supports a project, cabinet should go through that process, 
otherwise we get a lack of discipline in how we spend money. Not only should cabinet do that but this house 
should be doing that. This house should be subjecting to rigorous scrutiny the way in which the government is 
spending its money. As I said earlier, if it is a great project, as the government tells us, I would expect that it 
would be proud to show the rigorous examination of the detail that it has gone through so I can show my East 
Metropolitan Region colleagues not only what a great project it is, but also the level of detail the government has 
gone into to prove it is a great project. 

I know that the minister does not necessarily have the answers but she has the capacity to get the answers. She 
has a parliamentary secretary who represents the Minister for Transport, who is quite welcome to engage in this 
debate, who could assist her in providing those answers. He is a very knowledgeable person who clearly has his 
head across the transport portfolio in Western Australia. I would have thought that at least somebody on the 
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government benches would be able to assist the house with these questions this afternoon. I do not know how the 
minister is treated in cabinet. I do not know whether she is told to be quiet and accept everything that is given to 
her and tick the bottom line on projects that come before her without asking any questions. If I were a member 
for East Metropolitan Region sitting in cabinet, I would be asking for all the details to show people because  
I would want to show people how this railway line will revolutionise and open up areas of East Metropolitan 
Region. I would not just want the spin of the one-line grab on television; when I am at a public meeting, I would 
want to be able to stand up and say that this project will enable X number of people to get on the train at certain 
stations every day, new housing estates will open up in certain areas and X number of new jobs will be created in 
these areas. That is what I would want and that is what I would have expected to have as part of the rigorous 
assessment that the government would have gone through. 

I thank the minister for pointing out to the house that it is just a tick process. She can put anything she likes up to 
the cabinet room and it will just get a tick because it is a good project. We should have a tick process. It is a good 
project. We do not need to justify why it is a good project or do any analysis comparing it with other projects. 
The danger, which is the problem this government has got itself into, is that when we have that tick process, we 
tick all these projects but when we get to the projects that we really need to do, we have spent all the money on 
the other projects if some people have got in early. That is the problem this house has. I want to support this 
project.  

Hon Helen Morton: It doesn’t sound like it! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Then give me the information. Demonstrate to me that this is a great project. Give me 
the facts and figures to show that this is a great project and we should be appropriating funding for this bill this 
afternoon. The minister represents the north-eastern corridor. I do not want to be sitting in this chamber in four 
years’ time, after we have appropriated all this money for the airport rail line, and it turns out that someone had 
misunderstood and misread “Directions 2031” and had assumed that the Forrestfield–Airport Link would open 
up what is called the north-eastern corridor, with all those 40 000 houses, and it suddenly dawns on the 
government of the day that, “Oh! We had not realised that what was also included in the north-eastern corridor is 
the Ellenbrook corridor. How can we now fund that?” The government will then need to go into further and 
deeper borrowings—beyond the $29 billion that the government is already predicting that we will get to—to 
fund a public transport solution for Ellenbrook that is not anywhere in this budget. 

The government has an obligation to show this house what work it has done and why this is a great project. If the 
government cannot do that, that shows this chamber exactly how the Barnett government does its financial 
management. It is not a rigorous process. It does not conform with the strategic asset management framework.  
It does not compare projects on the basis of what they will deliver and how that will be delivered. I again ask the 
minister—I invite her to encourage her parliamentary secretary for transport to assist her in this—to give the 
chamber some explanation of what benefits will be delivered as a result of this project, and how those benefits 
will be delivered. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not going to go on about this, because I believe the member is now deliberately 
wasting time. 

Hon Ken Travers: No. I take great offence at that. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: But I would just make these comments. Those comments are that the member has 
never been a minister, so he does not understand cabinet confidentiality. I appreciate that, and I cannot enlighten 
him about that, unfortunately. 

Hon Ken Travers: Personal abuse is always a quick way of speeding up the process. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! The minister. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member also knows that the documentation in the budget papers talks about this 
funding being for the planning purpose that we are about to embark upon. The member has also been 
attempting—very diligently, I suppose, for a member of the opposition—to access information through the 
media and through all sorts of processes to try to get — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am saying that he has been very diligent in trying to access that information from 
the Minister for Transport, who has made it absolutely clear that the level of information that the member is now 
looking for will not be provided until the project is fully tendered, and that is between the years 2015 and 2016. 
The question that the member really has is whether he supports this project and whether he supports the funding 
for the planning for this project to go ahead. I cannot provide the member with the level of detail that he is 
looking for. That is for a variety of reasons, but, most importantly, it is because that level of detail is  
cabinet-in-confidence. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I take great offence at the comments made by the minister. I do not think that asking the 
government to justify what it is doing and to explain what it wants us to appropriate money for is wasting time. 
Members of the Liberal Party might have reached the point at which they are so used to being treated like 
mushrooms that they are happy to sit in the dark and be fed the food that makes mushrooms grow. But as an 
opposition we are not going to let significant capital works go through without using the opportunities that we 
have in this place to demand from the government what is basic information. We have heard all this nonsense 
about how the government can somehow hide behind cabinet confidentiality. It is the deliberations of cabinet 
that are confidential. If a government were to provide no detail of what goes on in cabinet, we would never get a 
budget in this place. If our government had not provided the detail of what goes on in cabinet, the then 
opposition would never have been given the reams of information that we provided with respect to the Mandurah 
railway line, with documents that thick. That was at a stage well before the tender process. There is a long 
history of governments releasing detailed information about projects that have gone through the cabinet process. 
To hide behind the veil of cabinet confidentiality is nothing more than a poor excuse for hiding the real 
information from the public of Western Australia. I have to say I have never seen a government—not even the 
Court government—hide behind cabinet confidentiality and commercial-in-confidence to the extent and the 
extreme that the Barnett government is doing. There is only one reason for that. The reason the government is 
hiding behind cabinet confidentiality is because the government does not have the detail. The reason the 
government will not release the detail is because it does not exist. The government runs on a wing and a prayer, 
and on the whims of the Premier and whoever else is in charge at that particular point in time — 
Hon Helen Morton: You’re being absolutely ridiculous. But keep going. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: — and it is only by good luck that they hit the good projects — 
Hon Helen Morton: You’re being absolutely ridiculous. But keep going. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No I am not, minister. I am not being ridiculous. 
Hon Helen Morton: And you’re making a fool of your east metro region colleagues as well. 
Hon Sue Ellery: And you’re just dragging out this debate. That’s what you’re doing, minister. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have to say, minister, that I have been around a long time. It used to get pointed out to 
me by people like Hon George Cash how we can facilitate debates in this place to speed them up, and how we 
can delay them. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Attorney General has not learnt it, either. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Can I take this opportunity to remind members of 
standing order 48, which deals with repetitious debate, and just remind members that there may come a  
point—when the minister has indicated that she does not have the detail that the member may be seeking, and if 
the member is going to continue down this line of seeking to ask the same question—when we will have to 
invoke standing order 48 in order to hurry along the debate. Hon Ken Travers has the call. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is much that I could ask about in terms of the detail. I accept that in this debate we 
do not get into the nitty-gritty. But there is some basic information, and we have not even got the basic 
information presented to the chamber this afternoon. I make the other comment that the speed at which debates 
go through this place is very much controlled by the government of the day and its willingness to engage in the 
practices of this chamber. It is quite right. Members often get frustrated and end up asking the same question on 
a number of occasions. That is because the government is refusing to answer that question. Obviously, one can 
then get into more and more detail so that it does not become tedious repetition. But the bottom line is that it is 
the willingness of the government to treat this house with respect that controls the speed with which debates 
occur in this house. 
As I have said, it was not my intention to take up a significant amount of time on this matter. I wanted to make 
some comments, and I was originally happy to do that by way of interjection. I accept that that was not feasible 
in terms of the conduct of the debate that we are having today. Nonetheless, we are being asked to make a 
decision today, and we are being asked to make that decision without having been given any of the basic 
information that in my view we should be given. 
I have one last question for the minister. Is the minister able to tell us, of the $94 405 000 we are appropriating 
today, how much is for the $12 million that is going towards the planning of the airport rail line? It is on page 7. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am on page 832 of budget paper No 2. 

Of the $94 405 000 that is there referred to as capital appropriation, it is applicable, and the borrowings that go 
below that are applicable to everything in that column that relates to the estimated expenditure under 2014-15. 
There are not specific allocations to the individual items. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that in the budget papers, but I am sure that in the working documents that 
sit behind the budget papers there would be a breakdown of that. There would be capital appropriations going to 
certain projects that are listed in the asset investment program. Some in there would be funded with a 
combination of capital appropriation and borrowings; some might be funded solely by borrowings and by the 
other sources of funds that are listed in that list of the funding. I was just trying to see whether we are able to be 
given the information. I am happy if the minister wants to give a commitment that she will provide it later to the 
house, as to how much of the $94 million we are appropriating will be used for the airport rail, or is the airport 
rail actually being fully funded with borrowings? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That level of information is held by the Public Transport Authority, so the member 
would have to get it from the Minister for Transport. It is not the level of information that is available to 
Treasury. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not something the minister is prepared to indicate that she will get and provide to 
the house later? 

Hon Helen Morton: You can put it on notice to the Minister for Transport. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I realise that, but I am asking whether the minister would be prepared to seek that 
information and provide it to the house later. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Because I am representing the Treasurer’s portfolio at this stage and taking advice 
from Treasury officials, I am advising the member to put it on notice to the Minister for Transport. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed. 

Schedule 1 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
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