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RAILWAY (NARNGULU TO GERALDTON) BILL 2001 
Statement by the President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell): The Leader of the Opposition last evening sought an assurance that the 
failure of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to table a map as part of the legislative process will in no 
way invalidate this legislation; that is, the Railway (Narngulu to Geraldton) Bill 2001.  I note that it is not up to 
me to give any such assurance.  I do however indicate that the Bill as received in a message from the Legislative 
Assembly, being endorsed by the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, is properly before this House and therefore 
consideration should proceed on that basis. 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed from 21 August. 

HON G.T. GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.09 pm]:  If I may, I will refer to the 
issue that you have just dealt with, Mr President.  By way of information, primarily for the benefit of the Leader 
of the Opposition, I have inquired about the papers in the other place.  I am advised that the map has been tabled 
in the other place and is paper No 460.  He might like to inquire of the other place about that. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Was it tabled at the time the legislation was introduced? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  After, I believe.  The assertion made last night was that the map had not been tabled, 
thereby calling into question the competence of the minister.  The map has been tabled and, if the Leader of the 
Opposition wishes to obtain a copy from the other place, it is paper No 460.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  You keep trying to defend the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, but you could have 
changed the map from the time the legislation was introduced.  You have to think seriously about this issue. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I will defend the minister if the member makes assertions about the minister that are not 
true.  The Leader of the Opposition claimed that the map had not been tabled and I am advising the member that 
the map has been tabled, and I have provided him with the number just to be helpful. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Belatedly. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I checked it out today. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Why don’t you acknowledge that? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I am acknowledging it: it is No 460. 

A number of issues were raised during the second reading debate and I touched on the first couple last night: the 
deepening of the port and the start and completion dates.  There may have been some confusion as to the start 
and completion dates.  As I indicated, the Government recently committed $88 million to stage 1 of the project, 
which is all of the rail component and the roadworks west of the new North West Coastal Highway roundabout.  
I indicated last night that the intended timetabling is that it will be completed by the end of 2005 and that the 
roadworks east of the new North West Coastal Highway roundabout will be included in stage 2 of the project.  I 
also advised that the modifications to the road network in the vicinity of the Geraldton port are included in stage 
1. 

Hon Bill Stretch asked whether the deepening of the port is part of the $105 million.  The answer is no.  The 
$105 million that has been referred to relates to both stages of the project.   

Hon Murray Criddle also asked about a commitment of money and whether it included the pit for CBH Ltd.  
Again the response is no.  I have said a number of times what the project is about, and it does not include a pit 
for CBH.  I note that Hon Murray Criddle also lamented what he referred to as the putting back of the 
timetabling that he preferred, and he indicated that it was later than what the previous Government would have 
liked.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  I think I indicated that it was the lament of the people in Geraldton as well. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  Yes, and it was something that Hon Murray Criddle shared with them.  I do not think I am 
misrepresenting him.  The Government became aware that the funding was essentially not there, that there was 
not an allocation to pay for this project - 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  That is just your opinion. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I notice that it is an opinion shared by Hon Colin Barnett.  The fact is that the Government 
has had to find the money to fund this project; it has found that money and it has committed it, and it has 
committed to the House a time frame for the project.  I commend the Bill to the House. 
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Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

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

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I have several points and I will raise them one at a time so that there can be some 
comment and interaction.  The parliamentary secretary indicated that the roadworks would cease at the highway 
and would be constructed at the western side of the highway.  I understand that funding arrangements for the 
roadworks were in the vicinity of $34 million.  I am concerned about the funding arrangements, because we have 
a commitment for road funding that comes out of registration charges.  That is directly raised for roadworks.  
Other road funding is raised from a fuel franchise levy of 8.1c a litre and a road maintenance contribution of 
$41 million .   

My initial question is, are we looking at the road funding being used for that road and also the rail, because the 
people of Western Australia understand that the contributions in that direction are to be spent on road funding?  
We made decisions regarding our funding mechanisms.  I understand the current Government does not agree.  
Nevertheless, going into the election, members of the Labor Party understood the financial ramifications, they 
clearly made the promise to build this infrastructure, and it is up to this Government to find a means of funding 
the project.  If we take away the funding set aside for roads and put it into the railway infrastructure, other 
roadworks will suffer.  We have received answers from the parliamentary secretary regarding the Cervantes-
Lancelin road, the lime sands road has been taken out of the equation, and the Corrigin-Hyden road is in 
question - that is about $100 million of roadworks initially.  I ask the minister’s representative, what is the 
situation with the funding and where is it coming from for this project? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The funding is subject to the 2001 state budget and I am not at liberty to announce 
budgetary matters for the member.  By way of breakdown, the rail component is set at $53 million, the current 
estimate for the road and rail project is $52 million, and the $88 million is for the full rail project and stage 1 of 
the road project.  Maybe someone could do some quick sums and tell me how much the exact figure for roads 
will be in stage 1.  I am not able to tell the member what is in the state budget. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Following on from what Hon Murray Criddle asked, I was getting a bit confused 
about the commencement date and the completion date.  The parliamentary secretary has said that the rail 
component is $53 million and the road component is $52 million.  However, when the Cabinet was in Geraldton, 
it announced that it had committed $88 million.  It seems to me that about $17 million has dropped out of the 
equation.  I heard what the parliamentary secretary said about the $105 million for rail and road, but at what 
stage will that $88 million be spent?  The parliamentary secretary was asked also whether the Government had 
given the tick to the deepening of the port, and I think he said no and mentioned a figure of over $100 million for 
that deepening. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  I did not.  You have been reading the Hansard from the other place.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  No, I have not been reading Hansard, but I have heard these discussions a number of 
times, and the engineers to whom I have spoken have said it will cost $150 million to deepen the existing port of 
Geraldton by about two metres, because the shale will make that very difficult.  I would like that matter to be 
clarified so that we will know in which financial year the Government will commence these works, because 
every time Hon Murray Criddle asks questions of the parliamentary secretary, we get different answers that do 
not seem to correspond, and I get more confused.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The $88 million that was spoken about last week when the Cabinet was in Geraldton 
relates to stage 1 of the project.  I have said repeatedly that stage 1 of the project includes all of the rail, plus the 
roadworks west of the North West Coastal Highway roundabout.  Therefore, the $105 million is for stages 1 and 
2 of the project - the road and the rail. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  I also asked a question about the commencement and completion dates of this project. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The tender process will commence in July 2002.  The design and construct contract is 
intended to be awarded in March 2003, and stage 1 is due for completion by the end of 2005.  I do not have dates 
for stage 2, which is the other part of the road and is not the subject of this Bill in any event.  This Bill deals only 
with the rail.  That is the time frame for stage 1.  
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I am advised that the Geraldton Port Authority, not the Government, is looking at the issue of the deepening of 
the port, and I have indicated that if it were to say to the Government, “This is viable, and this is the economics 
of it”, we would consider it, but at the moment nothing is before the Government.   

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  The parliamentary secretary has indicated that the pit is not included in this funding 
arrangement.  That is an important issue, because if the pit is not included, the train, which will be 980 metres 
long and will be full to capacity so that it has the obvious benefits of economies of scale, will be required to go 
onto a spit in the water in order to unload completely.  Does the parliamentary secretary have any indication of 
where the train line will go?  The map of the rail does not go beyond the harbour.  It shows that a spit will run 
into the harbour, and the train will need to feed onto that spit.   If that is the case, there will be no need for a pit.  
However, if that is not the case, the train will need to run along the foreshore, on which it has been hoped the rail 
will be lifted, and that will mean that any benefit that will be gained from enhancing the foreshore will be lost.  
That matter must be cleared up, because it is an important part of this construction.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The pit is not funded in this project, and I have no further information on it.   

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  I was probably guilty of raising the Government’s commitment to deepening the 
harbour.  As the parliamentary secretary would be aware, it arose out of a statement in another place by the 
member for Geraldton.  It was stated in black and white that the Government had made that commitment, and 
that was confirmed by questioning from the Leader of the Opposition.  It would be helpful to point out to this 
Chamber how that statement came about; and if it was wrong and the member was misled or gave wrong 
information, this Chamber deserves to know so that this can be knocked on the head once and for all.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  The member would have to ask the member for Geraldton how he came to say what he 
did.  I do not know.  I am not saying it is without foundation.   

Hon W.N. Stretch:  You should read his comments. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I have read his comments. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  It was to be deepened by about 30 metres.   

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I have given the position of the Government with regard to the deepening of the port. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I want to go back to the matter that I raised in the second reading debate; that is, the 
progress of this legislation.  This Bill was introduced on Wednesday, 22 June 2001, and the second reading 
debate in the Assembly was conducted on 2 August.  I would like to be advised when the map that is referred to 
in the schedule was tabled in the Legislative Assembly.  The reason I raise this matter is simple.  Schedule 1 of 
the legislation refers to a map.  If no map was tabled at the time the legislation was introduced, we can be left to 
wonder whether the map that was tabled subsequently is the map that is referred to in schedule 1.   

Hon G.T. Giffard:  It is numbered. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I know that it is numbered, but I know also that people can change things if they wish.  At 
the time the legislation was introduced, a map should have been tabled that outlined the route of the rail line.  If a 
map was not tabled at that time, how are we to know whether the map that was subsequently tabled is the same 
as the map that was referred to, and how are we to know whether the rail line on that map is the same as the rail 
line that is referred to in the schedule?  This is a serious issue.  The parliamentary secretary may say that no 
incompetence is attached to this and no mistake has been made by anyone.  However, the map was not tabled at 
the time that it should have been tabled, and even though it is not part of the Bill, the tabling of the map relates to 
the introduction of the Bill and is an important part of the legislation.  I want to know from the parliamentary 
secretary when the map was tabled in the Legislative Assembly.  I acknowledge the comment of the President 
that that situation has not affected the validity of the Bill.  It is not a problem for us, because we have been 
advised by the Assembly that the Bill has been passed in a proper manner.  However, I want to know how long it 
took the Government from the time the Bill was introduced to the time it got around to tabling the map. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I do not have it in writing, but I am advised that the map was tabled on 8 August in the 
Assembly, and it was tabled in this place on 7 August by me. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Just to clarify this, as I understand the parliamentary secretary, the map was tabled in the 
Legislative Council on 7 August, which is presumably the date on which the Bill was introduced. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  It was a few days later. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I think it was introduced on 21 August, or it may have been before that.  However, I 
understand that the parliamentary secretary is telling me that the map was tabled in the Legislative Council 
before it was tabled in the Legislative Assembly.  Is that correct? 
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Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  In this place I do not represent the Papers Office of the Legislative Assembly, so I do not 
speak officially for it.  However, that is my understanding, and that is as far as I can go on that matter. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I realise that the parliamentary secretary is in a difficult situation because he does not have 
advisers here to assist him.  I would like an assurance that we can get the information I have requested on the 
funding for the roads.  I understand that the parliamentary secretary said that a budget was coming up.  In fact, 
that announcement has been made, so there must be a clear funding source.  That should be established.  The 
other issue about which people in Geraldton will ask concerns the pit and whether the rail will run along that 
amount of fill - it will be a spit - out into the ocean.  On behalf of the public, I would appreciate it if those two 
matters could be cleared up. 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  I am more than happy to take up those matters with the minister and to use my best 
endeavours to get that information to the member as soon as I can. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 

Schedule 1 - 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I want to ask a general question about the means by which we are dealing with this 
issue.  Hon Murray Criddle has expressed some sympathy, I suppose, for the parliamentary secretary because of 
the lack of advisers.  The Chamber will recall that we had a debate about the upcoming budget estimates, and the 
Government assured us that, when we were dealing with a money Bill, a situation would not arise in which the 
relevant advisers or relevant officers would not be available.  Could the parliamentary secretary advise the 
Chamber why an officer is not available to provide the detailed advice that the Chamber is seeking on this Bill? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  As I indicated to Hon Murray Criddle, I am happy to get the best information I can from 
the minister on those matters.  I have said a couple of times at various stages of the debate that although these 
matters may be beyond the scope of the Bill, I am more than happy to try to get the information to members, or 
to provide it if it is at hand. 

The Bill proposes to give the necessary authority under section 96(1) of the Public Works Act for the proposed 
section of railway to be constructed.  As I have said, I am willing to get the information to members as soon as I 
can.  However, as has been discussed at many stages of the debate on this Bill, a lot of projects are afoot or 
planned that connect to each other in some logical way; for instance, foreshore redevelopment or whatever.  That 
does not bring them within the scope of this Bill.  However, understandably, as Hon Murray Criddle said, the 
people of Geraldton are interested in not only this Bill but also those other issues.  I will endeavour to pull 
together that broad information for members as soon as I can.  There are no policy officers here to deal with that 
because those questions are outside the Bill. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  On a point of clarification, could the parliamentary secretary clarify whether the 
sympathy was misplaced?  Was it the choice of the parliamentary secretary or the minister not to provide an 
officer here on the assumption that answers to questions would not require anything beyond the knowledge of 
the parliamentary secretary?  I am not trying to denigrate the parliamentary secretary in any way.  However, is 
this by choice?  Can we expect in the debate on some Bills that a decision will be made by the minister or 
parliamentary secretary that the Chamber will not require any further information than is contained in the 
provisions of the Bill? 

Hon G.T. GIFFARD:  We do not intend to set a precedent in this respect.  In the normal course of events, 
officers from the ministry will be available.  However, none is available tonight. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, before we continue, I believe that I have a responsibility, as Chairman, to indicate 
that it is the normal course of business to have advisers in the Chamber.  If for some reason they cannot be here, 
obviously that can be explained to the Chamber.  However, I want Hon Dee Margetts to know that certainly no 
precedent is being set about having or not having advisers present.  It is the usual course of action to have 
advisers present.  Any further action is a matter for the House. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I must reply to a remark of the parliamentary secretary that certain matters do not arise as 
part of the Bill.  The Parliament has been asked to approve the construction of a railway.  I think that some very 
basic questions are how and when that will be done and how it will be paid for, because these things necessarily 
arise as a part of this Bill.  Therefore, that answer given by the parliamentary secretary to Hon Dee Margetts is 
rather facile; that is, that it is an extraneous matter and he will, out of the kindness of his heart, seek to answer it 
and other questions.  The questions he has been asked are questions that arise naturally on the Bill.  I can 
understand that sometimes advisers do not turn up.  A parliamentary secretary particularly, rather than a minister, 
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cannot be expected to have all the facts at his fingertips.  However, it is appropriate that these answers be given 
while the Bill is before the Chamber. 

Therefore, it may be appropriate, if the parliamentary secretary prefers, to report progress at this stage and 
recommit the Bill, so that when it comes back, he has advisers present and can give answers to members here, 
rather than, as he is currently doing, looking very embarrassed by virtue of the fact that legitimate questions are 
being asked of him and he cannot answer them.  I do not think those questions are irrelevant.  Hon Murray 
Criddle has properly stated that the Government said it would do all these things and that it has the money for 
them.  We would like to know where it is.  The Government cannot one moment say it has the money and the 
next moment say it is subject to the budget.  Has it in fact not been budgeted for?  Will the money come from 
extra budget funds?  It is perfectly proper to ask that question and perfectly proper to expect an answer.  It is 
becoming a bit much that we have not had the benefit of advisers in the Chamber and it is a bit much that 
parliamentary secretaries tell us that if we get an answer to a question we are being done a favour.  I ask the 
parliamentary secretary to consider whether he should report progress and whether Hon Dee Margetts believes 
he should report progress.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  A question has arisen as to whether certain questions that have been posed to the 
parliamentary secretary are within the scope of the Bill.  It is up to me as the Chairman to decide what is or is not 
within the scope of the Bill.  To date all the questions that have been asked are within the scope of the Bill, 
otherwise the Chair would have drawn that issue to the attention of the member who had asked a question.  The 
question is that schedule 1 do stand as printed. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 
 


