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ABERNETHY ROAD-TONKIN HIGHWAY ON-RAMP 

283. Hon GIZ WATSON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure: 

I refer to questions without notice on Tuesday, 9 March and Wednesday, 31 March in relation to the Abernethy 
Road-Tonkin Highway on-ramp proposal.  On 9 March, the minister said - 

Main Roads has appealed against the EPA advice on the basis that it believes that the EPA has not taken 
account of road network and transportation requirements in preparing its advice.  Main Roads also 
believes that the EPA has overstated the environmental impacts of the project in preparing its advice. 

On 30 March the minister was asked -  

Is the minister aware that under the Environmental Protection Act 1986, the Environmental Protection 
Authority cannot take into account road networks and transportation requirements in preparing its 
advice as suggested? 

The reply stated - 

This is not the basis of the appeal.  

(1) Will the minister now tell the House which answer is correct?  

(2) If the answer of 31 March is correct, will the minister indicate on what basis Main Roads appealed the 
EPA advice on this proposal?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS replied: 

There is a slight change in the wording in the copy of the question I have.  Where the member said “overstated 
the environmental impacts”, my copy reads “overstated the impacts”.  I do not know whether that changes the 
nature of the answer.  The minister has advised as follows - 

(1)-(2) Main Roads’ appeal document contains a number of grounds of appeal, including the belief that the 
Environmental Protection Authority has overstated the impacts of the project.  The appeal document 
contains five grounds for appeal, amongst which are -  

EPA did not fully appreciate the value of the land offsets proposed;  

inequities in EPA’s consideration of this project compared to other similar cases; 

undue emphasis on the National Trust status of land when “in principle” agreement had 
already been obtained from the Australian Heritage Commission for the proposal; and 

inaccuracies in misinformation in a brief prepared by EPA for the board’s consideration.  

Additionally, although not a ground of appeal, the Main Roads appeal document also makes the point 
that the EPA recommendation takes no account of road network and transportation requirements.  This 
matter is currently the subject of an appeal by Main Roads.  The minister will be able to provide 
documentation following the completion of the appeal process. 

 


