
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5537d-5552a 
Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Deputy President; Hon Barry House; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Paddy Embry; Hon Bill Stretch; Hon Graham Giffard 

 [1] 

PEEL REGION SCHEME 
Motion for Disallowance 

Pursuant to Standing Order No 152(b), the following motion by Hon Christine Sharp was moved pro forma on 
12 December 2002 - 

That the Peel region scheme published in the Gazette on 23 October 2002 and tabled in the Legislative 
Council on 24 October 2002, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [5.40 pm]:  I first of all acknowledge the many years of important 
planning work that has gone into the finalisation of the Peel region scheme, and the very considerable benefits 
contained in the scheme.  In particular the Greens (WA) acknowledge that it is extremely important to have a 
very well organised planning process for the Peel region, because the region is under enormous population 
pressure.  The amount of new urban subdivision is truly amazing.  Almost every member of this place will have 
noticed, either through living in the south west or through visiting the region, how rapidly the landscape is 
changing before our eyes as a result of this population growth.  I also acknowledge the very important 
commitment to conservation in the Peel region scheme, embodied in the final gazettal of the long-awaited Peel 
regional park, which will protect something in the order of 6 400 hectares of very important remnant vegetation 
and wetlands.  It also very significantly improves the protection of the Peel-Harvey inlet itself, through the 
provision of adequate buffers and foreshore reserves, on both the inlet itself and the significant rivers entering it.  
The Peel regional park is a very important step forward.  

Having acknowledged those two very important pluses for the Peel region scheme, I will now explain the 
concerns that led me to move this motion of disallowance.  My overriding concern - I have to return to the same 
theme - is the overall population pressure on the Peel region, and the danger of the region being engulfed by the 
metropolitan region itself.  If we are not very careful, we will have continuous urban development all the way 
from Yanchep to Lake Clifton.  The Peel region is under enormous pressure.  Many people who live in the 
region have gone there to enjoy the natural environment, which is such a predominant feature of the region.  
Ironically, as a result of the sheer numbers of people who are moving there, we risk spoiling the very reason that 
they came to this environment in the first place.  In an ideal world, the Greens (WA) would like to see the 
Government consider a sustainable population cap for this region, and to acknowledge very clearly that it is not 
possible to keep on packing more and more people into a finite environment without some very serious long-
term environmental and social problems.  However, I acknowledge that that position is not likely to be addressed 
by government in the immediate short term, because it is being discussed very tentatively in only a few places 
around the world.  There are very few examples of places where population caps have been successfully applied.  
I am sure that we will see more of that in the future, and we may well see that concept applied to Perth and the 
metropolitan area itself, for reasons that stare us all in the face.  This intense conglomeration of people in this 
one part of our State is reaching unsustainable levels in terms of air and water quality, water quantity and so 
forth. 

Being a realist, I prefer to strive for that which is attainable, so I will discuss the concerns I set out in writing to 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and my very specific reasons for my move to disallow the scheme.  
I know other members will be speaking on this matter.  My first concern is the route for the proposed Peel 
deviation, which is a major highway proposed for some years hence, and in particular the alignment of that route 
where it crosses the Murray River.  The proposed road alignment crosses the river at a main bend in its lower 
reaches.  The Water and Rivers Commission has describes this spot as a power bend on the river.  Because of the 
dynamics of the water flow at that point, the river has scoured a deep pool, to a depth of six metres.  This deep 
pool is a habitat for black bream.  

A member interjected.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I think it is fairly well known, and in fact if the honourable member goes there, there 
is nearly always someone on the spot with a line in the water.  Indeed that tradition goes back thousands of years, 
as I will explain shortly.  The submission made by the Water and Rivers Commission on the Peel region scheme 
pressed for an alternative site for the bridge over the river.  

More serious than some of the engineering problems posed by the proposed alignment is that the crossing may 
destroy an important Aboriginal heritage site that has been used within living memory.  The east bank of the 
river was an important campsite for Nyoongah people for two reasons.  Firstly, as I said, fish are very plentiful in 
that part of the river because of the depth of the water.  Secondly, at that point a small side creek joins the 
Murray River.  It is densely vegetated with paperbarks and other shrubs, and has provided a habitat for long-
necked tortoises for thousands of years.  In fact, the long-necked tortoise was choice eating for the local 
Nyoongah people generations ago.  
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For those two reasons, Nyoongah people have come to this point on the Murray River for thousands of years to 
live, to camp and to hunt.  In my letter to the minister, I raised concerns about the need to protect this Aboriginal 
heritage site.  I sought from the minister a commitment that Aboriginal people would be consulted on the final 
alignment of the route and the bridge over the river through representation of that elder, Mr Joe Walley, who will 
be known to many members in this place.  I have also asked that the minister further consider making a 
commitment to include local Aboriginal representation on the proposed Peel regional park advisory body.  I will 
read to members the letter of response from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in response to my 
concerns about the Murray River crossing.  She tells me in her letter dated 18 March - this week - and I quote - 

The Water and Rivers Commission  advises . . . a crossing for Option N1.5 can be built in a manner that 
is acceptable in terms of river hydrology. 

Following an independent review, the then Minister for Transport, Mr Charlton, advised in March 1998 
that Option N1.5 is the preferred alignment, not option N3.  This conclusion was restated by the 
subsequent Minister for Transport, Mr Criddle, in October 1998.  

We may hear from that member himself shortly.  The letter continues - 

A meeting with representatives of the local Aboriginal community, including Mr Joe Walley, took place 
on Wednesday 12 March 2003.  

That was last week.  To continue - 

The purpose of the meeting, . . . was to discuss the proposed crossing and any impacts of the possible 
designs on the Aboriginal site.  I am advised that the outcome of the meeting was favourable and that 
Main Roads Western Australia (MRWA) will now make some revisions to the bridge design to 
accommodate the wishes of the local Aboriginal community.  MRWA is confident that the proposed 
crossing can be constructed such that any impact on the site will be acceptable to the local Aboriginal 
community and will continue to liaise with the community on this matter.  

With regard to the matter of Aboriginal representation on the proposed Peel regional park committee 
consultative committee, the minister states - 

All appointments to the Committee need to be determined according to the criteria contained in the 
terms of reference and, subject to this, Aboriginal representation would be most welcome.   

I would also like to put on the record discussions that I have had first-hand with the local Nyoongah elder in the 
Peel region, Mr Joe Walley.  The concerns about the impact on Aboriginal heritage at the proposed bridge site 
were first raised with me by Mr Shane Kelliher, who owns land adjacent to the site, and also by the Peel Action 
Group.  I would like to thank Mr Kelliher for the very extensive and expert briefing he gave me on his concerns 
about the proposed crossing.  Included in that package of information and briefing from Mr Kelliher was a letter 
in the name of Mr Joe Walley on behalf of the Winjan Aboriginal Corporation, which states that option N3 does 
not impact on any Aboriginal site.  Perhaps I should explain at this point that N3 is the proposed alternative 
alignment that is being pressed for by a range of landowners who live adjacent to the proposed bridge site.  
However, the letter which was provided to me by Mr Kelliher and which quotes Mr Joe Walley was not signed 
by Mr Walley.   A couple of weeks after I received this written evidence I met Mr Walley.  Mr Walley explained 
to me that the assertions in this unsigned letter were not accurate because, although it is true that there are some 
concerns about the impact of the Murray crossing on Aboriginal heritage, the alternative alignment proposed by 
local landowners would also impact on an Aboriginal heritage site.  That site contains a freshwater spring, 
which, to this day, is surrounded by beautiful old-growth tuart trees.  The problem with the proposed alternative 
solution had not surfaced earlier because earlier evidence on Aboriginal heritage issues was provided to the Peel 
region scheme process by a Mr Frank Nannup, a very close colleague of Joe Walley.  He was a very special 
leader of his people and I had the great honour and privilege of working quite closely with him.  When Mr 
Nannup provided a submission to the Peel region scheme in 1999 before his death, he pressed for the protection 
of the heritage site at the proposed alignment and therefore suggested that the alternative known as option N3 
would be a better outcome for Aboriginal people.  However, at the time that submission was required, Joe 
Walley was absent and was unable to work with Mr Nannup in the way that they traditionally worked together 
on issues.  It was in fact Joe who grew up as a child in this area and experienced the traditional lifestyle.  
Unfortunately, he did not have the opportunity to have input into the submission at that stage.  
Hon Barry House:  Are you implying that he was fraudulently misrepresented?   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would rather not draw any inference.  I am putting on the record that I have a letter 
that is unsigned and that Mr Walley tells me is not entirely accurate.  I do not think it was necessarily fraudulent 
on the part of the landowners who provided me with the letter.  It may well have been that Mr Walley himself 
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felt a little confused about how to manage the situation that had been previously inaccurately described and, 
therefore, he perhaps failed to represent his full concerns adequately to those landowners.  I do not know and I 
have not cleared that up.  I am not implying anything.  The important thing is to ensure that the heritage sites are 
protected.  

Mr Walley and I undertook an extensive site visit to the proposed bridge crossing together and examined the 
alternative proposed alignment N3.  We looked at both Aboriginal heritage sites.  Since that site visit we have 
also had several conversations about concerns and how to resolve Aboriginal heritage issues at the proposed 
Murray River crossing.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  After much contact with Joe Walley on this matter, and the subsequent site meeting 
that took place last week between Mr Walley, other Aboriginal representatives and Main Roads WA, I can 
reassure the House that the local Nyoongahs in the Peel region are reasonably satisfied, at this stage, that Main 
Roads will engineer a solution that will not impact on their traditional camping site and fishing grounds.  Both 
the Nyoongahs and Mr Walley are happy with way the negotiations are proceeding.  I also put on the record that 
when I discussed these matters with Mr Walley, his main Aboriginal heritage concern was to protect the 
outstanding patch of remnant bush that is located near the Murray River, on the corner of Fiegerts Road.  He said 
that that site was the most important of the lot, because it has some of the most important bush in the region.  I 
am pleased to note that that particular patch of remnant vegetation and forest is protected by the Peel Regional 
Park in the Peel region scheme.   

I turn to the second of the three specific concerns that I raised with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, 
which is the reduction of open space between the Rockingham and Mandurah regions.  Everyone recognises the 
importance of substantial open space - that is, non-developed areas - between the greater metropolitan region and 
the greater Peel region.  However, the so-called green wedge that was proposed in the Inner Peel Region 
Structure Plan, the previous statutory planning document, between the townships of Madora and Singleton, has 
been significantly reduced under the final provisions of the Peel region scheme.  The structure plan included a 
proposal for a break of more than three kilometres in urban development to delineate open space between the 
Peel and Perth metropolitan areas.  This is now being whittled down to 120 metres at its narrowest point.  I have 
a real concern that the scheme will bring about our worst nightmare; that is, a continuous urban sprawl from 
Yanchep to Lake Clifton.  To rectify this problem and to provide a bare minimum regional demarcation, I 
suggested that the minister should consider the restoration of the green wedge between Madora and Singleton, at 
least to the extent of the inner Peel region structure plan; that is, a three kilometre clear and undeveloped area.  I 
also suggested that lot 4 west Paganoni, an area of coastal heath that is currently being used as a road-base 
quarry for limestone and is presently earmarked as urban deferred, should be preserved as a reserve.  Members 
will note that this is the patch of land immediately to the north of the first roadhouse on the northern edge of 
Mandurah.  A lot of earthmoving equipment and so on is working that plot of land at the moment.  I also 
suggested that further north, lot 17 Port Kennedy Drive should be added to the Beecher wetlands reserve.  A 
cluster of different reserves lie slightly outside the Peel region scheme area and in the metropolitan region 
scheme area which, to an extent, provides a regional break.  I am most keen for that regional open space and 
system of reserves to include the protection of lot 17 Port Kennedy Drive, which is a very important wetland 
system that is unique on a world scale.  The minister responded to the issue of regional demarcation in a letter, 
which states -  

At a regional level, extensive measures are in place to ensure physical and visual separation between the 
areas of urban development in the Cities of Rockingham and Mandurah.  These consist of very 
extensive Regional Open Space reservations and rural residential areas strategically-located to 
complement the alignment of all north-south transportation routes serving the City of Mandurah.   

The letter goes on to say that this conglomerate of regional open space comprises more than 4 400 hectares and 
includes reserves such as Lake Cooloongup, Lake Walyungup, Lark Hill, Port Kennedy, Anstey swamp, 
Paganoni swamp and the Serpentine River wetlands.  Furthermore, the scheme ensures - 

. . . that the coastal urban areas from Madora to Golden Bay are not visible from the Mandurah-
Fremantle Road, for a distance of six kilometers, by locating urban development on the western side of 
the dunes that run parallel to the road.   

Furthermore, in planning future transportation routes - that is, the southern extension of the Kwinana Freeway - 

. . . the majority of the extensions of the Kwinana Freeway are contained within a corridor of land 
identified in the South West Corridor Structure Plan and Inner Peel Region Structure Plan for Open 
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Space, Rural and Greenbelt Rural Living purposes.  This corridor takes in both sides of the road and 
extends from Leda to Meadow Springs.   

On balance, the minister’s response to my concerns about the reduction of the green wedge between Madora and 
Singleton and its important proposed role on a regional basis to separate Perth and Mandurah have been satisfied 
by the additional provisions that the minister outlined in her letter.  It is very good that the proposed southern 
extension of the Kwinana Freeway will be located within a corridor of essentially rural zoning and, furthermore, 
that the coastal development will not be visible from a six-kilometre stretch of the current Fremantle-Mandurah 
road.   

Having said that I think the minister has satisfied my concerns, we should also accept that a regional open space 
area of 4 400 hectares is not that big.  Certainly, it is an important area of reserve, and the land to be reserved has 
valuable conservation characteristics.  However, the reality is that we are talking about four square kilometres.  
That could represent an area of perhaps one kilometre wide by four kilometres long or two kilometres wide by 
two kilometres long.  In the context of an urban development spreading for over 100 kilometres, it is not that big 
an area.  I am sure members can understand that it is absolutely critical that future planning maintains the line on 
these areas.   

I am also quite disappointed that the minister has failed to commit to the protection of lot 17 Port Kennedy 
Drive, although I note she has said that it is nominated as a Bush Forever site and that although she appreciates 
the land may have significant environmental values, it would be inappropriate for her to pre-empt the 
consideration by the Bush Forever advisory group of this site for inclusion in the Bush Forever plan.  I accept 
that it would be improper for the minister or indeed the House to pre-empt a good community consultation 
process; nevertheless, I urge the Bush Forever advisory group and the minister to consider the site’s important 
values and to make an important addition to the Port Kennedy reservation.   

Before I move on from the issue of regional demarcation, I stress that the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure should not completely dismiss the desirability of a sustainable population cap for the region.  
Methodologies should be investigated that will enable a cap to be effectively implemented while maintaining 
equity and providing for the other considerations that work against a population cap.  It is an important thing for 
future generations.   

I now turn to my third and perhaps most important concern.  The need for a country bush plan is something 
about which I feel particularly passionate.  There is a need for the remnant vegetation in the coastal plain region 
south of Perth to be identified as a natural region.  The area stretches from the metropolitan region to Busselton 
and has for some 20 years technically been called System 6.  I outline the reason for that.  The first scientific 
conservation exercise that government in this State undertook occurred after the formation of the Environmental 
Protection Authority.  The exercise was undertaken was by the Conservation Through Reserves Committee, 
which essentially divided the entire State into 12 regions.  Each region had a number, and the hardest region to 
develop a long-term conservation plan for was System 6; this was the Swan coastal plain, which is the region of 
the State subject to concentrated population pressure.  The System 6 reservation proposals are now 20 years old, 
which is a significant passage of time in view of changes that have taken place in land use in the Peel region.  
Over the 20 years, some of the areas proposed for reserve under the EPA process are seriously degraded and are 
simply not worthy of reservation.  The minister made that argument herself on the green wedge land between 
Madora and Singleton: when I suggested it would make an important regional demarcation, the minister 
suggested it was not worth putting good dollars into buying such land seriously degraded by grazing. 

Many other very important areas of remnant vegetation simply have never had any botanic survey.  We do not 
know what flora is growing or its rarity.  Those areas of remnant vegetation may be on farms or vacant crown 
land, or even be proposed as urban deferred.  We simply have not done adequate scientific survey work to ensure 
that the important bits are placed into long-term protection as the tracks of the bulldozers approach from all 
sides.  Perhaps most importantly, a few of these vegetation associations have never been measured against 
national and international standards.  The original System 6 assessment work was fairly simplistic and certainly 
not carried out with today’s clear conservation targets to ensure that each of the important vegetation 
associations is adequately protected for its type. 

Some nine years ago, I resigned as a member of the Environmental Protection Authority.  One of the very last 
briefings I received in 1994, along with my colleagues on the authority, was a technical briefing from officers 
from the Department of Environmental Protection about the urgent need for the update of conservation work in 
the System 6 region.  It was presented to the EPA nine years ago as one of the most important conservation tasks 
in this State.  That work still has not taken place.  Indeed, when the EPA reported on the Peel region scheme in 
bulletin 994 back in August 2000, the authority specifically deferred consideration of that update of botanical 
assessment.  Although the authority did not say so in the report, that recommendation was made simply because 
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no resources were available to undertake the work, and the Government had no will to seriously consider the 
matter.  The authority was forced to assess the region scheme, and to put that important assessment on hold 
because other important work was being neglected.   

I appealed on the basis of the Environmental Protection Authority bulletin.  One of the grounds of my appeal 
was the fact that some of the really important issues on which the EPA should be commenting were simply 
absent and that the authority had been forced to defer those important considerations.  I have been tracking this 
for quite a while because I believe it is such an important issue.  In January 2001, during the state election 
period, I had discussions with the then opposition spokesperson on the environment.  It was put to Dr Judith 
Edwards that one of the most urgent tasks should a Labor Government gain office was to address the very 
serious inadequacy of conservation on the Swan coastal plain south of the Perth region.  A firm commitment was 
given to the Greens (WA) at that stage that it would be a matter of urgency for a bush plan or a System 6 update.  
Since then I have written to the Minister for the Environment on this matter three times and I have met with her 
once.  On each occasion I have emphasised to her just how important this work is - the regional scheme 
documents themselves note the importance of a System 6 update - yet still no resources have been provided.   

All members would be perfectly aware that there has been a very important process in the greater Perth region 
called Bush Forever, which was originally Perth’s Bushplan.  The name was changed about 18 months ago.  That 
essentially was upgrading the System 6 work in the Perth region, which has been a very important process for 
picking out the important bits of remnant vegetation and ensuring that they are protected forever, as the name 
would imply.  However, that work has not been undertaken on the rest of the coastal plain.  That was what this 
discussion was about.  Clearly, it is not merely the Perth region but the entire strip of the coastal plain that is 
under enormous pressure.   

Why is it important?  In 1994 the EPA was advised that it was one of the most important issues for the 
conservation of biodiversity in this State.  A survey was conducted of the southern Swan coastal plain by Gibson 
et al.  It found 43 recognised vegetation communities, of which 10 were entirely unreserved.  A further 10 were 
known only in a single national park or nature reserve.  Furthermore, of these 43 vegetation communities, one 
community was considered critically threatened, two were endangered, 15 were vulnerable, and 11 were 
considered susceptible should any change in management or land use occur.  That is going back nine years, yet 
more of it has gone and still the reservation of these important areas has not been the subject of important 
scientific study and government protection. 

Another very important aspect that this matter touches upon, as members would realise, is the survival of the 
tuart forest.  I think all Western Australians love the tuart forest, particularly its finest expressions such as can be 
found in Bold Park in Perth and particularly at Ludlow just north of Busselton.  It is the only tuart forest in the 
world and covers a very small area.  The original extent of the tuart forest was something like 130 000 hectares, 
and very little of that is left.  In fact, the level of reservation of tuart is seriously inadequate by any kind of 
national or international conservation standard.  Although quite a lot of patches of tuart forest are scattered 
around in this coastal plain country and in the Peel region, most of it will not remain; most of it will become 
residential development.  There have been arguments about particular areas of tuart that have been converted 
into suburbs, and they have been very prominent in my electorate in the past couple of years.   
Of the tuart forest that is in secure reserves - that is, reserves that are recognised by the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature - only 7.5 per cent of the original tuart extent will be preserved under current secure 
reservation proposals.  It is important that members compare that figure with the targets that were set out in the 
Regional Forest Agreement.  The Regional Forest Agreement did not touch on the tuart.  It looked at the main 
forest belt of the jarrah, karri and other forest associations such as tingle which occur in the main forest belt, but 
it did not include the coastal plain.  Therefore, the tuart forest was not scoped by the Regional Forest Agreement.  
If it had been, we would have had to double the amount of tuart forest in reserve under the Regional Forest 
Agreement as it was agreed to by the Court Government.  That is because the targets that were required by the 
RFA were 15 per cent of the original extent of the forest type - not 7.5 per cent as we have now.  It probably 
therefore is not surprising that the RFA boundaries were drawn up in such a way that they excluded the coastal 
plain.  If members think the RFA was contentious enough in the main forest belt, I am sure they can understand 
the challenges facing government in order to bring about the RFA targets for the coastal plain.   
Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I remind members, including the member who is speaking at the moment, that we 
are talking not about things that happened subsequent to the RFA, whereby, from the Greens (WA) perspective, 
the Court Government improved upon the RFA by putting more forest in the RFA, let alone what happened at 
the state election when the Labor Government ended all old-growth logging in the main forest belt, but about the 
original scientific work done under the RFA, which was completely endorsed by the now Opposition as well as 
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the current Government.  That would have required at that stage the doubling of tuart forest in secure reserves.  
Since then we have seen the implementation of further national standards.  Environment Australia - the federal 
department charged with responsibility for biodiversity conservation in Australia - has set new national 
objectives and targets for biodiversity conservation up to 2005 to prevent the clearance of ecological 
communities that extend below 30 per cent of pre-1750 stands.  That requires us, pursuant to existing national 
targets, which this Government has signed, to quadruple the amount of tuart forest that will be securely reserved 
for the future.  This Government will have to quadruple those amounts to meet the standards introduced by the 
Howard federal Government.   

All members in this place know how magnificent the tuart forests are.  We also know that tuart grows in areas 
where there is the most pressure for its clearance.  I am pretty sure, but unfortunately I cannot prove this, 
although we will return to this debate when considering the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill, that the 
biggest single cause of land clearance in this State is not the farmers, but results from the policies of the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure; that is, land is cleared for urban development - the tuart forest.  The 
tuart forest is the vegetation that is most associated with prime urban development for luxury suburbs. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Do you mean where people live? 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Where people want to live, because they are nice areas.  In Dalyellup just south of 
Bunbury - 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Preferably they should live in areas that are already cleared.  That is obvious.  The 
tuart forests are also under considerable threat from the predation of the tuart borer.  Around Lake Clifton many 
kilometres of tuart have died, and although some trees in those stands are hanging on, each year they suffer 
successive attacks from the tuart borer.  I understand that the jury is out about what is causing the devastation of 
the central tuart stands, although it is probably connected with the dry seasons and the effect lower rainfall is 
having on our climate, because there is a connection between the areas affected by the tuart borer and the areas 
that have traditionally had a very high water table.  Most of that area is farmland where paddocks were 
traditionally considered to be impossible to drive on in winter and could only be accessed by horseback, so wet 
was that part of the coastal plain.  That coincides with where the tuart borer is so prolific.  The trees become 
drought stressed and suffer the secondary effect of not being able to produce their own allopathic chemical 
systems to make the foliage and the sap of the trees less palatable to insects.  So the insects are actually a 
secondary phenomenon, and the root cause is likely to be drought.  Members will also be aware that there is only 
one large contiguous area of tuart remaining; that is the Ludlow state forest and national park, north of 
Busselton.  This last remaining forest of tuart is subject to a mining proposal.  We are eagerly awaiting the 
finalisation of the assessment of that proposal by the Environmental Protection Authority.  This is why I have 
been passionately concerned - this is my electorate - that these areas of remnant vegetation be more seriously 
considered by government and that we improve the protection of the best parts in perpetuity.  Urban 
development is extending so rapidly that if we delay this work any longer, it is no exaggeration to say that it will 
be a catastrophe for the vegetation associations that exist here.  

I will finish my remarks this evening by saying that, at 3.00 pm today, I received a telephone message from my 
office.  It suggested that I should ring a minister from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, because 
“the ministers have agreed to commit”.  I am delighted to say that, at the eleventh hour, with regard to this 
disallowance motion, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has considered my plea about the importance 
of the need for a country Bushplan and for the processes outlined in the region scheme document itself to be 
implemented, and resources will be committed.  I do not have a great amount of detail about what the 
Government is considering, and I am not sure how much detail has been worked out.  I am really keen to hear 
what the parliamentary secretary is able to tell us about these intentions.  If my telephone message is accurate - 

Hon Norman Moore:  That sounds like bribery to me.  The honourable member has said that she will agree to 
give the Government something if it will agree to pass this.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  Hon Christine Sharp has the call.  

Hon Frank Hough:  How much does the honourable member reckon that will cost?   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  How much will it cost me? Hon Norman Moore can look grumpy and the 
Opposition can grumble, but I consider this a milestone for me personally because I have been concerned about 
it for nine years.  I have raised it continually with this Government, unsuccessfully so far.  All this means, quite 
simply, is that we intend to do some science.  If members find that a problem, I am sure they will let us know.  In 
the meantime I ask for a commitment on the record in Parliament from the parliamentary secretary that the 
Government finally acknowledge what it committed to before the election - that this is urgent work inextricably 
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linked to the gazettal of the Peel region scheme.  That gazettal should not be finalised without further work being 
immediately undertaken to preserve the last of those rare vegetation associations, and to consider the long-term 
future of the tuart forest of this State.  If my understanding is correct and the Government is prepared to commit 
to this process and to botanic survey work to be undertaken immediately, I will withdraw my disallowance 
motion.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [8.10 pm]:  I offer my remarks at this stage because I believe when the 
motion by Hon Christine Sharp is decided, Hon Murray Criddle and I will be denied an opportunity to move our 
motions.  The Opposition is therefore left with no other option than to include its remarks in the debate on Hon 
Christine Sharp’s motion. 

The Peel region scheme is an important planning process and is the first major planning scheme outside the 
metropolitan region scheme.  I do not view lightly the fact that I have moved for the scheme’s disallowance; 
however, I ask the House to acknowledge that such a motion is part of the process.  I believe the process allows 
for a motion for disallowance within 12 days of gazettal and a further 10 sitting days.  All members know the 
process, and a disallowance motion is part of that process.  I did not appreciate the antics of the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, who carried on like a spoilt child, accusing people of sabotaging the Peel region 
scheme and threatening its future, when these disallowance motions were moved in the House.  Disallowance 
motions are part of the process. 

I received information from constituents a few days prior to the time allowed for moving the disallowance of the 
scheme, which I believe is 12 days after gazettal.  As is normal in this place, I placed my disallowance motion on 
the agenda as a holding motion at that stage so that I could gather more information and negotiate with the 
Government on some matters.  I was unaware that on the same day similar motions would be moved by Hon 
Christine Sharp and Hon Murray Criddle.  That is where we find ourselves today. 

As I said, the Peel region scheme is an important planning document.  It is important that these matters have an 
orderly process.  The scheme has been in gestation for eight years or so.  I appreciate the amount of work and 
research that has gone into the document and I acknowledge the amount and intensity of debate on some aspects 
related to the scheme.  I recall, when we were in government, attending several meetings of small and large 
groups of people.  As an elected representative, it was an uncomfortable experience at that stage to be confronted 
by landowners who were affected by some of the proposals.  Their major grievances were about the process and 
the draft documents and position papers that had been issued relating to river setbacks. 

Many issues could be debated about the Peel region scheme.  Some might be well worthy of debate, such as the 
effect on the value and saleability of land that has been blighted by reservations.  Another issue that could attract 
a deal of debate is the validity of using a one in 100-year floodway measure.  Another issue could be the extent 
of the regional open space demanded, asked for and eventually reserved.  The width of foreshore reserves 
requiring longer waterways could be another debateable point.  The cost and difficulty of managing these 
regional open spaces and foreshore reserves into the future is a debate that we could have right throughout the 
State.  There appears to be a mad scramble for more and more land to be put into reserve.  However, there is no 
equivalent matching of resources to the government authorities charged with managing those reserves.  In fact, 
in many cases, resources are being whittled away, and the lack of management of those reserves is a very 
debatable point.   

Another point we could dwell on is the fairness and adequacy of compensation to landowners.  We could also 
debate how farmers, for instance, can or cannot continue to use their land that has been reserved.  We could 
centre debates around all those issues if we wished.  However, I will concentrate on one issue, which I hope 
receives the same attention from the Government through the parliamentary secretary when he responds as 
obviously the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has been prepared to give to Hon Christine Sharp’s 
concerns.  I am looking forward to the same positive response.  We will wait and see.  

I will concentrate on a 12-kilometre stretch of the proposed alignment in the Peel deviation for the Perth-to-
Bunbury highway.  About eight years ago I suggested in a speech in this place that the Perth-to-Bunbury 
highway should be given a proper name, such as Forrest Highway.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Tuart Forest Highway?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, Forrest, because we all know that Sir John Forrest was the member for Bunbury and 
came from the south west.  That attracted some pretty harsh comment from a few constituents in the south west 
who were quite attached to the name of the Old Coast Road.  I hope that eventually a name will be thought of 
rather than just the Perth-to-Bunbury highway, because, if it is not already, it will be a major arterial connection 
in this State.  

Hon Norman Moore:  If we are not careful it will be called the Green Highway as part of this deal.  
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Maybe.  I reiterate the need for some urgency in developing the Peel deviation.  
Members should not interpret anything I say as an indication that I wish to delay the funding and building of the 
Peel deviation.  It is already needed in that part of the world because traffic congestion through Mandurah is 
becoming critical.  It is increasing at more than seven per cent a year and the movement of traffic between Perth 
and the south west is slowing by the day as people are forced to drive through one set of lights after another in 
Mandurah.  The Peel deviation is overdue.  Regardless of what happens with this plan tonight, it will not alter the 
process.  The firming up of that alignment and getting on with the work will continue.  My main contention is 
that, on the last day of debate on the Peel region scheme, we must take the opportunity to ensure that we have the 
best possible route for the Peel deviation rather than the route that has been put on the map simply because Main 
Roads owns some of the land involved.  That is the point I will explore tonight.  I hope sincerely that the final 
alignment for the Peel deviation is decided on the right questions and not decided simply because Main Roads 
has had a piece of land reserved since the 1970s.  I also have a motion on the Notice Paper to disallow the Peel 
region scheme because I am not convinced that the process has done enough at this stage to ensure that outcome.  
That is why I am calling on the Government to do a bit more work to ensure we have the right result.  I am 
asking the Government to commission an independent and objective view of the 12-kilometre section of the 
alignment that includes the Murray River and Pinjarra Road crossings.  An objective study is necessary to ensure 
we get the right outcome.   

I hope members are aware of the route we are talking about.  It is a section of the Peel deviation that heads north 
through the Murray Lakes residential area, over the Murray River and Pinjarra Road, and extends 10 kilometres 
north.  The original route was termed N1.  It was slightly modified and termed N1.5.  An alternative proposed 
route, just to the north east, is termed N3.  When I start speaking in hieroglyphics, members will have a rough 
idea of what I am talking about. 

The beginning of the saga was in 1976.  The 12-kilometre section was set aside as a condition of a subdivision 
approval.  That decision was made within the Shire of Murray.  In the following year Main Roads released the 
Perth to Bunbury route, which involved the Kwinana Freeway.  During the 1990s, a review of the northern 
option - N3 - which was put forward by a group of landowners and residents affected by the N1 and N1.5 
alignments, was commissioned and undertaken by Main Roads.  It was an internal desktop review.  The 
consultation involved seemed to be very ad hoc at best, and certainly not comprehensive.  The report is undated 
and unsigned and was not made public.  I have a copy of the report.  I can vouch for those contentions. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  When was it released? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is undated. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What is written on it? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is titled, “Peel deviation - Assessment of Alternative Route”.  A handwritten date 
states it was received on 25 June 1999.  It was obviously prepared prior to that date by some years but I cannot 
verify that because I do not know the exact date.  Following that we were told that a separate independent review 
was requested by the Minister for Transport at the time, Hon Eric Charlton.  I do not have a copy of that 
document and little seems to be known about it.  What we know is that the consultation -  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Hon Murray Criddle has one. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  He does, does he?  Between us all we will get the full story.  What we know is that the 
consultation involved in that review was not very wide.  Nobody consulted the residents of Murray Lakes, which 
comprises some 40 permanent residents and some 1 500 strata-title units - so its population is at least 2 000.  The 
Aboriginal people were not consulted.  There are very few details of that review. 

Following the completion of those reviews, Environmental Protection Authority reports were found to have been 
released out of sequence.  The Peel region scheme was released before the Peel deviation, thereby pre-empting 
the minister’s decision on the Peel deviation.  The minister admitted this inconsistency in her response to 
appeals.  By way of verification, I have a copy of a letter dated 28 March 2002 from the Minister for the 
Environment and Heritage Dr Judy Edwards to Mr Shane Kelliher, a landowner with extensive holdings north of 
Pinjarra Road.  In that letter the minister made a point that supports my contention.  The letter states - 

The appeal period against the EPA’s Peel Region Scheme (Bulletin 994) report commenced on the 18 
September 2000 and finished on the 3 October 2000. 

The appeal period against the EPA’s Peel Deviation Report (Bulletin 995) commenced on the 3 October 
2000 and finished on the 17 October 2000. 
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It could be argued that it would have been preferable for the Peel Deviation reserve not to be included 
in the Peel Region Scheme until after the Peel Deviation assessment had been completed. 

That part of the process was less than conclusive. 

The sixth point is that it seems that the Murray Lakes residents have been left out of all processes to this point in 
time.  No mention was made of the 40 residential owners and 1 500 time-share owners in Murray Lakes who 
favour the N3 option.  Members should not take my word for that.  I have two documents here that verify that 
point.  The first is a letter from Taylor Burrell Town Planning and Design that is directed to Hon Alannah 
MacTiernan MLA.  It reads in part -  

The WAPC have therefore weighed the various arguments, positive and negative points for the options 
and essentially concluded that the impact on three existing special rural lots in Pericho Close, an 
undeveloped residential development without any residents, should take precedence over the impact on 
40 existing owners of residential properties in Foreshore Close and Lakes Crescent and the owners of 
larger rural lots.  This is an inequitable situation. 

The N3 option will impact on a couple of land holdings in Pericho Close, which seems to have been given 
greater weight than the impact on a large residential area in Murray Lakes.   
The residents of Murray Lakes put a petition to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure Hon Alannah 
MacTiernan, which mentions various things about the alignment.  It suggests to Hon Alannah MacTiernan that 
the proposed highway on the M1 route is not the correct route and that the M3 highway should be examined.  It 
notes in passing that the N1.5 option is a slight adjustment to the previous N1 route.  That was modified 
previously to avoid Nambeelup Pool.  It is worth noting in passing that the N3 option is actually a lot further 
away from the environmentally sensitive Nambeelup Pool and Black Lake.  On that aspect, the N3 option could 
also be considered environmentally superior to the N1.5 option.   
Now I refer to the interchanges.  Both routes involve a very important and significant interchange, crossing 
Pinjarra Road and the Murray River.  The safety of both interchanges is a matter of contention.  A partial 
cloverleaf interchange - Parclo - has been proposed on the N1.5 route.  A traditional diamond interchange is 
proposed for the N3 route.  It seems that the police were not asked for input into either of these options.  That is 
one matter.   
Another matter is that an audit report, commissioned by Mr Shane Kelliher and prepared by Andrew O’Brien 
and Associates Pty Ltd, from Hawthorn East in Victoria, makes several very telling points.  This audit report is 
headed “Perth to Bunbury Highway Peel Deviation Concept Options Road Safety Audit.” I note the date on it is 
December 2002.  That means that it was prepared a significant time after the date on which Mr Kelliher and 
others spoke to me originally and a significant time after we moved the disallowance motion in this House last 
year.  It contains additional information that should be taken very seriously.  The aim of the audit report is to 
provide the findings of the stage 1 concept design road safety audit carried out on two route options for the Peel 
deviation of the Perth to Bunbury Highway.  The work was carried out at the request of Shane Kelliher, who 
owns land affected by the options and it was completed on 21 December 2002.  I will quote some of the findings 
because they are quite alarming.  The section headed “Interchange Design Issues” states -  

Serious issue 1.  Use of the Parclo AB type interchange for Option 1.5 - as discussed above, the Parclo 
AB with the freeway over on a crest curve does not, and probably cannot, meet reasonable safety 
standards.   

I refer to the N1.5 route.  The report further states -  
Based on anecdotal experience at several sites, and on design guide advice, at a Parclo AB interchange, 
one would expect numerous “out-of-control” crashes each year . . .  Clearly, these problems would not 
occur with a standard “diamond” off-ramp.  
 . . .  
Serious Issue 2.  Choice of interchange type - there are clear safety advantages in the “diamond” 
interchange proposed under Option 3 . . . One could expect several casualty crashes per year more with 
the Option 1.5 Parclo interchange than with the Option 3 diamond interchange.  These safety issues are 
far greater in magnitude than the one discussed in paragraph 4.3 above regarding increased route length.   

I have asked questions in the House about the increased length.  It goes on to make a couple of recommendations 
and states -  

Recommendation 4.  I would strongly recommend against the use of the Parclo interchange layout as 
per Option 1.5. 
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Recommendation 5.  If the Option 1.5 alignment is proposed to be adopted, then it is essential that the 
interchange form be modified so that there is no off-ramp into a loop. 

I will quote a couple of sentences from the conclusions -  
Several safety and operation concerns have been identified in the audit, including the serious issue of 
the poor safety performance of the proposed Parclo interchange in Option 1.5. 
I recommend that this Road Safety Audit report be sent to the Main Roads Department for their 
information and action. 

I presume that has been done.  If not, I will provide a copy of it.  It continues -  
I recommend to the department that each concern be addressed by the recommended actions in the 
report. 
The issues raised in the audit need to be reviewed and necessary actions taken or changes made.  Where 
recommended actions are not taken, this should be reported in writing providing technical or economic 
reasons for that decision. 

That report came up with some alarming findings and recommendations.  I seriously recommend that the 
Government take that on board. 

Another point relates to some of the environmental impacts on the river crossing, and these have been covered 
broadly by Hon Christine Sharp.  The environmental difficulties of that crossing have been acknowledged by a 
couple of government agencies - first, by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, in fact.  In a letter dated 
26 March 2002, also to Mr Shane Kelliher, the minister states -  

The WRC in its submission on the Public Environmental Review advised that the bridge over the 
Murray River is of some concern as it occurs on a power bend.  The WRC further advised that the 
bridge may constrict flow and therefore cause degradation of the river banks down stream. 

That is one acknowledgment that it is not in the best place.  Another acknowledgment of that comes from the 
Water and Rivers Commission itself in a letter dated 4 April 1997 from Mr Tuckey, Chairman of the Peel Inlet 
Management Authority, to the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority, Westralia Square, 141 St 
Georges Terrace, Perth.  It states -  

In particular the proposed bridge over the Murray River is of some concern as it occurs on a power 
bend.  The PIMA - 

That is, the Peel Inlet Management Authority -  

is of the opinion that the bridge may constrict flow and therefore cause degradation of the river banks 
down stream. 

That is the same sort of wording as in the previous letter. 

Some doubt is also expressed about the environmental appropriateness of that crossing in a document that I have 
from Brian J. O’Brien and Associates Pty Ltd, and we all know the credentials of Brian J. O’Brien.  It is titled 
“Notes on Two Alternatives (N1 and N3) for the Peel Deviation of the Perth to Bunbury Highway: Report to 
Kelliher Brothers, R & K McKay and the Mannion Family”.  The summary contains this statement -  

In summary, the alternative route N3 reduces social impacts, reduces environmental impacts, and 
provides better engineering and more convenience and visual attractions for tourists.  These 
Notes support submissions favouring N3 over the route N1 in the Scheme. 

Further on the document states -  

In summary, this technical report finds sufficient flaws in early reports favouring N1 over N3 to 
conclude them unproven, but then adds substantive new arguments which unequivocally favour 
the submitted route N3 rather than route N1 as advertised.  

It states also with regard to the environmental aspects relating to wetlands, topography and drainage -  

Whether or not Nambeelup Pool is still classified under the EPP list, the fact remains that the Route N3 
which we propose in this submission, will have a smaller environmental effect on the Pool than the 
currently proposed N1 (specifically N1.5).   

The document contains an extensive comparison table, which I will not quote from because of time constraints, 
that outlines clearly the analysis done by O’Brien and Associates of the following factors: flora, fauna, wetlands, 
property severance, noise, Aboriginal, European, road geometry, ground conditions, structures, waterway, cost 
and other.  The conclusion of that study is -  
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This important Peel Deviation must not be constricted to a bridge crossing at a site unsuitable from both 
environmental and engineering considerations.  For such a far-reaching constraint to be the result 
largely of a land deal in a small local subdivision many years ago -  

Remember I mentioned that it dated from 1976 -  

would be an affront to the present and future community.   

Both alternatives, N1 and N3, should be fairly and broadly assessed.   
The date of that report is July 1999.   
The impact on Aboriginal sites was also referred to by the previous speaker.  At this stage I want to put 
something right.  Hon Christine Sharp referred to a letter from Mr Walley and said it was unsigned.  She did not 
make any accusations, but I guess people can draw their own inferences.  I spoke to Mr Kelliher during the 
dinner suspension, and he assured me that is a copy of a letter that has been signed by Mr Walley and that has 
gone to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, Hon Alan Carpenter.  Therefore, although the copy of the letter is 
not signed, the original letter has been signed and has gone to the minister.  Both of the proposed routes will 
impact on Aboriginal sites.   
I turn now to evidence that the Aboriginal community favours the N3 route over the N1.5 route.  I will quote 
from a transcript of a Western Australian Planning Commission hearing on 21 October 1999, in which Mr 
Nannup says -  

One specific site is very important to us.  It is on the bend on the other side of the creek.  . . .If you can 
avoid that spot with N3 . . . it would be wonderful to put it there because our sacred site on the corner of 
the river would be left alone and never disturbed.   

He says also -  

I consulted my elder, Mr Walley, and he has notified me that if it could be possible to change the route 
and put it on the N3 it will be very important to us.   

He concludes -  

I say to you, as decision makers if that thing could go around to the N3 it would be one of the greatest 
gifts that you could give us for the Murray River.  Thank you very much.   

We know that the proposed N3 route is about 1.4 kilometres longer than the N1.5 route.  This has been quoted 
many times in discussions I have had with the minister and other members of the Government.  Therefore, the 
costs will be greater.  That is not absolutely obvious.  The contours of the N3 route are significantly higher, by a 
metre or so, and drier than the contours of the N1.5 route. The costs of road construction may well be a lot less 
and may counter some of the increased costs involved in the extra length.  A comprehensive cost estimate of 
both sites has not been made.  That is the point I am trying to make.  We want to get this right as a community.  
Before we make a final decision, I suggest that a comprehensive and independent review and analysis of both 
routes is needed.  I am sure that the parliamentary secretary will get up in a few minutes and say that studies 
have already been done on this, that and the other.  That is right, but they were only internal studies for Main 
Roads Western Australia.  Mr Kelliher has done studies.  The parliamentary secretary may say that those studies 
have been done to favour his option.  That may be right too.  However, we have reached a situation of claim and 
counterclaim.  It is in the Government’s and the community’s interest to undertake a comprehensive, 
independent and objective study of this situation to make sure that we come out of this with the best option and 
not simply an option that has been a line on a map for 25 years.  That is the point I raise at this stage.   
I hope the parliamentary secretary will get up in a few minutes and say that the Government will embrace that 
idea and put it in place.  That study certainly does not have to be very expensive or involve much time.  
However, it should provide a comprehensive cost analysis of the routes.  It should also cover any social impacts 
and impacts on the amenity of residents who will be closely affected by the N1.5 route, such as the Murray 
Lakes residents.  The study should include design and engineering factors, address the safety of the interchanges, 
bridges and river crossings, and cover the environmental factors and Aboriginal issues associated with the 
crossing.  As I said, there has been claim and counterclaim about the best route and why one is the most 
appropriate.  To be a credible planning document, the Peel region scheme must make sure that this is done 
correctly and without dispute, so that one section of the community does not feel aggrieved by the outcome.  
Therefore, I look forward to the parliamentary secretary giving me the sort of comfort that he just gave to Hon 
Christine Sharp on the issues she raised by telling me and the House that he will support a comprehensive, 
independent and objective assessment of both these routes.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.48 pm]:  I had a motion on the Notice Paper to disallow the Peel 
region scheme because I was approached by Mr Kelliher, who is from my electorate.  His family has owned land 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5537d-5552a 
Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Deputy President; Hon Barry House; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Paddy Embry; Hon Bill Stretch; Hon Graham Giffard 

 [12] 

in this area since 1947, so, from my point of view, the connection is there.  Hon Barry House outlined the 
proposal that Mr Kelliher put to me.  I must say that it was one of the best packages that I have received from a 
constituent since I have been in Parliament.  It was a very concise and clear approach.  As Hon Barry House has 
clearly and succinctly outlined that approach, I will not go through it.  On receiving that approach I met with the 
minister’s representatives and went through all the issues raised.  I became involved in 1998 when I wrote a 
letter to the family about it.  Since that time an alternative approach has been put together by Brian J. O’Brien 
and Associates Pty Ltd on behalf of the Kelliher, McKay and Mannion families.  That submission put forward 
their point of view.  A couple of other reviews have resulted in an almost directly contrary view.  I agree entirely 
with what Hon Barry House said.  There needs to be a comprehensive review of the route that is chosen for the 
southern highway; whether it be option 1, option 1.5 or option 3.  It is a very important highway.  The very high 
growth in traffic through that area means there will need to be a highway somewhere.  According to these 
options, the highway will cut down the side of the land owned by those families, and that will have an impact on 
their ability to graze cattle.   
The interchanges that will be required is another issue.  Options 1 and 1.5 include the same route through 
Pinjarra Road and over the river at the power bend, as it is called in that area.  I have seen the report from the 
people in Victoria.  There are examples of diamond interchanges.  One that springs to mind is the intersection of 
Tonkin Highway and Guildford Road.  The construction of a diamond interchange would be a very safe 
outcome.   
From the information I have gleaned, there is a real need for another look at the options for a highway through 
the area.  The Minister for the Environment and Heritage has indicated that work is under way on four initiatives, 
those being the waterway analysis and bridge design concept, the preparation of an environmental management 
plan as required under environmental approval processes, the finalisation of the Peel deviation project concept 
design and report, and further investigations into the Murray River crossings and the impact on Aboriginal sites.  
This is an excellent opportunity to conduct a further analysis of the best option in conjunction with those 
initiatives.   

An interesting point is that the construction of the deviation is not reliant on the Peel region scheme.  I relayed 
that point to my constituent.  We all need to understand that public works in various areas can be done through 
the Public Works Act.  Main Roads has used that avenue from time to time.  The deviation is not totally reliant 
on this scheme. 

It is necessary that we have a further review, a clearer understanding of what is the best option and a far better 
relationship with the people in that area.  Hon Christine Sharp obviously has some sort of understanding with the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  We did have a bit of a carry-on earlier about the fact that there had 
been some movement on the disallowance side of things; however, as Hon Barry House said, this is the natural 
process.  It is an excellent opportunity to ensure that we get a far better resolution of the issue and that we know 
what is the best option for a highway through this part of the Peel region scheme.  I recommend that the 
parliamentary secretary carry the message to the minister for the analysis to be done.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Can you explain to me whether the review of the route, particularly the detailed 
engineering design, should be carried out before Parliament approves this scheme, or is it appropriate that the 
detailed planning you’re asking for and the detailed review to be carried out after the approval of this Parliament 
is given and before any development proceeds some time in the next 20 to 40 years? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is a process that could go on.  The member is aware that the Peel region 
scheme is important for a range of people and developments in that area.  It is important that the scheme go 
ahead.  I am asking for a clear indication from the minister, via the parliamentary secretary, that the review will 
be carried out with a reasonable understanding of individual’s and family’s rights in the area.  This is an ideal 
opportunity to disclose that understanding.  It is a genuine request. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.56 pm]:  I will be brief.  The issues I raise relate to land 
slightly further to the south covering the Mungala wetlands.  This is one of the last major wetlands close to the 
metropolitan area, and is a very significant location.  I raise a couple of elements regarding the area; namely, 
development costs, the potential for housing development in the region and agricultural values.  Although the 
peel deviation is a separate process from the Peel region scheme, it is a very significant one as far as I am 
concerned. 

The area of the old Bunbury highway was chosen specifically because it was along the line of the old Bullock 
cart track.  It picked its way through many of the wetlands because it was basically high ground.  I refer now to 
the proposed alignment.  If one considers that the regional problems associated with the development of the 
Kwinana Freeway in terms of it is substructure and the work that had to be done in the area, one will end up with 
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a greater problem going across the Mungala wetlands.  The area comes all the way down to the Peel-Harvey 
estuary and touches base with the old Bunbury Road. 

If we consider this area has a similar base to that of the Kwinana Freeway - in fact, that strip could be more 
loamy than the freeway - a depth of two metres will need to removed below the two 15-metre wide easements 
for the road.  Also, a further 1.3 metre nominal height will need to be filled.  At a rough measure, about 4 000 
cubic metres of material will need to be moved per kilometre.  It will run about 25 kilometres across the Pinjarra 
plain, so it is a huge volume of material.  Basically, it would be equivalent to one million cubic metres of 
material, which is about 50 000 truckloads of material. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Just for your information, they put something like 2 million cubic metres of fill on south 
of Thomas Road. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is more.  At a cost of about $10 a cubic metre, it will be substantial. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  It depends how far you cart it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  The road base must come from somewhere other than that specific area because 
there is fairly loamy country all through that agricultural belt.  

I wanted to raise not only the costs and the reason for choosing that alignment, but also the issue of streamlining 
and the agricultural base that is being built there.  When I discussed the matter with a former minister, Hon Eric 
Charlton, I was told that it was not very clear how many culverts would be put under that road alignment to deal 
with the streamlining that has been developed through the Agricultural Region to drain the wetlands in order to 
retain it as good agricultural land.  The farmers in that area were concerned about ending up with the eastern side 
of the Peel deviation retaining its moisture and not being able to distribute it across what would effectively be a 
dam and the other side drying out because the streamlining would not be continuing through the deviation.  I 
wanted to make sure that those two issues were on the record. 

One of the problems that we foresee with the development of the Peel deviation is the potential for quite 
significant housing development as a result of the deviation.  In the Mandurah Town Planning Department, 
Mandurah and district planning study of 1984, which is quite a while ago, even then the potential for that road 
was being identified.  In my report entitled “Analysis of the Proposed Peel Deviation for the Coalition”, page 31 
quotes the planning study as stating - 

In time the area could accommodate about 15,000 people, more than the present day Mandurah.  It is 
unlikely that this total will be reached quickly, but it is all the more important to work towards a plan 
with a good internal road system . . . 

The study was identifying what is the current Peel deviation plan.  It was looking at developing housing all along 
the eastern side of the Peel-Harvey inlet.  Given that area can be quite often referred to as one of the prime 
agricultural regions close to Perth, it causes me concern that with the advent of that road we might be looking at 
the construction of a lot of housing estates on what I consider to be extremely good environmental and 
agricultural land.   

I wanted to raise those concerns about the area.  Very few people know that the area referred to as the Mungala 
wetlands is the area to the east of the Peel-Harvey estuary.  That was identified by the Australian Academy of 
Science committee in 1965 when it recommended that it be turned into a national park and nature reserve 
because of its significance as one of the only stretches of wetland near to the Perth metropolitan area.  

As far as I am concerned, the road alignment is most probably wrong because it does not address many of the 
regional issues of great value, such as the agricultural values, the values of the wetland and the potential of 
establishing an immense amount of housing development on the Peel Inlet and the Harvey Estuary. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [9.04 pm]:  I ask the House to show some tolerance for my vocal cords 
which are lacking and which could be to everyone’s admiration.  I, too, was approached by Mr Kelliher.  I will 
not take up the time of the House for long.  I trust that very generous compensation will be paid to the people 
who will be affected by this scheme.  My party supports in general principle public and government decisions 
when they are made justly, but part of that justice is to compensate individuals who are affected by such 
improvements in our State.  People such as Mr Kelliher are definite losers in this scheme.   

I also support the arguments put by Hon Barry House and Hon Murray Criddle.  The lack of a resolution on this 
subject has dragged on for many years.  One Nation certainly does not wish to drag out the process any longer 
than is necessary and will support the Government on this Peel region scheme disallowance.  However, I ask 
most sincerely: will the Government give very generous compensation to those individuals who will be affected?   
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HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [9.06 pm]:  I want to raise one small issue that has been overlooked in 
this debate; that is, the connection between the proposed deviation and the South Western Highway, which of 
course is one of the main arterial industrial roads in the south west.  There seems to be no planning for a viable 
link to the areas at the bottom end of the State.  If we do not plan for it now, we will end up with a similar 
situation to that which we are dealing with at the moment.  The South Western Highway has always been a bit of 
a poor relation of the Perth-Bunbury access road, which seems to get all the attention and certainly a lot of 
traffic.  However, a lot of the meaningful industrial traffic uses the South Western Highway, and it will not all 
come down the Armadale-Byford road.  A tremendous amount of traffic will come from the port area - wherever 
the port will be.  It is about time the Government came clean on where the port will be situated, because it affects 
a lot of other schemes that we have discussed.  However, there is also the increase in traffic coming from the 
southern areas into that corridor.   

I urge Main Roads Western Australia to plan the interchange for that road now.  I raised the issue in a briefing 
the other day.  The general attitude from Main Roads seemed to be, “Oh my goodness, we have enough 
problems as it is without looking at another interchange or another crossroad.”  My point is that it has the 
opportunity now to start looking at that road, whether it be a greenfield road or in that vicinity, and start doing 
what it must do to ensure that a viable link is set in place now.  It could be quite close to the very land that Main 
Roads is looking at now, so there would be two interchanges in fairly close proximity.   

I add that word of caution, because in my experience whenever these things are done in a hurry, it costs a lot of 
money in compensation.  However, if the land can be acquired gradually over the years, as was done with the 
Northbridge tunnel, there will be a lot less impact.  With that advice, I support everything that my colleagues on 
this side of the House have said, and I grudgingly agree to let this disallowance motion lapse.  However, it needs 
a total rethink and a look at the total integration of the whole area’s heavy transportation needs.  I do not know 
what Main Roads’ plan is for bypassing Pinjarra, or if there is one, but something will have to happen sooner 
rather than later. 

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.10 pm]:  I acknowledge from 
the outset that many members who have spoken in this debate have recognised the importance of the Peel region 
scheme and have appreciated its importance to the area for the surety and the planning that it gives.  It is the first 
of the non-metropolitan region schemes and it is significant and important.  Work on this scheme by the Western 
Australian Planning Commission commenced officially in July 1996, although planning projections for the area 
date back before then, but even as a formal process it is a significant time frame.  It has been a lot of work in the 
making.  The scheme, as many speakers have acknowledged, carries significant advantages.  It facilitates and 
provides the mechanism for the acquiring of property for the regional park, gives security and stability in 
planning terms amidst significant development pressures in that area in what is anticipated to be a growing 
population region, and it provides the opportunity for integrated planning.   

I may need to come back to Hon Bill Stretch with some further information, but I understood planning was in 
place for the roads that he alluded to throughout the Peel region scheme.  That was certainly my understanding 
from the diagrams I have seen, but I will take that point up directly with the minister’s office and I may come 
back to the member with more information. 

The Peel region scheme has, as some speakers have acknowledged, passed its required environmental clearance 
and has received approval from the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, and it contains conditions that 
are set out by the Environmental Protection Authority arising from the public environmental review.  A 
significant number of issues have arisen as the debate has heightened over the past few months, but members 
have zeroed in on a number of issues and I will comment on them briefly.  I acknowledge that Hon Christine 
Sharp raised a number of issues herself and outlined what the minister’s and the Government’s response will be.  
I am not proposing to rehash what she said in detail, because she has already put her concerns and has advised 
the House of the Government’s response.  Suffice it to say, it is important to understand the advantages of the 
scheme, many of which will be put in peril or certainly in limbo if this amendment is upheld.  That would be 
particularly detrimental to some of the important advantages that will arise from the scheme.  I am speaking in 
particular about the Peel regional park and the mechanism for acquiring property under the scheme.  That would 
be put on hold until such time as the whole process was begun again.  That might take some considerable time.  
Even if things were not imperilled, they most certainly would be held in limbo for some time.  It is worth 
acknowledging also that Hon Murray Criddle advised the House about the construction of roads and the ability 
of Main Roads to proceed with the Peel deviation, notwithstanding the outcome of the Peel region scheme.  
People need to understand that even if this motion were successful, that would not necessarily deal with the issue 
of the Peel deviation, but harm could be caused in a number of other respects.  
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Hon Christine Sharp talked about the physical and visual separation between the urban areas of Rockingham and 
Mandurah.  In her contribution, she canvassed not just her concerns, but also the way the issues had been 
responded to by the minister in identifying the wetlands and the natural separation between metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan that exists in the scheme now.  The wetlands come into the northern end of the scheme and 
create a natural buffer rather than an arbitrary line identifying metropolitan and non-metropolitan.  I appreciate 
that she has acknowledged that.  It is an important consideration, if one is concerned about that aspect.  She said 
that she is satisfied on that issue at this point.  It is worth adding that the minister has also included within the 
rural zone a 120-metre-wide strip of land at the northern edge of Madora, west of the dunes that Hon Christine 
Sharp spoke about when referring to the buffer alongside the road.  That 120-metre strip is in addition to the 
large area of rural zoning that is visible from Mandurah Road.  That provides a buffer strip that could be 
supplemented by some local open space contributions and road reserves upon subdivision.  
Hon Barry House:  Do you know whether it is private or public land? 
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It is zoned for urban purposes, but I could not tell the member whether it is private 
land.   
Hon Barry House:  So it is effectively a de-zoning.  
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The area zoned for rural purposes is the area Hon Christine Sharp wanted the 
Government to look at, which is a much more significant buffer between Madora and Singleton.  That area, 
while it is not high quality environmentally, is zoned urban, so it would be expensive to purchase.  I believe it is 
private land, because the advice I have is that we would need to purchase it.  To buy that land would be to pay a 
very high price for very little contribution towards a green buffer.  The Government is not attracted to doing that, 
for the reasons already outlined; that is, a significant buffer is already in place there.  
I will come back to the other environmental considerations in a moment.  Most speakers talked about the issues 
they have with the Peel deviation and I will comment on those issues.  Many members acknowledged the 
importance of the Peel deviation and the need for an efficient transport link for through traffic from Perth to the 
south west to avoid going through Mandurah and the Dawesville peninsula.  As I said, environmental clearances 
have been obtained.  I understand a full environmental assessment for the Peel deviation has been made.  The 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage has determined all appeals on the Peel deviation and has issued a 
statement that the Peel deviation may be implemented subject to conditions. 
I advise members that work has commenced and is progressing on a number of aspects of the Peel deviation, 
such as the waterways analysis, the concept bridge design, the preparation of environmental management plans 
required under the environmental approval, the finalisation of the Peel deviation concept design and report, and 
further investigations into the Murray River crossing and its impact on the Aboriginal site.  I understand that 
talks on the impact on the Aboriginal site are well advanced and that Main Roads is confident that the previously 
identified concerns have been accommodated.  Hon Barry House spoke about the funding question and the extra 
cost of the N3 route.  He asked whether there was much difference between the cost of the N3 and the N5 routes 
because of the difference in construction methods.  I know that Main Roads is aware of that difference and 
advises that the extra 1.4 kilometres for the N3 route would incur an extra $5 million to $10 million.  It would 
also involve higher ongoing road maintenance and road transportation costs.  There will be, therefore, an extra 
cost in going for the N3 option. 
Hon Barry House:  You have only Main Roads’ word for that. 

Hon Bill Stretch interjected. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes.  Members can make that assertion, but the advice I have is that $5 million and 
$10 million is a reasonable range.  Main Roads is obviously being cautious about its figures.  The Government’s 
view of the debate over the N1.5 and N3 routes is that the preferred and most appropriate route is N1.5.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  I guess we are asking for some confirmation of something more substantial when we are 
talking about figures.  Those figures appear to be rubbery.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The Government’s view of this invitation to further investigate the Peel deviation is 
that the issue has been examined a number of times.  It has had a pretty good airing.  We note that option N1.5 is 
not the original design.  It is an improvement on the original, option N1, as Hon Barry House informed the 
House.  Option N3 has been considered by the Government a couple of times through a succession of ministers.  
The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure takes the same view of the desirability of option N1.5 compared to 
option N3 as that of her predecessor and his predecessor before him.  

Hon Barry House referred to the 1997 independent assessment of the two options, which was undertaken at the 
behest of the then Minister for Transport, Hon Eric Charlton.  That report demonstrated the potential for severe 
disruption to other landowners if option N3 were selected, especially as their properties had been developed 
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based on the existing proposed route.  As a result, Minister Charlton wrote to the three protagonists for option 
N3 and said in his letter of March 1998 - 

As you know, I asked Main Roads to coordinate an independent review of the preferred Peel Deviation 
alignment, North of Pinjarra Road, and to report on the merits of other alignments that have been 
suggested by local land owners for consideration during the environmental approval process. 

This review drew strong opposition from numerous landowners to the alignment known as Northern 
Option 3.  After full consideration I accepted that the impact on people south of the river would be high, 
particularly as they had developed their properties knowing the location of the proposed road.  
Consequently, the current route (Northern Option 1.5) will be adopted . . .   

Similarly, Hon Murray Criddle wrote to Mr Kelliher later that year and said - 

As you would be aware, the Premier,  Hon Richard Court, MLA, has asked that I reply to your letter 
concerning the proposed route of the Peel Deviation.  I also refer to our discussion at Dowerin and your 
subsequent letter to me.  

As a farmer myself I am aware of the difficulties facing the agricultural sector and your concerns are 
certainly appreciated.  However, it is an unfortunate fact that any new road development will impact on 
some property owners and after taking all possible impacts into consideration, it was determined that 
the proposed alignment for the Peel Deviation represents the best available option. 

He says further - 

I assure you that the Peel Deviation would not be under consideration if it were not necessary.  Growing 
traffic congestion in the Mandurah area has made it essential to progress construction of the Peel 
Deviation as an efficient and safe transport route servicing this rapidly growing region.   

I referred to those letters, not in any way as criticism of those ministers, but to indicate that the Government has 
not come to a different conclusion from that of those ministers.  We accept what they said then.  The present 
minister’s view is not dissimilar to theirs.   

Hon Barry House:  What about the latest safety audit?  Are you going to ignore that?   
Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  With reference to the road safety audit prepared on behalf of Mr Kelliher, people 
should understand that road safety is always a major priority when any new highway is constructed or existing 
road upgraded.  A concept design review commissioned by Main Roads several years ago also identified several 
aspects of the concept design that need to be modified at the next stage of the design.  However, Main Roads 
does not agree with the findings and recommendations of the auditor.  It has advised us that the proposed 
interchange with Pinjarra Road on the N1.5 alignment can be satisfactorily designed and constructed to address 
any of the road safety issues. 
We do not accept that the inclusion of a partial cloverleaf-type interchange - a Parclo - will result in the creation 
of an accident black spot, as has been asserted.  This type of interchange has been used effectively in other 
locations around Perth.  The issues raised in the report and future road safety audits will all be considered by 
Main Roads when the road designers develop the final designs of the Peel deviation.  While it might be valid for 
people to raise these issues as potential problems, they need to understand that the issues are understood by Main 
Roads and will be taken into consideration during the design and construction stage of the project.  I am mindful 
of the time but there are a couple of other issues that I must raise and make clear.  This boils down to the two 
issues we have heard tonight: the question of the Peel deviation and the environmental issues spoken at length by 
Hon Christine Sharp.  I know that Hon Barry House said that he has not received a satisfactory review outcome 
of the Peel deviation.  That appears to be the case for Mr Kelliher and a few others.  That is true; they have not 
achieved the outcome they wanted for some years.  They have raised the issue with successive ministers.  That 
does not mean it is not the best outcome, the most suitable or the most appropriate.  We believe it is and we 
regret that Mr Kelliher does not agree with that.  The Government is on the right track and has made the best and 
most appropriate decision. 

Regarding the south coastal plain Bushplan, Hon Christine Sharp indicated that the report on submissions for the 
Peel region scheme identified that it is necessary to provide an update or a Bush Forever plan to provide the 
basis for any further reservations to protect additional remnant vegetation.  She indicated that when we were in 
opposition we stated we were committed to the Bush Forever audit.  I do not dispute that we gave that 
undertaking.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has indicated to the Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage that she supports the creation of an interagency working group to progress a commitment to a Peel 
Bushplan.  The minister envisages that the group will commence its work before the end of this financial year.  
The question for us was whether we should in the light of the fact that we gave a commitment that we would do 
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it.  We recognised that it was an important thing to do.  We have indicated to Hon Christine Sharp that we will 
do that.  Hon Christine Sharp may disagree, but my frank assessment is that we did not need to make that 
decision to ensure the defeat of the amendment to the metropolitan region scheme.  We believe it should be 
defeated in any event.  I thought it would be defeated.  The question was whether it was an appropriate thing to 
do and we made the decision in that context.  Those are the key issues identified by members.  As I have 
indicated, the Government will oppose the motion. 

Question put and negatived.   
 


