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PEEL REGION SCHEME, LAND PURCHASES 
Grievance 

MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [9.26 am]:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure may 
recall that the last motion on the Peel region scheme was brought to the attention of the House because of 
concerns about the way in which landowners would be dealt with by the Government.  I bring to the attention of 
the House today a problem that has arisen with land purchases in the Peel region scheme by the Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure.  If I have time I will expand on some further issues.  I would like a response from 
the minister on Mr Rod McKay’s property at North Yunderup.  Mr McKay triggered a mechanism to have the 
Government buy his land.  The Government in either January or February this year undertook valuations.  Mr 
McKay has not heard back from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  The minister would understand 
that a landowner who has decided to sell his property would want the deal concluded in a reasonable time. 

Another issue is that values change.  The longer the purchase takes to conclude, the more chance there is that its 
value has changed.  It is therefore important that an updated valuation be taken into account at the time of 
settlement.  Another issue is that if a landowner wishes to go to arbitration, the landowner is required to pay half 
the cost of the arbitration.  Considering that the Government has caused the problem and blighted the value 
and/or use of the land, surely the Government should pay the cost of the arbitration.  As the minister knows, I 
intended to ask questions on this issue yesterday.  I will read the questions and hope the minister will answer 
them in a manner that will give comfort to Mr McKay.  The questions are as follows -  

1. When a landowner triggers the purchase of land reserved under the Peel region scheme for 
public purposes, what is the average time taken for the Government to purchase the land? 

2. In the case of Mr Rod McKay’s property on the Murray River, where valuations have taken 
place but no offer has been made to Mr McKay, is there a time limit on when the offer will be 
made and on the valuation? 

3. Given that Mr McKay’s property was valued by the Government approximately five months 
ago, when can Mr McKay expect to receive an offer for his land; and, given the time lapse, 
will the land be revalued at that time? 

4. How many other landowners in the Peel region are waiting for offers to purchase their property 
under the Peel region scheme? 

If the minister does not have the answer to those questions, it is not terribly important.  However, other 
landowners are in a similar position.   

Yesterday I also received a facsimile from Ferguson Fforde, in which Mr Ferguson raised some issues about land 
purchases.  I will read out some of the issues he has raised.  I have already referred to one of the issues when I 
spoke about Mr McKay’s property.  The document states -  

1.  Owners have claimed compensation, the WAPC have elected to acquire, this sets the date of 
valuation, unfortunately offers can be made 6 months after the election.  This puts the owner behind in a 
rising market.   

2.  The WAPC engage 2 private valuers.  It appears the WAPC provide selected information.  Once 
these valuations are completed the WAPC’s internal valuers scrutinise the valuations and often 
“request” changes.  It appears to me that the WAPC is interfering too much in the valuation process.  
Some comparisons could be drawn from the Mortgage Broker Royal Commission. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Will you provide me with a copy of that letter?   
Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I will provide the minister with a copy of this letter.  
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Serious allegations are being made against other valuers.   
Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  It appears to me that he who pays the piper calls the tune.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  That would apply to Mr Ferguson equally, would it not?   

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  It could well do of course, but he believes that these things are occurring within the 
Western Australian Planning Commission.  He gives some examples in his fax.  It continues -  

3.  For example valuers are quoting evidence of WAPC purchases of water bodies, (parts of Serpentine 
River in title) at $1,500/ha and Conservation Category Wetlands . . . at $8,000/ha.  We can not 
understand the difference.  Not withstanding this we are aware that they have paid $18,000/ha for CCW 
next door to a property that they have offered only $8,000/ha (Lot 193 Pinjarra & Fiegerts Rd).  They 
have offered $20,000/ha for other CCW.  In nearby Baldivis, within the Metro Region, the WAPC are 
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paying $30,000/ha for CCW.  Trusting Peel Region owners are being offered “raw deals!” when they 
get one.  

4.  WAPC offers need to be resolved either through the arbitration process or Court.  It does not seem 
fair that the WAPC have created this problem for land owners and then expect owners to pay half the 
cost of an arbitration.  In the Hope Valley Wattleup Redevelopment area Landcorp have agreed to pay 
all the cost of arbitration.   

That is the information that Mr Ferguson provided me with yesterday about some of the issues that are occurring 
in the Peel region.  It is all well and good to say that the Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment area is a different 
situation for arbitration.  In my opinion it is not.  These people have been through the process of land rezoning, 
which has rendered the land inoperable for the purpose for which they originally purchased it.  Therefore, they 
may now want to sell the land because of those changes.  It is not up to the Government to force these people to 
pay half the cost of arbitration.  It is important that the Government pay the cost of arbitration.  I am happy to 
table this document.   

The SPEAKER:  That document will lie on the Table for the remainder of this day’s sitting.   

MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [9.34 am]:  I thank the member 
for the grievance and for notice of it.  I start by saying that there has been a problem in this case.  I apologise to 
Mr McKay for the time it has taken for an offer on this property to be made.  I thought that it should have been 
made by the end of April.  Mr McKay lodged his claim in November 2003.  The Western Australian Planning 
Commission resolved in December 2003 that it would elect to purchase the land, rather than provide 
compensation.  In January valuations were sought from two external valuers, PWE Valuations Pty Ltd and 
McGees National Property Consultants.  Those valuations were received in February.  The process then is that 
those valuations are analysed by the licensed valuers within the WA Planning Commission and then a 
recommendation is made to the Planning Commission for an offer.  Under normal circumstances that should 
have happened in April or May.  There is a legitimate grievance that that process has taken too long.  I undertake 
to assure Mr McKay that it will be dealt with by the end of this month.   

The matter has become somewhat more complex because, in the interim, Mr McKay decided to change the basis 
of his claim.  I acknowledge that there has been some unnecessary delay within the WAPC; nevertheless, the 
difficulty that has now arisen is that, as late as 14 June, Mr McKay sought to change the basis of his claim.  He 
now wants to change the area that will be acquired.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  There are two issues with Mr McKay.  One is the resumption of the land where the pump is.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  There are a number of issues with Mr McKay.  According to the map I am holding, we 
have made an offer on lot 193.  We have made offers on these other areas that I am pointing to, which have not 
been responded to.  There is another issue that the member wrote to us about, dealing with access to the creek, 
and we are dealing with that.  However, we are talking about only the area that is subject to the claim.  

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  Has that claim been changed?   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Yes.  On 14 June Mr McKay wrote to the WAPC and sought to change that claim.  
That makes it somewhat more difficult.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  I was not aware of that.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Obviously he should have told the member for Murray-Wellington the full story.  I am 
not trying to say that there has been no fault on the part of the WAPC.  I recognise that there is fault.  However, 
the matter has now been complicated by the fact that, on 14 June, Mr McKay sought to exclude that part of his 
land that is reserved for the primary regional road.  He wants us to deal with only that bit of land that relates to 
the regional open space on the Murray foreshore.  Originally, the WAPC was looking to acquire these two areas 
that I am pointing to as part of this package, but now he wants us to acquire only that strip that is part of the 
foreshore.  Obviously, that will require an adjustment to the valuation that the WAPC has, because it is not the 
same area of land.  Undoubtedly, it will be the bit that is more valuable.  I think this matter will go to arbitration.  
Some of the valuers who act for these people must look very closely at themselves and at the sorts of valuations 
they are making, because there will be an enormous gap between what has been claimed by Mr McKay, after 
being advised by Mr Ferguson, and what I think the commission will resolve to pay.  I believe there is very little 
chance that this matter will be resolved without going to arbitration.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  He is happy to go to arbitration.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Yes, sure.  I presume that the WAPC adopts the same practice as Main Roads WA; that 
is, it pays the amounts that are offered and then seeks arbitration on the remainder.  The reason that the 
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Government would not fund arbitration is that that would encourage incredibly speculative behaviour and there 
would be absolutely no incentive for a landowner to act in a reasonable and responsible way.   

A number of cases have been dealt with by Main Roads in which wild claims have been lodged, based on the 
unfortunate guidance of some valuers, and when those claims have gone to arbitration or to the Supreme Court 
they have been unceremoniously thrown out at great cost to the landowner.  I am very concerned, and I want to 
see the detail, about that letter from Mr Ferguson, because it makes some serious allegations.  It suggests that the 
WAPC attempts to get its external valuers to change their valuation advice.  That is a reflection on both the 
WAPC and those licensed valuers.  Frankly, I will be referring those allegations to the Land Valuers Licensing 
Board, because Mr Ferguson has to either put up or shut up.  He cannot make those claims and impugn the 
character of those valuers in that way.  They are serious allegations.  We have gone through the file.  There is 
absolutely no way that the WAPC seeks to alter in any way the opinions given by those independent valuers.  In 
any event, we will have Mr McKay’s matter dealt with as expeditiously as possible.   
 


