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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1090/33 - LAKE KARRINYUP COUNTRY 
CLUB - DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 
Pursuant to standing order 152(b), the following motion by Hon Giz Watson was moved pro forma on 
16 March -  

That the metropolitan region scheme amendment 1090/33 - Lake Karrinyup Country Club published in 
the Gazette on 4 November 2005 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 8 November 2005 under the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Act 1959, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.52 pm]:  I have moved this disallowance motion for the 
proposal to rezone part of the land that is owned by the Lake Karrinyup Country Club for a number of significant 
reasons, and particularly the concerns with the environmental impacts and the potential human health impacts.  I 
will quote from the Western Australian Planning Commission’s report entitled “Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Amendment No. 1090/33 - Lake Karrinyup Country Club” dated April 2004.  It states -  

The purpose of this proposed amendment is to transfer a portion of Lake Karrinyup Country Club from 
the Private Recreation zone to the Urban zone in the City of Stirling.   

. . .  

The amendment proposes the transfer of approximately 2.8ha of Lot 240 North Beach Road, Karrinyup 
from the Private Recreation zone to the Urban zone to facilitate residential subdivision.   

Concerns have been raised with me about this rezoning.  The main issue I will focus on tonight is that the 
rezoning will occur in an area that has been identified as having a high risk of actual and potential acid sulfate 
soils less than three metres from the surface.  I will give members a bit of information about acid sulfate soils, 
because it is an issue that is only just being understood in Western Australia.  It has been understood for a little 
longer on the eastern seaboard of Australia.  Its impacts on water quality and the difficulties of either 
remediating or reducing the impacts once acid sulfate soils are exposed to oxygen are quite significant and 
should not be underestimated.  I will quote initially from planning bulletin 64, dated November 2003, which was 
also published by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  On the first page of that bulletin it states -  

2.1 What are acid sulfate soils? 
Acid sulfate soils is the common name given to naturally occurring soil and sediment 
containing iron sulfides.   

In Australia, the acid sulfate soils of most concern are those that formed in the Holocene 
geological period (the last 10,000 years) after the last major sea level rise.   

During the sea level rise new coastal landscapes were created as a result of rapid 
sedimentation, and acid sulfate soils were created when bacteria in these organically rich 
waterlogged sediments converted the sulfate from the seawater, and iron from the sediments, 
into iron sulfides. 
These naturally occurring iron sulfides are generally found in a layer of waterlogged soil or 
sediment, and are benign in their natural state.  When disturbed and exposed to air, however, 
they oxidise and produce sulphuric acid, iron precipitates, and concentrations of dissolved 
heavy metals such as aluminium, iron and arsenic.   

2.2 Why are acid sulfate soils a planning issue?   
Release of acid and metals as a result of the disturbance of acid sulfate soils can cause 
significant harm to the environment and infrastructure.   
The principal environmental, social and economic impacts of acid sulfate soils have been 
documented as follows:  

•  Adverse changes to soils and water quality. 

•  Deterioration of ecosystems and the ecosystem services associated with soils, 
groundwater, wetlands, watercourses and estuarine environments. 

•  Local and regional loss of biodiversity in areas affected by acid sulfate soils leachate. 

•  Loss of groundwater and surface water resources used for irrigation and other 
purposes. 

•  Reduction in opportunities for agriculture and aquaculture. 
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•  Human health concerns particularly from arsenic contamination of groundwater in 
areas affected by acid sulfate soils. 

It is worth noting that some of those human health concerns include skin cancer, circulatory disorders and 
nervous system damage.  The release of arsenic as a result of sulfuric acid is of significant potential human 
health concern.  It continues -  

•  Corrosion of engineering works and infrastructure such as bridges, culverts, 
floodgates, weirs, drainage pipes and sewerage lines. 

•  Conflict between activities that depend on healthy surface and groundwater regimes 
(e.g. commercial fishing, recreation and tourism) and activities that may have resulted 
in disturbance to acid sulfate soils (e.g. agriculture and urban development).   

•  Loss of visual amenity from plant deaths, weed growth and invasion by acid tolerant 
waterplants and algae. 

•  Costs to the community in terms of financial outlays and the community’s and 
government’s time and effort in minimising and rehabilitating disturbed areas. 

In Western Australia the main impacts associated with acid sulfate soils to date have been: 

•  Wetlands degradation. 

•  Localised reduction in habitat and biodiversity. 

•  Deterioration of surface and groundwater quality. 

•  Loss of groundwater for irrigation. 

•  Increased health risks associated with arsenic and heavy metals contamination in 
surface and groundwater, and acid dust. 

•  Risk of long-term infrastructure damage through corrosion of sub-surface pipes and 
foundations by acid water. 

•  Invasion by acid tolerant waterplants and dominance of acid tolerant plankton species 
causing loss of biodiversity.   

The presence of acid sulfate soils is, therefore, a planning issue that should be taken into 
account in planning decision-making.   

That was a rather lengthy quote.  I understand that many members probably would not have even considered acid 
sulfate soils and their potential impact on the environment and human health.  It is important to understand the 
gravity of the challenge we face, in that Western Australia has significant areas of acid sulfate soils, and we are 
only now coming to grips with how to ensure that those acid sulfate soils are not disturbed.  It is worth noting 
also that there has been a particular problem in the Stirling area where this rezoning proposal applies.  I note 
from a newspaper report that a monitored bore that is relatively close to this rezoning proposal has recorded a 
2 000 microgram per litre measurement of arsenic.  It is also worth noting that the considered safe level of 
arsenic for drinking is seven micrograms per litre.  Roughly 70 micrograms per litre is considered safe for an 
irrigation level.  The rate of 2 000 micrograms per litre is a very high reading.  From research on this rezoning 
proposal and from the discussions I have had with advisers from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
and the Department of Environment, I am aware that nobody is disputing the fact that this rezoning is in an 
identified high-risk area.  At least we are on common ground on that aspect. 

The second issue associated with this rezoning proposal that I consider significant is the loss of the wetland 
buffer.  A 50-metre buffer zone is usually considered appropriate for a wetland.  The buffer zone earmarked for 
this proposal is approximately 40 metres.  The third point is that the bushland, albeit a relatively small area of 
2.8 hectares, provides a significant link between Lake Gwelup and Lake Karrinyup-Carine swamp.  Therefore, 
the vegetation on this site has significance in providing that linkage.  Less than 10 per cent of the City of Stirling 
has retained remnant native vegetation.  This rezoning site has important mature jarrah, marri and tuart trees.  A 
huge number of tuart trees have been lost on the coastal strip between Busselton and just north of Perth.  Each 
mature tuart tree has a very important role to play in maintaining some integrity of the tuart ecosystem that once 
existed much more extensively on the whole coastal plain.   

I refer now to my concern about the process of assessing this rezoning proposal, which is at the core of my 
disallowance motion.  Having outlined the problems associated with this site, the Environmental Protection 
Authority has failed to adequately assess the potential impact of acid sulfates.  I refer to the guidance statement, 
in appendix 1 of planning bulletin 64, entitled “Planning guidelines for acid sulfate soils” Guidance statement A2 
states - 
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Where the presence of acid sulfate soils has been confirmed by a Preliminary Site Assessment, the 
change of zoning should also be accompanied by a Detailed Site Assessment -  

That is obviously a specific requirement.  It continues -  

(prepared in accordance with the Department of Environment’s guidelines) that determines the capacity 
of the land affected by the change to sustain the proposed land uses having regard to:  

•  The extent and severity of acid sulfate soils.   

•  Potential impacts on surface and groundwater quality and quantity.   

•  Potential impacts on ecosystems and on biodiversity.   

•  Potential impacts on existing land uses in the vicinity.   

•  Any likely engineering constraints and impacts on infrastructure.   

•  Cumulative impacts.   

I will be very interested in the parliamentary secretary’s response to this aspect.  I have been unable to locate a 
detailed site assessment.  On those grounds, I argue that the proper assessment process has not been followed for 
this rezoning proposal.  The contrary argument put to me is that the rezoning stage is not the appropriate time to 
undertake a detailed assessment of acid sulfate.  However, this planning bulletin says a detailed site assessment 
should be done at the change of zoning.  In this process, the proponent, as proponents do, has employed an 
environmental consultant to produce a report that was presented to the EPA for assessment.  I have examined in 
some detail that environmental assessment entitled “Lake Karrinyup Country Club Subdivision Environmental 
Assessment Version 3, November 2002”.  It was prepared by Alan Tingay and Associates Environmental.  At 
the beginning of the document is a disclaimer that is worth noting.  It reads -  

This document is published in accordance with and subject to an agreement between ATA 
Environmental and the client for whom it has been prepared Lake Karrinyup Country Club and is 
restricted to those issues that have been raised by the client in its engagement of ATA . . .  

Hon Adele Farina:  That is fairly typical. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes.  That is a problem in itself.  The scope of the environmental assessment should not 
be determined by the proponent.  It is a minor point in this argument but it is worth noting.  The report contains 
two sentences about soils, both of which are excessively broad.  Under the heading “Geomorphology and Soils” 
at page 2, it states -  

The soils over most of the site consist of deep pale and olive yellow medium to coarse grain sands 
derived from Tamala Limestone.  The soils close to Lake Karrinyup comprises dark grey and black 
peaty clay with variable sand content.   

The reference is to a geological survey of WA in 1986.  If the extent of the assessment of the soils by the 
environmental company that has been asked to make an assessment is reference to a 20-year-old geological 
survey, I am not very impressed by it.  The other part of the report that is worth noting and that the planning 
department raised with me is on page 3.  It states - 

Parts of the lake have been lined, and one part has been excavated adjacent to the 3rd green . . . 

It bothers me that the environmental assessment can simply claim that part of the lake has been lined but provide 
no reference supporting that.  The Department for Planning and Infrastructure could not tell me how much of the 
lake is lined, what it is lined with, when it was lined and what effect that has on the levels of the lake.  The 
departmental advisers told me that the lake was lined, whereas the report indicates that it is only partly lined.  
Again, there is a significant lack of information about the nature of the lake, which is 40 metres away from the 
subdivision.  The EPA considered the Tingay assessment and then responded by saying that the scheme would 
not be assessed, and it provided only informal advice.   

In a series of letters that I have here - rather than read from them I will lay them on the table at the end of my 
contribution - the EPA initially advised that there should be a standard buffer zone but later indicated that it 
would not require the 50-metre buffer zone.  The size of the zone was changed apparently on the basis of a site 
visit by someone from the Water and Rivers Commission.  In trying to piece together the information on this 
rezoning, it seems that the site assessment by the officer from the Water and Rivers Commission has not been 
detailed in a written report, so I do not know what that person saw or did on site that led to her advising that the 
usual buffer zone of 50 metres would not be required.   

There is a further study, which has been used in this assessment.  It is a geotechnical study by Coffey dated 
23 March 2002.  It is interesting to note that the study does not mention acid sulfate soils.  It is not clear to me 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 

 p2053b-2060a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Adele Farina; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [4] 

where this information was put into the Environmental Protection Authority process.  Indeed, the Alan Tingay 
and Associates report does not mention this study.  The geotechnical study has not been cross-referenced.  The 
study was primarily to assess the capacity of the soil to handle housing.  It does not deal with the acid sulfate 
issue.  The acid sulfate problem has not been adequately assessed.  The EPA has given a quick yes without 
adequate information.  I dare say it was against the advice of some of its own departmental experts.  Do not 
worry, we have been told that the proposal will be assessed at the next stage, which is the subdivision stage.  
Will it?  I have also looked into the issue of when the EPA formally signed off on a proposal.  This is an adjunct 
to a lengthy legal debate in this state about at what stage the EPA has completed its assessment and set 
conditions so that a project can go ahead.  From what I understand, the EPA has given a quick yes on informal 
advice based on what I argue is a lack of in-depth information about acid sulfate.  It has said that it can be 
managed under Department of Environment guidelines primarily by putting in two metres of fill and ensuring 
that there is no disturbance below that level.  I am aware of the argument that has been put to me and the Liberal 
Party to persuade it that this is not really a problem because it will be assessed later.  Is that the case?  In a letter 
dated 29 March 2004 the EPA advised the Western Australian Planning Commission - 

After consideration of the likely environmental factors related to the above scheme amendment and 
based on the information provided by you, the EPA decided that the overall environmental impact of its 
implementation would not be severe enough to warrant assessment under Part IV of the Environmental 
Protection Act, the preparation of an Environmental Review and the subsequent setting of formal 
conditions by the Minister for the Environment. 

The letter went on to note key environmental factors, including wetland and acid sulfate soils, and provided 
advice about those factors.  The letter concluded by stating - 

Under the provisions of Section 48A(a) - 

That reference to that section is an error; it is not that section - 
of the Environment Protection Act the above scheme amendment is now deemed assessed by the EPA. 

The EPA has said that it deems that the project has been assessed at the zoning stage.  There is no requirement 
for any further assessment.  This sort of letter would ordinarily mean that a later subdivision proposal would be 
protected from EPA assessment.  This is for two reasons.  The first is that, given the view it has taken on the 
metropolitan region scheme amendment, the EPA is unlikely to see a related proposal as having an overall 
environmental impact worthy of assessment.  Secondly, the WAPC is not required to refer a subdivision 
proposal under an assessed scheme to the EPA unless it is environmentally significant and one or more of the 
environmental issues raised by the proposal were not assessed in an assessment of the scheme.  In relation to the 
second point it should be noted that in cases in which the EPA defers consideration of an environmental factor to 
a later stage, such as the subdivision stage, it identifies the environmental factor as a deferred factor.  That has 
not been done in this case.  The Environmental Protection Authority’s advice did not say that it is a deferred 
factor.  It made a comment on the acid sulfate soil.  Therefore, to that extent it considers that the assessment is 
deemed assessed by the EPA.  It might be worth noting at this stage that despite the fact that neither the  Alan 
Tingay and Associates Pty Ltd nor the Coffey report specifically mentioned acid sulfate, the issue of acid sulfate 
has been raised with the EPA, and I assume that it was raised by the Department of Environment itself.  
Unfortunately, despite my requests to the Minister for the Environment, I have not been provided with the 
correspondence between the Department of Environment and the EPA, which would have given me the 
information on whether that was where the EPA got its trigger to look at acid sulfate.  Unfortunately, the 
minister has been unable to provide me with that documentation.  A briefing note on the scheme dated 3 March 
states - 

There is a safeguard in the Act to ensure that where new information comes to light it is possible to 
formally assess a proposal under an assessed scheme.  The EPA can “call in” a proposal under an 
assessed scheme where it is environmentally significant and where the EPA did not, when it assessed 
the scheme amendment, “have sufficient scientific or technical information to enable it to assess the 
environmental issues raised by the proposal.” 
It should be noted that the proponent is able to refer a proposal under an assessed scheme to the EPA.  
There is also the power for the Minister, if it appears to him that there is public concern about a 
proposal, -  

This proposal has raised considerable public concern and a significant number of submissions to the assessment 
process have been made.  The briefing note continues - 

to refer a proposal to the EPA.  This is not subject to any explicit restriction on dealing with proposals 
under assessed schemes, so this power could arguably be used in the present case. 
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This argument can be used in this case.  I raise this with the parliamentary secretary as a big hint; that is, if this 
allowance motion does not stand, the government should seriously consider calling in this proposal at the 
subdivision stage.  As it currently stands, the EPA has deemed this proposal to be assessed.  The briefing note 
continues - 

Finally, it should be noted that it would be possible for the EPA to give informal advice that would 
inform the WAPC assessment of a subdivision application.  One of the functions of the EPA is  
 to advise the Minister on environmental matters generally and on any matter which he may 

refer to it for advice, including the environmental protection aspects of any proposal or 
scheme, and on the evaluation of information relating thereto.   

This is sometimes called “16(e) advice” after the section in the Environmental Protection Act that it is 
taken from. 

My significant point is that in the eyes of the EPA this rezoning proposal has been deemed to be assessed.  
Therefore, the EPA believes that there is no requirement for a further environmental assessment or for a detailed 
soil analysis.  If the minister chose to call in this proposal at the subdivision stage, it is arguable that a further 
assessment could be made. 

I am asking the house to support this disallowance motion for the following reasons.  This process sets a very 
bad precedent for how the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, the EPA and the government deal with 
the issue of acid sulfate risk areas.  More and more often we will see pressure for urban infill in areas that are 
adjacent to wetlands or are identified - in this case areas that are not even accurately assessed and identified - as 
an acid sulfate risk area.  What are the dangers?  The dangers are that if acid sulfate soil is disturbed by putting 
in deep sewerage or bores, or there is another impact on the acid sulfate layer, it will set off an acidification 
process that will be very difficult to reverse.  The officers from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
were at pains to tell me that there were other examples of places where acid sulfate has been managed 
successfully in Western Australia by certain processes.  However, they were hard pressed to provide me with a 
concrete example.  It is very early days in our understanding of the dangers associated with disturbing acid 
sulfate.   

I think if this house sends a message back to the government, the EPA and the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure to say that the assessment must be done at the zoning stage and that they must take a much more 
precautionary approach when dealing with acid sulfate soils, it will ensure that the EPA does not simply give 
informal advice and then wipe its hands of the matter.  I am very critical of the fact that the EPA has not done its 
job with regard to this rezoning.  The process is flawed and needs to be revisited.   

I again appeal to the Liberal Party to consider this matter very seriously.  I understand that the local member had 
taken this matter very seriously.  However, I am disappointed that has not flowed through to action in the 
Parliament.  We have certainly had some lengthy conversations with the conservation and community sector to 
try to get the Liberal Party to understand the issues that arise with acid sulfate soils, but perhaps it will take a 
little longer to get the Liberal Party to fully understand.  Unfortunately, the consequences for the environment, 
and potentially for human health, of not managing these issues properly are extremely significant. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.21 pm]:  As Hon Giz Watson has pointed 
out, the metropolitan region scheme amendment that we are dealing with proposes to transfer approximately 
2.8 hectares of lot 240 North Beach Road, Karrinyup, from the private recreation zone to the urban zone to 
facilitate residential development.  Advice has been sought from the Environmental Protection Authority with 
regard to the proposed amendment, and the EPA has determined that it does not require a formal assessment.  
However, in providing that determination, the Department of Environment, acting under delegated legislation 
from the EPA, has provided advice on fill, drainage, interface with a wetland, mosquito management and 
management of potential acid sulfate soils.  The EPA has advised that while the site was identified as having a 
high risk of acid sulfate soils, this could be managed at the subdivision stage by the application of the Western 
Australian Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 64.  This planning bulletin requires the preparation of a 
management plan that clearly identifies the issue of the management of acid sulfate soils.  It requires also that the 
preparation of such a management plan be done to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.   

Hon Giz Watson raised a concern about the WA Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 64, in particular 
guidance statement A2, which, as she correctly states, requires that a detailed site assessment be prepared at the 
time of the change of zoning.  That guidance statement forms part of part A of appendix 1 to that bulletin.  
Part A of the appendix refers to the application of general principles to new town planning schemes and town 
planning scheme amendments involving land where there is evidence of a significant risk of disturbing acid 
sulfate soils.  What the Parliament has before it tonight is an amendment to the metropolitan region scheme.  It is 
not an amendment to the town planning scheme, which follows the amendment to the MRS.  That means there 
will be a capacity at that time to deal with that matter.  There are occasions when a town planning scheme and a 
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metropolitan region scheme amendment are run jointly.  However, there are two separate processes that conclude 
it.  Therefore, there is still the capacity to deal with that issue.  Also, as the beginning of the planning bulletin 
clearly identifies, where disturbance of acid sulfate soils is unavoidable, subdivision and development should be 
undertaken in a certain manner, and it outlines how it should be undertaken.  Clearly, it deals with the issue of 
development within rezoning and subdivision.  There are two further opportunities for those issues to be dealt 
with and at that point it is a requirement to provide the detailed assessment.   

With respect to the acid sulfate soils, the site lies within an area of high risk and that has been clearly recognised 
by all the parties.  However, these problems arise only with the disturbance of the soil.  In this instance, the site 
will require fill rather than cut, so the concern with acid sulfate soils is not likely to occur and can be adequately 
managed, in the view of the Western Australian Planning Commission, the Department of Environment and the 
Environmental Protection Authority, through the application of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s 
planning bulletin No 64 - acid sulfate soils.  The consultant for the Lake Karrinyup Country Club has advised 
these agencies that there are no proposed activities that will lead to an acid sulfate soil problem.  Given the 
former use of the site for sand extraction, it is presumed that the site will be filled prior to development, thus 
negating an acid sulfate soil problem.   

The state has participated in a national committee that has been established to consider the management of acid 
sulfate soils.  Clearly, the view that has come through that work is that the existence of acid sulfate soils is not 
fatal to a development, and it is an issue that can be managed through the planning process.  Fundamentally, acid 
sulfate soil management is a detailed planning issue that can be addressed at the subdivision stage through the 
application of the condition which requires the preparation and implementation of an acid sulfate management 
plan to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.  It is consistent with the advice the state received 
from the Department of Environment and reflects the government’s policy on the management of acid sulfate 
soils, which is consistent with the national approach.  Very clearly, the existence of acid sulfate soils within the 
amendment site is not a fatal flaw to the proposal.  We recognise that it is an environmental constraint, but it can 
be managed.   

The Perth Convention Exhibition Centre is an example of an acid sulfate soil high-risk area that has been 
successfully managed to allow for construction. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  We are following a national approach, and Hon Giz Watson admitted that in the 
eastern states for a long time there has been an awareness of acid sulfate soils and the management of them.  The 
guidelines that have been put in place through the planning bulletin have adopted the measures and guidelines 
that have been used in the eastern states.   

With respect to the loss of vegetation, the Environmental Protection Authority has advised that the proposed 
amendment did not require formal assessment; however, as I indicated, advice has been provided.  The advice 
did not refer to any concerns relating to vegetation in the first instance.  However, subsequent advice received on 
24 December 2004 requires that there be no impact on the paperbarks adjacent to the wetlands, and that the 
understorey should be improved.  The vegetation is not within the Bush Forever area, and the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management advises that it has no record of any populations of threatened flora or fauna 
or threatened ecological communities occurring within the site.  The vegetation has become degraded by 
infestations of weed species via the excavation of sand for the golf course and the storage of green waste 
material.  The proponents have stated that mature tuarts will be retained within the public open space.  Although 
it is acknowledged that there will be removal of vegetation, it will equate to only 4.8 per cent of the total 
bushland on the site and 2.9 per cent of the total site area.  The majority of the vegetation will be retained as a 
green corridor and wildlife habitat. 

I have photographs of the degraded state of the bushland if members would like me to table them.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  They are coloured.   

Hon Giz Watson:  Those are much nicer.  I wish I had those. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  For the purposes of the Hansard, the photos are of where the site has been previously 
excavated for sand and the storage of green waste material.  There are also photos of the significant weed 
infestation and the state of the vegetation.  There are also photos of the better vegetation on the site, which it is 
proposed to protect and retain in open space adjoining Willow Bank Entrance.  There are also photos of the 
paperbarks that are fringing Lake Karrinyup and will be retained.  The comment is also made that the setback 
has been supported by the Water and Rivers Commission.  I seek leave to table those. 
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Leave granted.  [See paper 1492.] 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  In respect of the issue of the wetland buffer, Hon Giz Watson is correct that the 
Environmental Protection Authority, in its advice to the commission dated 29 March 2004, referred to a 50-
metre buffer requirement.  However, it has since been acknowledged that this advice did not take into account 
the previous examination of the site by the Water and Rivers Commission and advice from that authority on 
25 August 2000 that the buffer area could be reduced subject to retention and rehabilitation of adjoining 
vegetation.  It is on that basis that the buffer area has been reduced.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I do not have that information.  Fundamentally, the metropolitan region scheme 
amendment process is a strategic planning tool that aims to assess the proposal at its highest level to ensure that 
there are no fatal flaws to the proposed rezoning of the site.  As members will be well aware, the planning 
process involves town planning scheme amendments and structure planning, although that is not likely to be 
required in this instance.  It involves subdivision and development applications.  Quite a hierarchy of planning 
processes need to be completed prior to a development being realised.  Detailed assessments of proposals occur 
at these stages and not at the MRS stage.  Potential risk from acid sulfate soils is not a fatal flaw to the realisation 
of the site for residential development.  The Western Australian Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 
provides advice on the process to be adopted in such high-risk areas and necessitates actions to be undertaken to 
the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.  We also have in place Department of Environment 
guidelines for the preparation of the management plan.  This process has been clearly considered by the WA 
Planning Commission, the Department of Environment and the Environmental Protection Authority, and the 
planning bulletin and the guidelines have been prepared on that basis to ensure that such sites are afforded the 
highest level of consideration for their future use.  It is not correct to say that the government is ignoring the 
situation by not formally assessing it.  Our clear position is that we recognise the issues involved in acid sulfate 
soils.  There have been significant discussions and, as a result of those discussions, the Environmental Protection 
Authority has put in place a series of guidelines to deal with the issue.  Further, the WA Planning Commission’s 
planning bulletin clearly outlines the process that should be undertaken through the planning process to deal with 
the issue.  I note that Hon Giz Watson also made reference to her concern about the capacity to formally assess 
the proposal at a later stage.  Having made that comment, Hon Giz Watson also identified some instances in 
which that assessment could take place at a later stage.  It is not correct to say that there are no avenues for 
assessment at a later stage. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  No, it has been said that there is a requirement at those later planning stages for 
detailed information to be provided and for the preparation and implementation of a management plan to deal 
with that issue.  There are guidelines in place for the preparation of that management plan. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  That is exactly right.   

Hon Giz Watson:  It is not an assessment. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  There is a fundamental difference in the position; namely, in adopting the national 
approach and on the advice of the Department of Environment, the EPA and the WA Planning Commission, the 
state does not consider acid sulfate soils to be a fatal flaw to development.  Rather, it is considered a planning 
issue that can be managed.  It has been successfully managed in other instances.  Clearly in that assessment, and 
with those guidelines and policy positions in place, the EPA formed the view that there is no requirement for a 
formal assessment.  However, in the preparation of that management plan and the more detailed assessments that 
must be undertaken, if the problem is larger than originally anticipated, there is the capacity for the matter to be 
referred to the EPA for assessment, as Hon Giz Watson pointed out in her contribution.  The situation from the 
state government’s point of view is that the matters raised by Hon Giz Watson are not a fatal flaw in 
consideration of the metropolitan region scheme amendment.  They are matters that government agencies have 
advised can be dealt with in later stages of the planning process, which is quite extensive.  The matters raised by 
Hon Giz Watson do not warrant the disallowance of the amendment.  On that basis, I commend the MRS 
amendment to the house and ask members to vote against the disallowance motion.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Before I call the next speaker, I indicate that I am required 
to interrupt this debate at 9.42 pm for the purpose of putting the question.  This is the last day on which this vote 
can be taken.  Therefore, approximately five minutes remain in this debate.  I also indicate that this is the 
substantive motion, and that the mover has the right of reply if time permits.  Having said that, the question is 
that the motion be agreed to.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 

 p2053b-2060a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Adele Farina; Hon Donna Faragher 

 [8] 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [9.37 pm]:  I rise to speak to the disallowance motion on 
behalf of the opposition.  As has been mentioned, we are dealing with the proposed transfer of approximately 
2.8 hectares of lot 240 on North Beach Road, Karrinyup, from private recreation zone to urban zone to facilitate 
residential subdivision.  Like other members, the opposition has received representation from the Urban 
Bushland Council of WA and others regarding this particular motion.  At the outset, I and other opposition 
members acknowledge the issues that were put by the council regarding the proposed development, particularly 
with respect to the issues relating to wetlands and acid sulfate soils.  In assessing its concerns, the opposition 
looked specifically to the WA Planning Commission’s report on submissions, advice that was provided by 
relevant government agencies and briefings involving ATA Environmental, which undertook an environmental 
assessment.   

The parliamentary secretary addressed a number of the concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson and others, but I 
want to raise a couple of significant issues on behalf of the opposition.  The environmental assessment shows 
that the vegetation of the site is degraded.  According to page 7 of the report, submissions of no objection and 
comment on various aspects of the proposal were received from the Swan River Trust and the Departments of 
Environment, Indigenous Affairs, Planning and Infrastructure and others.  We noted that the Environmental 
Protection Authority amendment did not require formal assessment.   

With respect to the buffer, we took into account a letter from the Water and Rivers Commission, entitled 
“Proposed Subdivision of Portion of Lake Karrinyup Country Club”.  I do not intend to go through that, given 
the limited amount of time available.  It was referred to by Hon Giz Watson and the parliamentary secretary.   

We noted that the report stated - 

The site lies within an area of high risk with respect to acid sulfate soils, however these are only a 
problem if disturbed.  Since this site will require fill, rather than cut, this is not likely to occur.  The 
presence of acid sulfate soils can be managed adequately through the application of the WAPC’s 
Planning Bulletin No. 64: Acid Sulfate Soils.   

Being conscious of the concerns raised, the opposition sought further advice on this issue.  We took advice from 
ATA Environmental that referred to preliminary work by Coffey Geosciences.  It indicated that the land did not 
identify any peat, concluding that the risk of acid sulfate soils at this site was particularly low.  We are aware of 
the concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson with respect to further testing.  In the past couple of days I sought 
further advice from the parliamentary secretary.  She has raised the issue tonight in response to those concerns.  
It is the opposition’s understanding that it is now required practice for the WAPC, as part of the subdivisional 
approval, to impose a condition requiring further testing of acid sulfate soils.  As the parliamentary secretary has 
mentioned, there will also be further requirements and at least two other opportunities for this testing to be 
undertaken.   

The opposition is cognisant of the issues raised with respect to acid sulfate soils.  We fully support these 
requirements, which will be placed on any potential development.  We will monitor the compliance by the 
departments in fulfilling their roles with respect to this issue.  I also understand that the proponents are fully 
aware that these requirements will be placed upon them.  Given the time, I will not go through any of the other 
issues; suffice to say that given the statements made by the parliamentary secretary, the fact that there will be a 
further requirement to test acid sulfate soils and, taking on board the comments by the various government 
agencies, the opposition will not be supporting the disallowance. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.43 pm]:  While I am speaking, it will give my colleague enough 
time, especially if he is listening, to join me in the chamber.  I am understandably disappointed that neither of the 
major parties has been dissuaded on this issue.  If this disallowance were supported, it would mean that the 
proposal could be adequately and formally assessed by the EPA, as I believe it should have been in the first 
instance.  I am not convinced that the production of a management plan is adequate to deal with the significant 
risks posed by acid sulfate.  I think this sets a very bad precedent for any future proposals involving acid sulfate 
soils, which should be fully and comprehensively assessed.   

Question put and negatived.  
 


