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PEEL REGION SCHEME 
Motion for Disallowance 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [7.19 pm]:  I want to make a number of comments on this disallowance 
motion and highlight some important aspects of the Peel region scheme, which was announced by the minister a 
few weeks ago.  This is the first scheme, apart from the metropolitan region scheme, to be established in 
40 years.  It was not without some long-term discussion, debate and needs that this scheme came about.  The 
Peel region continues to be the fastest-growing region in the State.  Although it is the newest region in the State, 
a number of issues are of importance to the region if it is to fulfil its potential.   

One important issue is that the growth of the population of the Peel region has been quite dramatic over the past 
20 years particularly.  With a rapidly growing population of over 70 000 people, we have found that the issues of 
land use, and ensuring that proper and adequate planning is in place for the population growth, are absolutely 
crucial to the Peel region’s future development.  Part of the importance of a scheme such as the Peel region 
scheme is to ensure that land uses that are conducive to the environment and will allow proper planned growth in 
the region are put in place.  That is why this scheme is so crucial.  It has taken nearly a decade to establish the 
scheme.  There has been extensive consultation, and a large number of people have demonstrated a strong 
interest in the scheme and, indeed, in the land use planning issues in the scheme.  I am puzzled that we now have 
a disallowance motion before us. 

Members opposite have criticised the Government.  I know that in the recent pamphlet that the member for 
Dawesville distributed in his electorate, he criticised the Government for not putting in place the Peel region 
scheme at the time promised.  Now the Opposition has suddenly decided to move a disallowance motion and has 
decided, for a number of reasons, that we should not pursue the Peel region scheme as it has been presented.  
That is quite abhorrent to many people and to many of the councils involved.  When I have met and had 
discussions with the five councils that make up the Peel region, they have been absolutely in favour of 
implementing the scheme.  There are a number of reasons for that.  For example, the scheme will allow over 
6 000 hectares of land within the region to be put aside to create the Peel region park.  The Peel region park has 
been on the books, discussed and debated by Governments of both persuasions for a long time.  In fact, back in 
the early 1990s, the Lawrence Government first proposed the Peel region park.  The coalition Government that 
came to power in 1993 promised that the Peel region park would be put in place.  Eight years later, it had failed 
to do that.  The Peel region park had not been established.  It is crucial that the Peel region park be established to 
ensure that those areas of the Peel region that critically need protection are protected.  The Peel region park is 
crucial; yet the Opposition has suddenly decided that it is not as important as it was previously.  We must make 
sure that those elements and land areas in the Peel region that need to be protected are put into the Peel region 
park.  This disallowance motion will once again delay that.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You might have to speak for another half hour, until the minister arrives.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  I am quite happy to do that, because I love talking about the Peel region, and I wish 
the Opposition would show some understanding of how important the region is.  The member for Hillarys 
obviously has no understanding of the importance of the fastest growing region in Western Australia.  He has a 
total disregard for the people in the southern corridor.  He and his party have proved that with their belief that 
there should not be a rail link down the southern corridor.  He does not believe in that.  The previous 
Government did not build one centimetre of rail in eight years, and now it wants to deny the people of the fastest 
growing region in the State an opportunity to have a fast, efficient, direct rail route down the freeway. 

The people in the northern suburbs, some of whom are represented by the member for Hillarys, have a rail link, 
put in place by the previous Labor Government.  Labor Governments are the only Governments that have built 
any new rail line.  The member for Hillarys sits there wanting to deny the people of the southern corridor a rail 
link.  He is an abhorrence to his party.  All the opposition members stand and say they believe in the rail line to 
Mandurah, while in the other House opposition members suddenly decide to say that it was the worst decision 
the previous Government ever proposed.  It is in Hansard.  An opposition member in the other place said that the 
worst decision of the previous coalition Government was to promise the rail link to Mandurah.  The people of 
Mandurah do not believe any of the members opposite, because the only party that has delivered fast, efficient 
rail links is the Labor Party.  The previous Labor Government reopened the Fremantle line, after a coalition 
Government had closed it.  It took the Labor Government to electrify the whole system, and extend the railway 
to the northern suburbs.  Now, when the Labor Party comes into government and promises to make sure that 
those people in the fastest growing corridor will have a rail link, this lot on the other side decide that they do not 
deserve it, for all of these airy-fairy reasons.  The people of Mandurah deserve to be treated just like everybody 
else in the southern corridor.  They need to be given a fast and efficient rail service.  A Labor Government will 
give them a service that is directly down the southern corridor and along the freeway.   
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This Peel region scheme is absolutely crucial.  It will provide over 6 000 hectares to create the Peel region park, 
which has been sought for a long time, and which is absolutely crucial for the conservation of the environment in 
the Peel region.  
An opposition member interjected.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  I am on my feet now, and I am quite happy to stay here, so I might use all of my time.  
The motion by the Opposition totally disregards the crucial need for this region scheme.  
Madora Bay is the northernmost locality of the city of Mandurah.  It is a great locality, with some wonderful 
people, and a wonderful history.  I applaud the minister for agreeing to one of the important parts of the Peel 
region scheme.  The minister has allowed a rural buffer strip to be established on the border of the City of 
Mandurah and the City of Rockingham.  People have been asking for that.  Unfortunately, when they asked the 
Minister for Planning in the previous Government, their requests fell on deaf ears.  However, this minister has 
listened.  She was lobbied by many people.  The buffer strip makes sense and will do a number of things.  It will 
provide a clear delineation between the metropolitan region scheme and the Peel region scheme.  There is a very 
strong sense within the City of Mandurah and the Peel region that although Mandurah is the city centre of the 
Peel region, it has a regional identity.  The residents want a strong differentiation between the metropolitan area 
and the city of Mandurah.  This buffer will help that by delineating the two schemes.  It is crucial that this 
scheme be put in place.   

A large area of industrial land will be provided for at the Nambeelup industrial area.  Jobs are crucial to the 
future of the region.  The creation of this industrial area will ensure that new job opportunities are created as new 
businesses will be attracted to Mandurah and the Peel region.  That is crucial to a region with such a high 
unemployment rate.  This scheme is also central to the careful planning for land uses.  It is amazing that during 
all its years in government the Liberal Party promised to get the scheme up and running.  It spent eight years 
working through these things and promising to implement the scheme.  It was a key promise when we came into 
power.  Yet, now that we plan to implement it, the Liberal Party suddenly wants to discard it.  Members opposite 
should have a good look at themselves, because the Peel region scheme is crucial to the future planning of the 
whole region.  I am disappointed in this disallowance motion.  Members opposite should understand that the Peel 
region is the fastest-growing region in Western Australia.  This House should treat it properly.  The people in the 
Peel region deserve to be treated like everybody else in the State - fairly.   

MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [7.32 pm]:  I endorse the 
comments of the member for Mandurah.  What we see happening with this disallowance motion is even worse 
than what the member for Mandurah outlined.  The member for Dawesville acknowledged in his speech that 99 
per cent of the work for this scheme was done by the previous Labor Government.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It was the Liberal Government.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No; it was the previous Labor Government.  The member said that the real architect of 
the Peel region scheme was then Labor member Keith Read.  He said that when his party got into government, 
the work was almost completed.  Those are not my words but the words of the member for Dawesville.  He said 
that when his party got into government, it had very little to do.  It was in government for eight years.  It had 
very little to do, and for eight years it was gunna do it. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw interjected. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member should check the Hansard.  If I am wrong, I will stand corrected.  I listen 
intently to the learned contributions of members opposite.  I am always particularly interested when the more 
senior, or elderly, members of the House speak because they are the institutional memory of this place.  They are 
able to fill us in on much of the ancient history, which in this case, according to the member for Dawesville, is 
that the vast bulk of this work was done by the previous Labor Administration.  For eight years his Government 
was gunna do it, just as it was gunna build the rail to Mandurah.  The coalition Government was gunna do it, but 
it did not do it.  This is a can-do Government.  Apparently, we are not supposed to be a can-do Government.  The 
delightful gentleman, the member for Cottesloe, criticised the Government for being a can-do Government.  He 
is a “can’t do” Opposition!  We understand that.  I share the disappointment of the member for Mandurah in the 
way this has panned out.  According to the member for Dawesville, the vast bulk of the work was done under the 
previous Labor Administration.  There was then eight years of rather slow progress under the previous 
Government.  The new Labor Government has come in and built on the work of the previous Labor Government 
and delivered the goods.  In a fit of sour grapes, the Opposition has moved a disallowance motion.  There are 
issues; I do not pretend there are not.  However, a disallowance motion is a very inappropriate medium through 
which to raise issues.  Members need to understand what happens with a disallowance motion to a metropolitan 
region scheme amendment.  It is not like a disallowance motion to a regulation in which the regulation continues 
to have force until such time as the disallowance motion is approved.  Immediately after the disallowance motion 
was moved today, the scheme was put into suspension.  I note that every man and his dog in the upper House has 
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moved a disallowance motion.  It is extraordinary.  Opposition members are protesting against things that the 
previous Government put in.  They are not protesting about the creative new things that this Government has 
done. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Am I right in saying that it has been disallowed in the upper House today? 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member is incorrect.  The fine forensic skills and intelligence of the member for 
Hillarys have again let him down.  He can interpret that any way he likes. 
Inspired by the valiant deeds of the member for Murray-Wellington in moving a disallowance motion, a number 
of copycat crimes have been committed in the Legislative Council!  Disallowance motions have been moved by 
the Greens (WA) because there is not enough green space; they have been moved by the Liberals because there 
is too much green space; and disallowance motions have been moved by the National Party.  Who can imagine 
what has inspired those luminaries! 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  This is the last day of sitting.  The minister should deal with this seriously and get on with 
things! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order, members! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I can understand the agitation of the member for Avon.  I am cutting into valuable 
drinking time!  In the House earlier today, there were four government members listening to the contributions of 
the members for Murray-Wellington and Dawesville.  Members have been working all day to prepare a 
response.  The Government does take this seriously.  When anything like this happens there are concerns; there 
are people who perceive themselves to be the losers out of this.  The Government understands that is the case.  It 
understands that people go to their local member and that the local member wants to take up their case.  
However, the disallowance motion is an inappropriate way to deal with it.  I want to make a couple of points.  
First, 300 submissions were received as a result of the advertising process.  As a result of those submissions, 40 
modifications were made to the region scheme.  The notion that the process ground on without any response to 
the concerns of various individuals is not correct. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  I already said that in my speech today. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I appreciate that.  I just wanted to make sure that was on the record.  In 1997, the inner 
Peel region scheme structure plan had set aside 6 840 hectares of public open space.  The scheme that we 
gazetted had been cut back to 6 375 hectares.  Much of that land was along river frontages about which the 
member for Murray-Wellington expressed concern.  A good deal of work was done, therefore, to take those river 
frontages into account. 

The member for Murray-Wellington has now received a detailed letter from the Government.  Does he want me 
to go through that letter owner by owner? 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  No, I gave you a summary of four points and I would like you to answer that, if possible. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  In that case I will not go through them.  We have comprehensive notes on Mr and Mrs 
Kelly’s property and Mr Kingsford’s property and we provided those notes in a written answer to the member 
for Murray-Wellington. 

The member expressed concern about resources for the management of the regional open space.  On finalisation 
of the region scheme, the Western Australian Planning Commission will engage consultants, as the member is 
aware, to prepare a management plan.  The plan will include proposals for implementation including land tenure 
administration and funding.  We agree with the very sensible point made by the member for Murray-Wellington, 
and we always take it into account, that when we put land into the public estate we must recognise that it comes 
with an administrative cost. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  It is not being looked after on many occasions. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I am not sure that I agree with that but I acknowledge that there is a cost and that must 
always be taken into account.  One of our tasks is to educate the community about that cost. 

The member expressed concern about the ceding of land along rivers.  For various reasons, some of the 
properties along the Murray and Serpentine Rivers do not have potential for further subdivision.  Members who 
have listened to the contribution of the member for Murray-Wellington will know that he said that we should 
wait until the landowners make application to subdivide and impose the set-back conditions as a requirement of 
subdivision.  The answer to that, quite frankly, is many of those sites have very little subdivisional capacity.  If 
we are to free up those areas of river foreshore, which we believe is an important principle, and I think the 
overwhelming sentiment of the community would be behind us, then we need to do it by way of reservation in 
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the region scheme.  It is also true that they would never get a subdivision within the 100-year floodway.  We, 
therefore, could not deal with that in the way that the member for Murray-Wellington proposed. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Missed part of your speech? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  We realise the crayfish is outside the Chamber and I am sure the Leader of the 
National Party has been saved a few pieces.  As I said, I hate to hold up members in the House.  However, the 
member for Murray-Wellington raised a very detailed set of issues.  The Government gave an undertaking that it 
would address each of those issues.  I do not apologise for keeping members from whatever activities they might 
want to engage in by responding to those issues.  We have an obligation to do it and we will do it. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You spent the first 10 minutes abusing everyone. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, I did not.  I wanted to ensure that the historical context of this instrument was 
understood and that the perfidy of the disallowance motion was fully appreciated.   

I have a little more information about the foreshore reservations.  Under the region scheme it is proposed to 
provide regional open space reservations along a number of rivers, primarily the Serpentine, Murray and Harvey 
Rivers, and there are some reservations along some of the more substantial tributaries, but as the member might 
have thought, they do not appear on every creek.  The reservations along these waterways were determined 
having regard to a whole range of matters.  We looked at the physical characteristics of the rivers, the remnant 
vegetation and existing improvements.  If there had already been substantial buildings in what might have been 
proposed foreshore reserves, that would have tended to cause us to pull back.  These reservations vary in depth.  
In some cases they are as little as four metres deep - enough to allow pedestrian access - and in other areas, 
particularly where the river goes around in a loop, they may be as deep as 800 metres, but 100 metres would be 
more the norm. 

One of the member’s substantial concerns was the issue of compensation.  He was concerned that once a 
person’s land was designated for a reservation and the landowner wanted to sell, that person would have to go to 
the WA Planning Commission and the commission could say yes or no.  The member thought that the capacity 
for the Planning Commission to have a choice was wrong.  If that were the full story, I would agree with the 
member, but it is not.  If the Planning Commission says no, it does not want to buy the land, that person has the 
capacity to sell it privately.  The person would then lodge with the Planning Commission a notice of intention to 
sell.  He can sell that land and the Planning Commission has the obligation to pay him any difference there is 
between the normal value of that land and the value he has been able to get on the open market.  That person has 
up to six months after he has sold the land to lodge a claim for compensation.  Obviously he must show a bona 
fide sale process - he cannot sell it to his mother for sixpence and then come back to the Planning Commission.  
Provided it has been on the open market and has sold for under value, he can claim the residual compensation 
from the Planning Commission.  That is a perfectly fair system. 

In the past seven years the WA Planning Commission has received only two notices of intention to sell.  In most 
cases either the Planning Commission buys the properties if the person wants to sell them or, alternatively, they 
are sold on the open market for what is their normal market value.  We are not talking about anything that will 
happen overnight.  The metropolitan region scheme amendment was gazetted some 40 years ago and vast tracts 
of land that were in the original scheme designated as regional or public open space are still in private hands.  It 
is not our intention to go forth and acquire that land other than when there is some real environmental sensitivity.  
In most instances the purchase will be at the instigation of the landowner. 

Some concern was expressed about the way in which valuations would occur.  My notes state that all valuations 
are required to disregard the existence of reservations and assume what the highest and the best use of the land 
would be.  We do not price the land by saying, “Here is a reservation; therefore, your land is worth very little and 
that is all you will get.”  It is based on the highest and best use of the land.  That is the reasonable potential, 
while recognising obvious limitations.  Obviously, when environmental constraints on the land preclude 
development at any point, those environmental constraints are taken into account.  The fact of the reservation per 
se does not impact on the reservation.  When appropriate, hypothetical development scenarios are outlined and 
comparable sales are considered.  When sales evidence is limited, valuers consider like land in other areas and 
then make adjustments for different locations. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  That is the problem: there is nothing to compare it with. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The science of valuation is sophisticated, and that is not a valid argument.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You used to argue differently when the tunnel was being built.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  In what way? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You argued for hours about the availability of benefits to those people who had been 
affected by the Northbridge tunnel.   
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Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I never argued that it was impossible to value land. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  No, but you said that the Government and the planning commission of the day were not 
too good, and you are sitting on top of them right now. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I never contested the possibility of being able to value land.  I know that that point is 
perhaps a little beyond the member for Avon’s capacity.  The member for Murray-Wellington queried whether it 
was possible to value this land.  We are saying that it is possible to value the land.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I have never queried the possibility of being able to value land.   

Another associated concern of the member for Murray-Wellington is: what happens to a farmer who has within 
his property an area of land that has been designated for conservation or recreation purposes?  Is he required to 
fence that off so that his sheep do not eat the prized vegetation?  I can tell the member that the mere act of 
designating this as regional open space does not impose any such obligation on any landowner.  If something 
else happens and it is found by the Environmental Protection Authority or the Department of Environmental 
Protection to be a rare and endangered species, that may be a different story.  However, the sort of imposition 
that results from the metropolitan region scheme, which is a planning scheme rather than an environmental 
scheme, does not impose any such obligation.  I think that has answered the member’s query.   
Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  I have another one about assistance for people dealing with bureaucrats.  
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  We do not have any intention of doing that.  One could argue whether we should 
provide legal assistance in a whole raft of areas to people who want to make a workers compensation claim 
against the State or whether we should provide assistance to people who want to make a claim against the State 
as an employer.  We simply do not do that.  If, at the end of the day, the Western Australian Planning 
Commission is found to have conducted itself in an unreasonable way and the matter goes to trial, obviously 
costs will be, and have been in the past, awarded against the department.  Obviously we are keen to avoid those 
costs and to ensure that we have good and honest dealings.  Notwithstanding the comments I made about 
ambulance chasers, I would not try to deter any of those landowners who wanted to dispose of their property 
from seeking proper legal advice. There would be no intention on the part of the Government to pay for that 
legal advice. 
The member for Murray-Wellington raised some very genuine concerns, although I do not necessarily share the 
view about the contribution of the member for Dawesville.  Although quite clearly he was engaged and intrigued 
by the personality of Mr Kelliher, I would have thought that he could have applied a little more intellectual 
consistency to the position he took when in government and the position that he is now taking. 
There are two options for the road; there is the N1 option, which is shown as the option for the Peel deviation in 
the Peel region scheme, and there is the N3, which is the proposal that has been supported by the three 
landowners who have belatedly captured the imagination of the member for Dawesville.  The member for 
Dawesville when he was a member of the Government obviously had very little interest in them.  Contrary to 
what the member for Dawesville said, N1, which is the current proposal, was the option endorsed by the Minister 
for Transport at the time, Hon Eric Charlton.  He adopted that after there was a protest.  He had a review 
undertaken by Mr Graham Burkett.  As a result of that review he came down in favour of continuing with the 
existing N1.5 alignment. 
According to the member for Dawesville, Mr Kelliher has pointed out a number of inaccuracies in the Peel 
region scheme.  He says the first is that in the Peel region scheme it is said that in 1976 a 12-kilometre section of 
the reservation was included in the Shire of Murray town planning scheme.  He says that that is not correct and 
that it was not done.  My staff today went to check the west Murray scheme that was presented in May 1976.  It 
showed a proposed major alignment on the scheme map that closely follows the N1.5 proposal.  There is a minor 
deviation between that 1976 model and the N1.5 proposal, but it is very minimal.  The member for Dawesville 
again falsely claimed that Mr Kelliher had made representations to me but no response had been made.  We have 
sent at least two responses to his submissions.  Main Roads has been considering responses from Mr Kelliher 
since 1996. 

According to the member for Dawesville, Mr Kelliher is a very engaging individual.  I do not dispute that might 
well be the case, but it should not be the basis on which the member for Dawesville prefers one set of 
landowners to another.  Many people have relied on this alignment, which has fundamentally been there since 
1976, when planning their properties and building their houses.  I presume that they are the constituents of the 
member for Murray-Wellington.  The member for Dawesville has waded in and gone into bat for the one 
gentleman who has captured his heart and mind, and totally ignored all those other no doubt good burghers of 
the seat of the member for Murray-Wellington who would lose their houses with this new alignment.  I believe 
that is an act of irresponsibility on the part of the member for Dawesville.  I am surprised that the member for 
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Murray-Wellington has not taken him to task for being so cavalier about the fate of the homes of the people in 
his electorate. 
All sorts of wild and inaccurate claims have been made about the design of the road.  I am told that the design of 
the interchange with Pinjarra Road will meet all Ausroads design and safety standards.  We have given a detailed 
response about the bridge crossings.  A cross-comparison has been carried out that has indicated that the N1.5 
option is about $9 million cheaper than the N3 option.  It may well be that the relative land acquisition costs 
have been a bit overstated.  However, even if that is the case, it will still cost many millions of dollars more to 
put in the other road alignment, which will be for the benefit of three farmers and to the detriment of many more 
small rural landholders.  The N1.5 option was endorsed by the previous Government.  It is a more direct and 
shorter route, it will be cheaper to build, it is environmentally acceptable, it is in compliance with normal 
Ausroads standards, and it is consistent with the long-term community expectations.  I understand the concerns 
of the member for Murray-Wellington.  I have no problem with addressing those concerns; and I hope we have 
done that.  I hope that the member for Murray-Wellington will now withdraw his disallowance motion.   
Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  You did not answer the question about having a simplified compensation process, because, 
as has been pointed out, the Peel Action Group feels that the process is too complex, and when people talk to the 
bureaucrats they get one answer one day and another answer another day. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I have not seen the communications instrument that has been sent out.  I do not refuse 
to countenance the fact that the form may be more complex than it needs to be.  I am happy to review that to see 
whether we can present a document that will be clearer.  We are certainly not in the business of mystifying the 
law to drum up business for the accountants.  I will ask my staff to review the document that has gone out to see 
whether there is a simpler and better way of doing it.  Indeed, today one of my staff members, in order to make it 
a bit easier to understand, prepared a flow chart.  Perhaps we can prepare a more sophisticated version of that 
flow chart and distribute it to the member’s constituents.  I commend strongly to members of the House that they 
support the Peel region system and reject the disallowance motion.   
MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [8.03 pm]:  I thank the minister for the effort that she has made 
today.  I still have grave reservations about whether true valuations can be arrived at for those people who will 
be affected by the Peel region scheme.  It is unfortunate that when we publish these schemes, landowners feel, 
regardless of whether they will be adversely affected, that they will be affected.  It is a pity that the minister was 
not at the public meetings in 1996, because people were very angry; in fact, it is probably an understatement to 
say that they were very hostile -  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  But they still voted for you, so they could not have been too upset! 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I do not think too many of them did, actually.  If the minister were to see my primary 
vote at the last election she might find many of them did not!  However, that is not the reason that I have moved 
this disallowance motion.  I will not be standing in the next election, so I do not need to win their hearts again.  
However, I still believe that I have to represent my electorate.  These people feel threatened by the Peel region 
scheme.  I understand that we need to have these schemes in place for proper planning.  I like to have walkways 
along rivers, because I walk around the river quite a lot when I am in Perth, and I also get down to the foreshore 
at south Yunderup, where there is a bit of public open space.  A lot of us support that type of thing.   

I am disappointed that the member for Mandurah got into me for moving this disallowance motion, because he 
did not really hear what I spoke about.  If he thinks it is all right to trample on people’s rights and privileges, that 
is all right by me - well, it is not really, I think it is wrong.  In general, I support the Peel region scheme.  I am in 
two minds about whether I should withdraw my disallowance motion because I do not think that the landowners 
concerned will be treated in the way I would like them to be treated.  It would be simpler if the matter were put 
to the vote.  I have grave concerns about what will happen to those landowners.  I thank the minister for the work 
she has put into this matter.  I received some detailed information from her the other day, although I was not 
particularly thrilled with some aspects of it.  Even now I feel that some matters of concern regarding the 
landowners must be addressed.   

Question put and negatived.   
 


