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FORREST HIGHWAY — NOISE LEVELS 
Grievance 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [9.45 am]: I grieve to the Minister for 
Transport on behalf of people living in Eaton who are enduring excessive amounts of noise from 
Forrest Highway. A few weeks ago, the member for Collie–Preston and I visited a home in Millard Street in 
Eaton. This street is near Forrest Highway. When we were there, we met with around 40 local residents who 
came along to express their concerns about the excessive amount of noise being produced by Forrest Highway 
that was affecting the quality of life for a huge number of people who live in proximity to Forrest Highway. We 
went into the backyard of a man whose house is being affected. A whole range of people were there expressing 
their concerns. They do not live in just Millard Street in Eaton; they live in a range of streets between the 
Sanctuary Golf Resort to the south and Eaton Drive to the north—perhaps even more streets are also affected. 
I was shocked by the extraordinary noise produced by the highway that is impacting the lives of these people. 
I was there in the afternoon and it was incredibly noisy, but members could imagine of an evening and night 
when the background noise reduces, the noise of the road would be even more elevated and therefore people 
trying to sleep or live their lives would be dramatically affected by it.  

Some people might say the noise of the road is the noise of the road; if a person lives near a road, they live with 
the noise. I do not think that that is a valid argument in this case because the road treatment on Forrest Highway 
is especially coarse, which makes the noise levels much higher. The road treatment was put in place in 2010 and 
is such that the noise of the trucks and cars going along Forrest Highway is elevated, and so these people have to 
endure higher noise levels than they otherwise would have. The other point to note is that when these people 
established their homes in that location, the main traffic routes into Bunbury from the north were more diffuse 
and, in particular, Estuary Drive was a main traffic route. These days the main traffic route south is 
Forrest Highway. Virtually all traffic uses that highway so the numbers of cars and trucks has been elevated as 
well. The third point that I would make is that other parts of Forrest Highway have significant noise-reduction 
measures put in place, particularly to the north, with walls and the like, and the people living near Bunbury are 
not getting that same treatment. 

I would like to make three points of distinction to those who might say that these people just have to live with it. 
This matter is important for another reason: the member for Collie–Preston raised this issue in Parliament on 
7 May this year. The minister responded by saying that the current seal was applied in 2010. He said that it has a 
lifespan of 15 years, so in another 10 years it will be resealed. I think that that is unacceptable. He also said that 
he has asked Main Roads Western Australia to view the situation with a view to scheduling the work earlier. He 
asked the department to see what could be done earlier. I thought that was a good answer on 7 May. 
Unfortunately, on 8 July this year the residents living in these streets in Eaton received a letter from the 
minister’s principal policy adviser, Mr Samuel Calabrese, who wrote on behalf of the Minister for Transport. 
The letter reads — 

… the current seal is only five years old and in good condition, the agency has no current plans to 
undertake works on this section of the Forrest Highway. 

In other words, in May, the minister gave hope; in July, the minister’s office dashed that hope. So, the minister 
has sent a contradictory message. In May, the minister told them there were plans for the work to be brought 
forward, or considered to be brought forward; in July, a letter was sent in which the minister dashed the hopes of 
the people who live alongside this road that something might be done. 

What I am seeking as opposition leader, in conjunction with the member for Collie–Preston, is for the minister to 
commit to noise reduction works on this piece of road. If the minister went there and heard that noise, he would 
agree with me. If the minister sat in that backyard, or in one of the front yards that I went to, and heard that 
noise, he would agree with me and he would schedule some works. Hundreds of people are enduring the noise in 
this proximity, many of them elderly, and I think they deserve some new road treatments and perhaps some noise 
mitigation measures, such as walls and the like, to be put in place. Our request is that the minister does 
something to fix it, disowns this letter that was sent by his principal policy adviser, and goes back to his old 
position of asking Main Roads to do something about it. The minister should come and have a look and fix the 
situation for the people who live alongside this particularly noisy road. 

The other point I would make—this is very easy to fix—is that one kilometre north of the Eaton Drive 
intersection, there is a truck bay. I saw this as well. Drivers park their freezer trucks in that truck bay for long 
periods and run their auxiliary motors, which operate their freezers and air conditioners and the like, often all 
night, and the people who live alongside that truck bay have to endure that noise. There are alternative places 
near the Eaton Drive intersection, but not in proximity to people’s homes, at which these drivers could park their 
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trucks. All I am asking is for the minister to ensure that some signs are put up at this truck bay, asking truck 
drivers not to park there, and pointing out the other locations at which they can park their trucks and run their 
auxiliary motors and not affect people’s lives so dramatically. 

We are asking the minister to do something to assist these people. Main Roads has a budget of hundreds of millions 
of dollars, if not a billion dollars, each year, and it should do some remediation work in this area. That is a small ask 
for these people, particularly because, and I reiterate, when they established their homes in this area, this was not 
the road that it is today. Secondly, in 2010, Main Roads put on the road surface that has caused the problem. These 
people are not the architects of the situation that they are living in, and they deserve better treatment. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove — Minister for Transport) [9.52 am]: I thank the Leader of the Opposition 
for this grievance. Members may recall that this matter was raised by the member for Collie–Preston in May this 
year, and responded to. The situation has not changed since that time. As I indicated in May, Main Roads is not 
responsible for mitigating noise in residential areas that have been built in the vicinity of an existing main road 
or highway. 

The Western Australian Planning Commission’s “State Planning Policy 5.4: Road and Rail Transport Noise and 
Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning” outlines noise mitigation requirements for new residential 
developments in the vicinity of a main road or highway. The WAPC policy does not apply to existing 
developments or existing roads, nor does it address traffic growth on existing roads. Although the WAPC’s 
policy requires noise to be managed within prescribed levels, it does not compel a developer to remove noise and 
there is also no retrospectivity to the policy. 

Main Roads considers the road surface on this section of highway to be appropriate. The 14-millimetre chip seal 
that has been applied here is the same treatment used on the majority of main roads and highways throughout 
Western Australia. This is the most suitable treatment for roads of this nature. However, Main Roads will 
consider using a lower noise surfacing treatment in the future when the seal needs replacing — 

Mr M. McGowan: In 10 years! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: — let me get there—as has already been done in other higher speed areas of 
Forrest Highway. The current seal was applied in 2010—as the Leader of the Opposition said, rightfully—and is 
anticipated to have a lifespan of 15 years. 

As I committed to earlier, and I stand by this, I have asked Main Roads to review this situation—I do 
acknowledge that the letter that was sent out does create confusion—with a view to scheduling this resealing 
work earlier and considering it as part of the next budget development cycle. 

Earlier this year, Main Roads reduced the speed limit on Forrest Highway between Old Coast Road and 
Eaton Drive to 80 kilometres an hour. This will have reduced road noise. I am aware that noise measurements 
were undertaken earlier this year at a number of locations in this area. Main Roads understands that these 
readings may be measurements at a point in time and not comparable with the WAPC policy limits, which use 
a weighted average over a period of time as the prescribed noise measure. I have asked Main Roads to look into 
this further and to take it into account, as appropriate, in the future. However, it needs to be recognised that at 
this time, there are no short-term proposals to change the current circumstances in this area. 
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