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PERTH TO BUNBURY HIGHWAY INTERCHANGE - YUNDERUP 
Grievance 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [9.44 am]:  My grievance is about the impact on the health, environment and 
safety of residents at South Yunderup of the N1.5 option of the Perth to Bunbury highway interchange over the 
Murray River at Yunderup.  Residents are concerned about proposed route N1.5 of the Perth to Bunbury 
highway, which will go past Murray Lakes at South Yunderup.  They believe it will impact on the environment, 
the wildlife, and the health and lifestyle quality of residents due to pollution and noise, both during and after 
construction.  They are also concerned about three large pylons proposed to be placed in the river on the power 
bend, and their potentially very detrimental effect on the river course and surrounding areas.  

An alternative route has been proffered by affected residents, called the N3 route.  According to the opinion of 
experts - I will refer to reports in a minute - proposed route N3 would have many environmental benefits over 
the proposed N1.5 route.  It seems that route N1.5 was chosen as a result of the government review.  

In essence, when the government decided to build the Perth to Bunbury highway a number of options were 
submitted for consideration, ranging from N1, N2, N3 and, I think, even to N4.  Of all those intersections, the N1 
was selected and, I think in 1997, the matter went before the Murray Shire Council at an ordinary council 
meeting and it agreed to the N1 option.  This is a very critical point because the shire agreed to an option 
proposed in 1997.  Since 1997 the interchange has grown, and a number of issues have affected the concept 
decided on at that time.  It is now proposed to be a six-lane highway to include facility for a future railway line 
to run through the middle of it, and, therefore, the interchange will be significantly wider.  As a result of the 
recognition of an Aboriginal site of significance at a creek on that power bend in the Murray River, the whole 
system has been moved in that road reserve 30 metres closer to the residents of Murray Lakes.  

I have some documentation with me that I am happy to lay on the table for the remainder of the day, if you will 
allow that, Madam Deputy Speaker.  The documentation and maps I have show the type of construction that will 
impact on people who live in that facility.  One picture shows an 11.1 metre high wall that will run alongside 
many of the properties in that area.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  How did you calculate that?  I have gone through the documents. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  It is based on information provided by Main Roads to the proponents, which has been 
checked by a number of people.  It is the proposed model and I think it appeared in The West Australian.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Then it must be true!   
Mr M.J. COWPER:  Stand by; The West Australian also checked with Main Roads to ensure it had the correct 
figures and The West Australian was satisfied with the information.  Regardless of whether it is 11 metres high 
or even half that height, the whole structure has moved to within three metres of residents’ front doors.  That 
issue alone will have a significant impact on the health and wellbeing of those people.  The figure 1.5 means that 
five changes have been made to preferred route N1 over that period.  Members can see the proposed route on the 
map I am holding up.  It contains an interchange called parclo B.  This photograph shows the roads that take the 
shape of a partial clover leaf, hence the term parclo B interchange.  The road on the map I am holding is Pinjarra 
Road, the busiest provincial road outside the metropolitan area, and this diagram shows the proposed 
interchange.  Some of the significant issues on that side of the river are that it will go very close to what is 
known as Black Lake - 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, a bit of advice.  Hansard is not visual, so you may need to mention the 
names of those roads. 
Mr M.J. COWPER:  It is at the intersection of Pinjarra Road, near Fiegert Road, adjacent to Black Lake.  From 
this contour map one can see that the N1.5 route from the north is on a contour line about five metres above sea 
level.  It is within 250 metres of Black Lake, hence this natural progression of water flowing into the lake will be 
impeded without some significant amount of engineering.  The N1.3, the N3 route, which is the preferred option, 
has been detailed in an extensive report that I have in my hand from Brian O’Brien & Associates.  I understand 
he is renowned in this field.  He has gone right into the details of this proposal and in his summary he says - 

These notes provide additional technical information and conclusions to support submissions by several 
land-owners as part of the Peel Region Scheme public review.  We propose altering a key portion about 
5 km long of the proposed Peel Deviation to the Perth-Bunbury Highway, by bridging the Murray River 
not at its final very sharp bend       but at a straight stretch about a kilometre upstream in a route N3. 

This would have significant benefits.  The safety issue is that it will be a diamond interchange and not a parclo 
B.  Diamond interchanges are common on the freeway.  As recently as last week in my meeting with Main 
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Roads, another change was proposed to that parclo B interchange, which means more material will be required 
and there will be more cost.  I understand that for this to change there would have to be some amendment to the 
Peel region scheme, but I think there would be significant benefits if this were to occur. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  How long do you think that would defer the project? 
Mr M.J. COWPER:  I understand it is a key issue.  I am happy to work with the minister on this issue.  
However, I believe safety must come before other issues, because it is very important to the people of my 
electorate. 
MS A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [9.52 am]:  I thank the 
member for his grievance.  I apologise for being a bit late.  If the member feels the need to interject at some point 
to make sure that we cover all the issues, I am happy to take those interjections.   

I acknowledge that obviously this project will have a very significant impact on landowners in the Yunderup 
area.  That is undeniable.  I also acknowledge that the scale of the impact and the necessary elevation has come 
as something of a surprise to them.  I have to say that this matter has been reviewed time and again.  I want to 
briefly go through the history.  The fundamental alignment was established in 1976 and in that year was entered 
into the Shire of Murray town planning scheme.  In 1984, eight years later, a subdivision was established.  The 
people the member is representing live in that subdivision.  At that time, as part of the subdivision, Main Roads 
bought the land that it is now proposing to use.  In the mid-1990s, environmental approval was obtained and the 
route was embedded in the Peel region scheme.  That document was approved in this Parliament in 2003. 
On three occasions, under Hon Eric Charlton and Hon Murray Criddle and again under my jurisdiction, these 
arguments were raised about the alternative route.  They were considered and on each occasion all three 
ministers came to the conclusion that the original route was right.  While I understand there is a group of 
concerned residents in the member’s electorate, I ask him to consider the impact on other residents, many of 
whom may well have bought in such a location to distance themselves from the alignment that has been 
proposed for some 30 years.  They would feel very aggrieved if the route were now to change.  I am not trying to 
pretend that there is not a genuine issue for the member’s residents; they have issues with height and the impact 
on their properties.  However, it was always known that the road would go there.  It has had some movement, 
although I do not think it is as much as 30 metres, to avoid the -  
Mr M.J. Cowper:  There is an Aboriginal site -  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I know there is an Aboriginal site.  We do not believe it can be argued that the wall 
would be 11 metres.  The projection that the member displayed is quite wrong, because it shows the full height 
of the wall being three metres from the back fence of the properties, whereas even in the worst-case scenario 
only the retaining wall will be that close to the properties.  Of course, the noise wall will be a considerable 
distance from that.  There is a raft of things that Main Roads desperately wants to do, but it needs to be able to 
engage with the community to do so.  Some of the residents are locked into a trajectory in which they want the 
road moved and are not prepared to talk about how we might ameliorate the construction of the road to assist 
them.  There are things that can be done.  For example, we could take the shared path from the top of the 
retaining wall and put it at the bottom, which would enable us to move the wall further from the back of the 
properties.  That would then mean the shared path would be contiguous with the properties.  Some people have 
issues about a shared path being so close to their property.  That is certainly something we can talk about. 

We can look at the possibility of moving the whole thing a little further away.  There is some potential to move 
this five metres, and maybe as much as 10 metres, further away from the properties.  We are looking at some 
possible designs to try to minimise the impact on the Aboriginal site and move the road further from the 
residents. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  There is an elder, who is unfortunately no longer with us, who said that if we were able to 
move that road to the N3 route, it would be the greatest gift we could give to the Aboriginal people.  Those are 
his words. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I say to the member it is not going to happen.  One can keep flogging a dead horse 
or one can decide to do something constructive and try to engage the government in a series of ways in which we 
might be able to help.  Another mechanism would be to have the retaining wall broken into segments, as was 
done with Servetus Street, so that the wall is terraced and there is a different impact.  Vegetation could be 
planted so that it would grow halfway up the wall.  We certainly want to look at doing that.  I assure the member 
that as work has gone on with the parclo interchange, we have improved the design.  The preliminary design has 
been audited, and it is now a perfectly safe option.  There is an issue here, but the member is not doing his 
people any service by giving them the idea that, after three separate reviews, it will be reviewed again.  It will 
not be.  However, there is a lot that we can do.  We can work with the member for Murray and the community to 
get a better outcome for them.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 15 June 2006] 

 p3800b-3802a 
Mr Murray Cowper; Deputy Speaker; Ms Alannah MacTiernan 

 [3] 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Will you accept an offer to come down and speak to the Tatham Road Group?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I am more than happy for the member to work with Main Roads Western Australia 
to go through those issues. 
 


