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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT NO. 1218/41 —  
KERALUP STAGE 1 — DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Pursuant to standing order 66(3), the following motion by Hon Lynn MacLaren was moved pro forma on 
6 November — 

That the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No. 1218/41 — Keralup Stage 1 published in the 
Government Gazette on 7 September 2012 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 11 September 2012 
under the Planning and Development Act 2005, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.33 pm]: I would like to make a case for disallowing this 
metropolitan region scheme amendment, and in so doing I will call on other members to support it.  

The purpose of the disallowance is to call for better planning in the metropolitan region. The site of the Keralup 
proposed amendment is 17 kilometres south of Rockingham and 10 kilometres north-east of Mandurah. It is 
located on a loop of the Serpentine River, with the river as its boundary to the north, south and east, and the 
Kwinana Freeway on the west. It forms part of 4 000 hectares area of land that was known as Amarillo, which 
some members might recall; it has been around for some time. It was purchased by the Department of Housing 
in 1991 for the purpose of coping with population growth. It is worthwhile noting that the population of Perth in 
1991 was 1.1 million. In 1995 the projection was that the population would go up to only 1.9 million. The 
previous planning strategies, Directions 2031 and the outer metropolitan Perth and Peel subregional strategy, 
which I have here, indicated that they would look at future development in this area, but I want to question 
whether this amendment is consistent with the principles of Directions 2031. I draw members’ attention to “A 
sustainable city” on pages 63 to 69 of the Directions 2031 document. This section lays out the course of what 
indeed constitutes a sustainable city. I will outline over the next few minutes why Keralup does not fit into those 
criteria. The MRS amendment before us states — 

… the subject land is identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional 
Strategy … as ‘Urban Expansion Area 2011-2015’, as an area that could potentially be recommended to 
be rezoned in the short to medium term.  

It strikes me that “potential” in this context means that suitability will be investigated and it will not proceed if 
there are persuasive arguments to the contrary, and indeed there are. The 2009 “Southern Metropolitan Sub-
Regional Structure Plan” identified the Keralup site as a “Strategic State Government land holding”. That is on 
this map here, as members can see. A dotted red line indicates it as a strategic government landholding. It does 
not indicate that it is urban deferred or rural or anything; it just states that it is strategic because it was purchased 
for that reason. It does not indicate why it is strategic. In fact, there is no other comment about the fact that 
Keralup has been identified as a strategic landholding. In my submission to the draft plan, I observed — 

The only strategic way to use this land is to preserve its integrity as a conservation area and lock it away 
forever. Any development on this site will significantly affect the wetlands chain running the entire 
length (and beyond) of the Keralup area.  

I stand by those comments today. The minister in his media release described this as an opportunity and a 
responsibility. He said it is a new urban front on the metropolitan south west subregion. It is a gateway for the 
development of a substantial new town of 90 000 people to be built over the next 40 to 50 years. As I stated, that 
is 4 000 hectares. Stage 1, which we are dealing with today, is a pilot study for a much grander plan, and it 
comprises 109 hectares that will be divided into approximately 1 000 lots by 2013. I will refer to the proposed 
extended development as “the new town”. There remain significant deficiencies in the proposal that I will 
outline, including putting the cart before the horse by rezoning before the environmental issues have been 
addressed. The issues that I refer to in particular are the impacts on surface and groundwater. I believe it 
disregards risks to public health from high concentrations of mosquitos, and I am not alone. There are potential 
impacts on the widening of Paganoni Road, which is an issue that has come up in this Council before, and its 
premature rezoning for urban density; transport planning decisions such as the location of the rail station at 
Karnup have to be done first. Failing to consult properly with Aboriginal communities and elders is another 
reason that this metropolitan region scheme amendment should not proceed.  

I turn now to Keralup stage 1 as part of a new town. The minister has said that nothing can happen on the ground 
merely as a consequence of the rezoning of this land from rural to urban deferred. I was assured by the 
departmental briefing that I had that this is indeed the case. This was the reason that was given for not ticking a 
few of the very important boxes that need to be ticked before we allow for urban development in an area. By 
rezoning this land, we are creating the expectation that urban development is possible and will ultimately be 
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approved, provided the developer complies with the guidelines for the lifting of urban deferment and thereby 
satisfies the requirements for urban zoning.  
No further approvals from the EPA will be required if we let this scheme amendment go through today. The 
EPA’s decision under section 48A(1)(a)—it is attached to the amendment report as appendix A—in relation to 
stage 1 is as follows — 

Scheme Amendment Not Assessed—Advice Given (no appeals). 

This means that if the MRS amendment to rezone stage 1 as urban deferred does go through, no further approval 
will be needed from the EPA in order to zone it urban.  
The EPA advice relied on documents that are not even in the public domain. They have not been published, and 
they were not part of the public consultation. The EPA says that the west Keralup metropolitan region scheme 
amendment environmental assessment report addresses the potential environmental impacts that are raised in 
bulletin 1281 and the environmental scoping document. However, it is impossible to form a view on whether the 
west Keralup environmental assessment report does adequately address the potential environment impacts, 
because, as I have stated, that document is confidential. When I requested a copy of that document from the 
minister’s office, I was advised that the west Keralup MRS amendment environmental assessment report and the 
district water management strategy for Keralup are not public documents, as they remain the property of the 
proponent—that is, the Department of Housing—and it is standard practice that these documents are not 
released. However, both of these documents are cited as evidence that proper investigations have been carried 
out and due process has been followed. But they are not even available for public scrutiny. So how can we in 
Parliament today know that those boxes have been ticked? It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that we are 
not being told the whole truth in relation to the findings of these reports.  

The zoning to urban deferred should not be considered in isolation. Without a firm commitment being made to 
the new town, those who find themselves living in Keralup stage 1 cannot be assured that they will in due course 
become part of a thriving and self-sustained community with its own infrastructure, business, schools, hospitals, 
public transport, cultural and civic activities, and employment opportunities. This should be part of the context 
for stage 1. Until future stages of the Keralup development are completed, the stage 1 development will be 
without these major community facilities.  

Public transport is an obvious example, as I mentioned in my introductory comments. At present, there are no 
details about the public transport plans to stage 1, and the community will be entirely car dependent in the short 
to medium term. There are also significant environmental issues to be resolved before rezoning can be approved 
for subsequent stages. This means that the stage 1 community will have to go it alone for some time, and 
potentially indefinitely, with no guarantee that future development will go ahead.  
I turn now to the amendment report. At page 7 of the report on submissions, one of the recurring themes is that 
one of the requirements to be addressed prior to the lifting of the urban deferment is — 

3. Confirmation that an infrastructure delivery program and governance framework responding to 
the key development principles of the Keralup land has been established for future 
implementation. 

Both the City of Rockingham and the Shire of Murray have made similar comments that they will not support 
the proposal unless there has been confirmation of the proposed land delivery and project governance 
arrangements in order for various implementation issues to be clarified, and the preparation of a local statutory 
industry governance framework to guide and regulate the entire proposed Keralup development. The planning 
comment echoes this. No example of these governance matters is provided. 

I suggest that rezoning should be deferred until the public has the opportunity to examine the district structure 
plan for the whole Keralup landholding and also the subregional structure plan. It is for this reason that I argued 
in my submission that the rezoning proposal should be deferred until the public has the opportunity to examine 
the DSP for the whole Keralup landholding. In the original amendment report, both of these documents were to 
have been made available by the middle of this year. They are still not available. 

I want to quote from the Environmental Protection Authority advice of 2008. In September 2007, the Keralup 
master plan was prepared by external consultants for the then Department of Housing and Works. The master 
plan was prepared in relation to the whole of the 4 000 hectares that comprises Keralup stage 1 and the new 
town. In March 2008, the EPA published its advice to the minister under section 16(e) of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986. The EPA advice was not an environmental approval, but it highlights the environmental 
impacts that are associated with the master plan, and I want to outline what those are. The advice states — 

… if it is to proceed, the development proposal would be subject to formal environmental impact 
assessment. 
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We know, as I have explained, that that is not going to happen. The low level of assessment for the stage 1 
metropolitan region scheme amendment as “Scheme Amendment Not Assessed—Advice Given (no appeals)” is 
not justified. So that was the early advice in 2008 from the EPA. Page 1 of the MRS amendment report states — 

The EPA advised that the proposed amendment does not require formal assessment under Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act. The EPA provided advice and recommendations on the following issues: 
surface and groundwater, wetlands, remnant vegetation, acid sulfate soils, significant fauna, noise and 
mosquitoes. 

This is actually very misleading. 
It is true that the EPA raises serious environmental concerns in relation to the master plan and it sets out its 
position as follows — 

The EPA has identified significant environmental constraints … 
They are — 

1. Surface and Groundwater—protection and management of all water resources on site including 
the risk of a further decrease in water quality from nutrient loads and potential downstream 
impacts in the Peel–Harvey catchment. 

2. Wetlands—direct and indirect impacts … 
3. Remnant Vegetation … 
4. Soil and Groundwater Contamination … 
5. Significant Fauna … 
6. Noise … 
7  Odour … 

And, finally, this is what I feel is the killer that the EPA has flagged — 

8. Mosquitoes—On-site and regional health impacts on future residents within the proposed 
Keralup development site. 

With respect, the above merely flags a number of serious issues and it does not provide advice and 
recommendations on how to address them. That is why an environmental assessment and public environmental 
review are absolutely required. There seems to be a significant mismatch between the serious concerns raised in 
the master plan and the low level of assessment for rezoning stage 1 from rural to urban. 
In conclusion, it seems that stage 1 is to be used as a test case. If it does not pass that test, the future residents of 
stage 1 will find themselves in an isolated community, cut adrift as guinea pigs in an urban experiment, because 
the issues of concern that have already been flagged are proving impossible to solve in relation to the new town. 
This is just not appropriate. We need assurance from the government that if the zoning of stage 1 to urban 
deferred is approved, it will not be rezoned urban until all the outstanding issues in relation to the new town have 
been resolved.  

A traffic impact assessment for a fully developed Keralup is required to establish the overall impacts. In 
response to the City of Rockingham’s submission, which is number 9, the planning comment was made that an 
integrated transport strategy has been prepared for the entire Keralup district structure plan area. However, as I 
will repeat: the DSP has not been released; therefore, how do we know that that plan is done and how do we 
know it is adequate? 

Similarly, I raised this concern in my submission: the widening of Paganoni Road will impact Bush Forever 
site 395, which includes Paganoni Swamp. Without the Keralup district structure plan, it is impossible to 
determine the full impacts. No persuasive argument has been made for approving the metropolitan region 
scheme amendment prior to the release of this structure plan.  

There are other transport issues. Keralup is proposed as a transit-oriented development. Stage 1 road reservations 
will allow for a major transit route into future Keralup developments. A light rail and a bus system were 
proposed in the 2007 master plan to link Keralup with the Karnup train station. But, as we know, significant 
transport infrastructure is also required to cross the Serpentine River if this proceeds past stage 1. In answer to 
this concern, the Western Australian Planning Commission responded that bridge crossings do not form part of 
the proposed amendment and will be considered in future stages. No further explanation is provided. The 
proposed Karnup rail station has not yet received public approval and neither has light rail infrastructure. Local 
governments recommended in their submissions that this be resolved first, which is fair enough. The Shire of 
Murray, for example, is concerned that residents in stage 1 will not have access to public transport and will be 
totally car dependent. The Cities of Rockingham and Mandurah have also sought a commitment that 
construction of the Karnup train station will also provide a transit link to Rockingham.  
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I am going quickly on to these arguments; I intend to finish quite quickly, but they are important. I mention that 
surface and ground water is a serious concern. The WAPC states that a district water management strategy has 
been approved by the Department of Water, but it does not point out in its submission—which is number 6, and 
from which I will quote — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: We have all read it.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The member has read it? Then she would know that it says — 

… the provision of water and wastewater services will need to be resolved prior to the transfer of the 
land to the urban zone. 
The DoW advises that should alternative water sources be provided, then the existing District Water 
Management Strategy for Stage 1 will require substantial revision and will need to be undertaken prior 
to the transfer of the land to the urban zone. 

Once again, we have not been told the whole story. As mentioned above, the district water management strategy 
is not available to the public for comment because it is a departmental document and it is standard practice that it 
be kept confidential.  

The Department of Water also stated that drainage will continue to be addressed in future stages of the planning 
process. The Environmental Protection Authority advice mentions serious possible consequences arising from 
urbanisation in this area, including increased frequency and severity of algal blooms in the Serpentine River, and 
groundwater contamination. The EPA advice states further — 

… it is imperative that all surface and groundwater studies relating to drainage and nutrient 
management on site are completed in advance of any further planning. The collection of baseline data 
would be essential to accurately determine the feasibility of any urban development on this site. 

I agree with the EPA in this regard. There is no evidence for the size of the wetland buffers. The wetland buffers 
are proposed to be 30 metres, but no evidence has been given as to why they should be that size and what they 
will achieve. 
The sixth reason I believe the metropolitan region scheme amendment should be disallowed is that rezoning 
should not proceed until we know the results of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
referral. That is still pending. The Department of Health, not the Department of Environment and Conservation, 
advised us that a referral to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
under the EPBC act is being undertaken and that all matters of national environmental significance will be 
examined. I point out that this includes potential direct and indirect impacts to migratory species and the Peel–
Harvey inlet, which is listed as a Ramsar site. I need to ask the minister: why did the Environmental Protection 
Authority or DEC not make this referral; or, if they made the referral, why did they not list it in the report? My 
concern, of course, is that we are bypassing these important environmental processes for this particularly 
vulnerable area. I know that the minister will address that in her reply.  
According to the Peel–Harvey Catchment Council — 

There are 39 migratory species listed under the EPBC Act that are known to visit the Peel–Yalgorup 
system and numerous listed threatened species and communities. The lower Serpentine has been 
nominated as an extension to the Ramsar system and the quality of water flowing from the Serpentine 
has a major impact on the health of the Peel Inlet and Harvey Estuary section of the Ramsar system. 

That quote is from the report on submissions on the amendment. In my view, this MRS amendment should not 
be approved until the result of the EPBC act referral is known. 

I make special mention of the Peel Preservation Group’s submission, which was submission 10 and was 
followed up with a hearing with the Western Australian Planning Commission. Four members of the Peel 
Preservation Group attended that hearing. The group is strongly opposed to any development in Keralup for a 
number of clearly articulated reasons. I draw members’ attention to the hearing in particular, which summarises 
all the group’s arguments. In my view, the WAPC response does not adequately address the concerns that the 
group raised. I will repeat them only in summary; I will not go through the arguments that the group had. 
Basically, this area is too low lying to be well developed. The Serpentine River is already in a bad state, it has 
several issues with algae and fish kills, and everything from this development will drain into the river, raising 
concerns about contamination. This ground has been known as sour ground. There used to be farmers in this 
area. The soils are highly acid and infertile. People fertilising the soil for gardens would increase river pollution. 
Pollution in the river would lead to pollution in the Dawesville estuary. The groundwater is very rich in 
magnesium and iron and is unlikely to be potable. There are serious effects of levelling in this area. It is 
estimated that one million tonnes of soil would be needed to level the ground, which could have serious effects 
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on the hydrology in this area. If limestone were used to address the acid sulfate soil problem, it would exacerbate 
the quarry problem.  
Interestingly, the only mention of climate change is in the transcript of the Peel Preservation Group’s hearing, 
which states that the region is subject to flooding and will have a high population of mosquitoes. The region is in 
a drying cycle and climate change will increase the risk of extreme weather events, which will cause flooding in 
the low-lying Keralup area. Wetlands are the lungs of the area and need to be retained, but they and the tidal salt 
marshes are also breeding grounds for mosquitoes. This, I believe, is the strongest argument to oppose this MRS 
amendment. Mosquitoes are food sources for frogs, fish, bats and birds, but they also carry the Ross River and 
Barmah Forest viruses that are responsible for approximately 5 000 cases of human disease that are reported 
each year in Australia. The amendment report states — 

This … 2011–2012 mosquito season has seen a record number of 26 aerial treatments in order to 
combat the consistent larval activity. In total, 5453 hectares have been treated in comparison with 3414 
last year. 

Members can tell that that is a significant increase in the area that has been treated. The report continues — 

Despite this comprehensive management, as of 3 May, there were 187 reported cases of Ross River 
virus and 31 cases of Barmah Forest virus that have been reported in the Peel region. 

Not only have you got this disease but there is also the financial and social cost of these diseases, which 
have yet to be determined. 

If Peel is already applying best practice mosquito management and is not on top of it, why should this be any 
more effective in Keralup? The Mosquito Control Task Force report to cabinet in 1990, which is quoted in the 
amendment report, states — 

Mosquito problems exist because development has occurred close to waterways. The impact of climate 
change necessitate a change in the approach of managing exposure of the public to mosquitoes. Land 
planning uses need to allow for higher water levels, new and expanding inundation and the consequent 
impacts of mosquito breeding in order to avoid escalating mosquito and mosquito-borne impacts. 

The Peel Preservation Group points out in its submission — 

It is immoral to knowingly expose future populations to high levels of mosquito activity by placing 
them in wetlands close to areas of tidal salt marshes such as the proposed Keralup development. 

Not only do we have to address this disease, but also the financial and social cost of these diseases is yet to be 
determined. The mosquito problem cannot be adequately renegotiated. There will be irreversible environmental 
effects on a sensitive area from wide-scale development. These issues have echoed in the objection of the Peel–
Harvey Catchment Council and in the oral comments that I have received from the Urban Bushland Council. 
They have not been afforded the serious consideration that they deserve. 

I have a few additional comments about mosquitos. The Western Australian Planning Commission notes that a 
number of stakeholders have raised concerns about mosquitos in the Keralup area. The WAPC recognises the 
potential impacts of mosquitos on future residents of Keralup if adequate management strategies are not in place. 

The Department of Health’s submission states — 

Mosquito management strategies would only be partially effective, at best, and some treatments may be 
rejected by environmental managers due to adverse impacts upon non-target organisms. 

Members will recall that I mentioned the frogs and fish that feed on mosquitos. The Department of Health also 
stated — 

The Department of Health does not support the proposed amendment as the risk to public health from 
mosquito-borne diseases would be unacceptably high. 

It is not acceptable to propose a development in such a location on the assumption that mosquito 
management will be achievable and effective. 

That assumption is entirely contrary to the evidence before us. Ross River virus mosquitos breed in the Keralup 
area and present a serious health risk to humans. Some aspects of the mosquito management strategy and the 
management plan are questionable. The plan involves a combination of chemical control, modifying conditions 
that support mosquitos, as well as house and landscape design and public education. Chemical control is widely 
opposed on the basis that the side effects of the chemicals are not known and the chemicals cannot be targeted, 
which therefore poses an unacceptable risk on surrounding life, remembering that the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act has already been triggered because there are threatened, endangered and 
migratory species in this area. The plan also proposes mosquito management buffer zones around the main 
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breeding habitats. Ideally, the buffer zones would comprise open ground or be sparsely vegetated rather than 
dense woodland and thickets. It has not been explained why this part of the plan would involve the active 
clearing of the surrounding areas and the impact this would have on the native species in those areas, as their 
habitat will be destroyed. The plan proposes to improve biodiversity on the site to create a suitable habitat for 
predatory species. Clearly, that will not be possible. 
My final point relates to Aboriginal culture and heritage. In its submission, the Western Australian Planning 
Commission recommends consultation with relevant Aboriginal groups. Perhaps in response to this 
recommendation the WAPC entered into a memorandum of understanding with the South West Aboriginal Land 
and Sea Council requiring the council to identify the groups within the project area that had the right to speak for 
that piece of the country. It appears that in this consultation process, the Keralup Aboriginal Corporation has 
been overlooked. Members of the Nyoongah people and their families had a bush camp in the area that was then 
known as Amarillo, which is why the area was originally called Amarillo. Nyoongah elder Trevor Walley 
proposed that the region be renamed Keralup, meaning the Dreaming of the boomerang, after the Keralup pool 
where he used to play. The Aboriginal site recording form, which I have here, notes that Mr Walley identified in 
this form Aboriginal artefacts, paintings and ceremonial and heritage sites all the way down the western side of 
the Serpentine River. These people are now members of the Keralup Aboriginal Corporation. It was not 
consulted on the proposed development because it was not nominated as one of the survey participant groups by 
SWALSC. It is clearly highly inappropriate that one of the Aboriginal groups with such a close connection to the 
land in Keralup has not had a voice in this consultation process. 

I urge the house to disallow the MRS in order to have a PER and proper consultation on the proposed 
development in Keralup. 
HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [4.05 pm]: Obviously, the 
government will not support the motion. Most of the things that Hon Lynn MacLaren has been seeking will 
occur once the planning stage is moved to urban deferred, before it can move to the next level. Consequently, I 
will very quickly run through some of the issues that she has raised. 
The motion is not supported by evidence and by the information that is available. This section of Keralup forms 
a key component of the government’s housing affordability strategy. It was outlined in “Directions 2031: Draft 
Spatial Framework for Perth and Peel” and also in the “outer metropolitan Perth and Peel sub-regional strategy” 
as an urban expansion area. It has also been identified for urban development in the “South-West Corridor 
Structure Plan Review” and the “Inner Peel Region Structure Plan” for a number of years. Quite a lot of strategic 
work has been considered and done around it. This is just the first component of the entire Keralup estate that 
will be developed. The “South Metropolitan and Peel Structure Plan” was also prepared by the Department of 
Planning and will provide a planning framework for the entire south metropolitan and Peel regions. These 
structure plans will provide the context and further detailed guidance for the development of the entire Keralup 
estate and the south west metropolitan corridor. 
With regard to the issues that were raised about the widening of Paganoni Road, preliminary investigations into 
the future widening of the road have been undertaken to form the proposed amendment. The widening of the 
road is not required as a result of the proposed amendment. The future widening of a section of the road is to be 
addressed as part of the Keralup district structure plan and the “South Metropolitan and Peel Structure Plan” will 
be the subject of two separate public consultation periods.  

The mosquito is by far the biggest issue, as Hon Lynn MacLaren indicated. I have quite a lot of information 
about that. On the basis of this information and also the briefing note I have received, all the issues that have 
been discussed have been taken seriously and serious consideration has taken place around how these things 
could or could not be progressed. The government recognises the potential impacts of mosquitoes on future 
residents. A specialist mosquito control consultant has been engaged to prepare a mosquito management strategy 
and a mosquito management plan. As a preliminary step, a program has been undertaken to identify mosquito 
numbers, species and the locations of the greatest numbers and activity. The management of mosquitoes will 
involve a combination of modifying conditions to minimise mosquito breeding, house and landscape design, 
public education and chemical control. I could go into a lot more detail if necessary but I am worried about the 
time.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Would you be able to table your response?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, I could. I will ensure that I get the member some better notes around those areas, 
if that is what the member is looking for. She has already mentioned the removal of cattle from the salt marsh 
areas and reviewing existing fencing to prevent cattle from entering because, as we know, mosquitoes breed in 
cattle footprints. The future stormwater management systems, the management buffer zones and all those things 
are laid out in some detail in my notes, but if the member is looking for more information, I will ensure that she 
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gets it. There is a lot more about the government’s recognition of the importance of ensuring that management 
impacts at Keralup are appropriately managed, and I will leave that to a special briefing for the member. 
In terms of the environmental issues, the member talked about the need for a district water management strategy 
for the proposed area, and that has been approved by the Department of Water. In accordance with standard 
practice, drainage will continue to be addressed in the future stages. Again, these are things that happen in the 
later stages. A local water management strategy and an urban water management plan will be undertaken. 
Wetlands within the abutting and proposed amendment area will be retained and protected. The member talked 
about the 30-metre buffer, but there is also a 50-metre buffer from conservation category wetlands, and these 
buffers will be set aside as conservation areas to protect the wetlands. 
As the member has said, the area is either predominantly degraded or completely degraded already and has been 
cleared for agriculture in the past. Areas of vegetation identified as being in good condition, of which there is not 
much, will be retained within public open space wherever possible. 

On the environmental protection areas, I want to reiterate that the Department of Housing has advised that it is in 
the process of referring the proposed amendment to the commonwealth Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities, and that that department considers all matters of national 
environmental significance, including potential direct and indirect impacts on migratory species and the Peel–
Harvey inlet, which is listed as a Ramsar site. Those things are happening. 

I just want to make a final comment about the Aboriginal heritage area. Quite extensive consultation has been 
undertaken. As I have mentioned, the concerns that the member wants to be addressed are in later stages of the 
planning process. We do not support the motion. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [4.12 pm]: This is an important issue. Twenty-one submissions were 
received about this proposal. The two that I was particularly interested in were from two groups with which I 
work very closely as the local member, the shadow Minister for Environment and, this year, the shadow minister 
for Peel; that is, the Peel Preservation Group and the Peel–Harvey Catchment Council. I am well aware of these 
concerns, which, as the minister said, basically focus on mosquitoes but also extend to concerns about the water 
catchments and the effect of this development on the water systems in the area. Unusually, when I went to get 
more information about the background, I was impressed by the amount of information that is publicly available. 
I suggest to the minister that before she puts her officers to the trouble of putting together a special briefing, she 
have a look at the website, because I have a lot of material here about the Western Australian Planning 
Commission response; it is quite extensive. 

I will give a very brief explanation about why we will not support this disallowance. What I have found here is 
an indication that the authorities actually understand the potential problems involved with both mosquitoes and 
the watertable. As the minister said, the proposal will indeed be referred under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act. It is a shame that we have to use that as our safety net, but it often happens. We 
know that we get a rigorous assessment, even when state processes have failed, as, sadly, they have so often in 
the immediate past. I do, however, find that the response to the mosquito problem is quite comprehensive. I think 
that the danger if we disallow will be that we come down to a “yes, it will; no, it won’t” argument. When I see 
the Department of Housing, which is the lead agency, referring to very specific ways to identify the causes of the 
problem and to remove those causes, I think that we are beginning to move into the twenty-first century in 
getting on top of these problems. That is just a very brief exposition of why Labor will not support the 
disallowance. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (4) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson Hon Alison Xamon (Teller) 

Noes (26) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Sue Ellery Hon Col Holt Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Adele Farina Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Ed Dermer Hon Nick Goiran Hon Helen Morton  

Question thus negatived. 

Sitting suspended from 4.17 to 4.30 pm 
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