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METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT NO 1239/41 — GIDGEGANNUP URBAN 
PRECINCT — DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 
Pursuant to standing order 67(3), the following motion by Hon Alanna Clohesy was moved pro forma on 
17 September — 

That the metropolitan region scheme amendment No 1239/41—Gidgegannup urban precinct, published 
in the Government Gazette on 6 June 2014 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 19 June 2014 under 
the Planning and Development Act 2005, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [3.21 pm]: As members know, this motion calls on the 
council to not approve metropolitan scheme amendment 1239/41 regarding the Gidgegannup urban precinct. We 
in this place know that we have an important role to scrutinise legislation, regulations and amendments to make 
sure that there is fairness and openness in decision-making, and that is what we are being asked to do today in 
particular. We are being asked to look at the proposed amendment to the metropolitan region scheme, which 
recommends changing the zoning in the Gidgegannup area to urban deferred. We are being asked to decide 
whether that amendment should go ahead or be deferred until there is more clarity around the issues that have 
been discussed. We are being asked to consider some balance in the planning process. We are being asked to 
consider how we can get more answers to the questions which have been raised in this process already and which 
people, particularly the local residents and business owners, are seeking answers to. We are not being asked to 
put off development forever. That should be made very clear. The residents and business owners in the 
Gidgegannup area who petitioned Parliament earlier this year to defer the decision-making on this amendment 
are not against development; in fact, they are pro-development. They want to see changes in their township and 
in their area, but they want those changes to be good for the area and to be considered changes. They do not want 
development with no limits and they do not want development that raises more questions than there are answers. 
They do not want development that will put extreme pressure on their area, the Gidgegannup district, other parts 
of the Perth hills and parts of the Swan Valley. According to the response of the Minister for Planning, 
Hon John Day, to the inquiry from the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs into the 
amendment, moving to urban deferred zoning will provide — 

a strong indication that the land is physically and locationally suitable for urban purposes … 

But the suitability the minister refers to has not been agreed to. Certainly, there are a lot of questions about the 
land’s locational suitability—lots of questions. A lot of outstanding questions really should be answered prior to 
the next stage. 
Also, a number of people have indicated that moving to urban deferred zoning creates a form of hiatus—almost 
a stalling effect. That is particularly the case in Parkerville and Stoneville. For example, Max Williams, in his 
evidence to the scheme amendment hearings, particularly pointed out that Parkerville and Stoneville moved to 
urban deferred zoning about 15 to 20 years ago, and nothing has happened since. Moving to urban deferred 
zoning would not necessarily provide the answers the residents and business owners are looking for; on the 
contrary, it could actually halt some of the discussion and debate that is occurring. That has certainly been the 
case in Parkerville and Stoneville. In fact, I understand there are some discussions in Parkerville and Stoneville 
around whether those two villages will be able to move to any form of urban zoning whatsoever because of 
bushfire issues. Those kinds of complicated planning issues are another reason we are debating this disallowance 
today. There has been a lack of coordinated planning right across the spine of the Perth hills area and down into 
the Swan Valley. 
There are a number of other planning tools additional to this proposed metropolitan scheme amendment. The 
first is “Directions 2031: Draft Spatial Framework for Perth and Peel”, which the minister also referred to in his 
response to the inquiry of the standing committee. He said it was a major planning document that would affect 
this proposed amendment. But that planning document does not even mention Gidgegannup or take into account 
the range of issues I will talk about very soon such as water and transport et cetera. The Western Australian 
Planning Commission’s “Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy” is still in draft form. It is 
meant to be the major planning document that feeds from “Directions 2031”, and it has not been completed. But 
the “North-east Sub-regional Profile”, which is part of that, does mention Gidgegannup, and it does so in this 
way — 

Investigations by landowners in Upper Swan and Gidgegannup have highlighted constraints relating to 
wastewater treatment, water supply, traffic and transport and employment. 

According to the subregional profile, there would be significant problems in Gidgegannup. 
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Other planning tools that will also affect Gidgegannup have not been taken into account in the formulation of 
this amendment. The north eastern corridor subregional structure plan has not been completed, and probably will 
not be. The Gidgegannup rural strategy has been put on hold. We are yet to see the amendments to the 
Swan Valley Planning Act, but it is a significant planning tool that will have an impact on the Gidgegannup area. 
All of those tools are either in draft form or do not relate to Gidgegannup. What do we do with those? We knit 
them all together and what do we get? Something like a planning puzzle with no real answers to the issues that 
the residents and local business owners are raising. Here is one of the issues: water. As we know, the provision 
of water and the removal of sewage are primary, basic necessities of life, but this amendment provides no clear 
resolution to how water can be delivered to the Gidgegannup town site if the development goes ahead. Currently 
Gidgegannup is not on scheme water. The water the residents use is basically what they harvest themselves. 
There is no clear resolution to how water can be delivered. It would be dreadful to go back to the old days of 
having to cart water. That is what happened with the Ellenbrook development stage 1 when water was carted into 
Ellenbrook. We do not want to see that. In addition to that there are major health risks as well as significant 
bushfire implications. It raises major, major issues in bushfire season if more people are put there without 
a proper water scheme. In the hearings on the amendment, the Water Corporation reported that a lot more 
planning was required before it could even say whether water could be delivered to Gidgegannup, particularly 
from the goldfields pipeline—that is, trying to find a way to deliver water from the pipeline across the hills to 
Gidgegannup. Imagine the engineering feat required and also the pressure from declining rainfall on that water 
system when 1 500 to 2 000 housing lots, as a minimum, are put there. As I said, there are too many risks and 
not enough is known about how to do this. There is even more in relation to water planning. The “North Eastern 
Corridor Urban Water Management Strategy” was released seven years ago in 2007, but it does not even take 
into account the sudden influx of residents in the Gidgegannup area, much less the dramatic increase in 
population because of the developments. Then there is the question of what to do about sewage, which is, again, 
a basic issue of our lives. There are some suggestions about what may work in dealing with sewage from such 
a significant development, but the issue is not considered to be anywhere near conclusion. Gidgegannup is 
currently not on public sewerage, so private sewerage systems would need to be installed. That raises a whole 
range of other issues about how a private operator would manage the disposal of sewage. 

One of the other major issues that have been raised in relation to this proposed amendment is roads. The 
minister’s submission to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs suggests that in the future 
Gidgegannup will be serviced by the Perth–Adelaide national highway and, until that occurs, by Toodyay Road. 
Imagine a significant influx of people, say 5 000, who will have to rely on Toodyay Road until the  
Perth–Adelaide national highway is built. Firstly, when will it be built? Main Roads Western Australia in the 
hearings indicated that it will cost about $1 billion or more to commence construction of that. However, this 
government has not put in a funding submission. Where is a submission for in excess of $1 billion to build a road 
to take major traffic? That is just the Perth–Adelaide highway. 

What about Toodyay Road? RAC WA’s recently released “Regional Local Government Areas: Risky Roads 
Survey Results 2014” found that Toodyay Road, from Red Hill to Toodyay, is rated the third riskiest road in not 
only metropolitan, but also regional, WA. That is appalling. That survey also identified problems, including 
increased traffic, poor road conditions and the lack of overtaking opportunities. That situation will only get 
worse with the addition of a population of 5 000 or more and without building the Perth–Adelaide highway. 
Toodyay Road needs widening and it needs treatment barriers. Some work has been done around the Noble Falls 
area but only on widening an overtaking lane and installing some barriers, which was done in that area alone and 
only in response to a very sad and tragic accident on a bend on that section of Toodyay Road. About $3 million 
in black spot funding was allocated to fix that. That is a really small part of the scope of work that needs to be 
done. We understand that Main Roads Western Australia has called for at least $30 million from the government 
to significantly upgrade Toodyay Road from Red Hill through to Toodyay. We hope that the government will 
meet that request and we understand that is likely to happen. 

Time prevents me from discussing a range of other issues that really will affect the people and the business 
owners of Gidgegannup, such as the appropriate construction of dwellings in bushfire-prone areas. No decisions 
have been made about that. Another issue is how to provide electricity to the area. Although the current 
electricity supply has improved, it is intermittent at best. The provision of telecommunications is another issue. 
I do not know whether members have ever tried getting mobile phone reception in Gidgegannup or just outside 
of it, but it is almost impossible. That is of critical importance, particularly around bushfire season when the 
major form of communication with local residents is through mobile phones, particularly SMS. 

There has been no discussion about public transport or how to move people around this new 5 000-house lot, 
apart from via road, so that they can seek employment and education, and participate in other ways. On that 
point, nothing has been said about school planning for primary schools, high schools and relationships with 
TAFE. If the area is not rezoned to urban deferred zoning, discussions and planning can still continue to happen, 
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and it has happened in the past. Not rezoning the area to an urban deferred zoning will not do anything, but it 
will allow discussions and planning to continue. As I said, that has happened in the past. A previous developer 
had moved to a very highly developed concept plan before having to withdraw it. Planning and discussion can 
still go ahead, but if those discussions do go ahead, we have to ask: what is the urgency to allow this rezoning 
through? There is none, because nothing will get delayed. Those discussions will still go ahead and the 
community and the developers will still have scope with planning. Then I need to put it the other way: what is 
the real cost of pushing ahead with this amendment with undue haste and without clear answers to some of those 
fundamental questions that I have raised? I will tell members what the real cost is: it is in ad hoc decisions and 
half fixes that the community will have to live with for years to come. That is the real cost. I urge members to 
support the residents and business owners of the Gidgegannup district until such time as some of those 
fundamental questions can be answered. 

HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [3.40 pm]: I rise this afternoon to support the 
disallowance motion moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy on the metropolitan region scheme amendment proposed 
around Gidgegannup. The amendment proposes a rezoning of 296.36 hectares of land for a rural to urban 
deferred zone in the metropolitan region scheme. I acknowledge, as do the petitioners, that urban deferred is 
a category about which questions on a number of infrastructure requirements are yet to be answered and 
addressed before any of the land can be developed. However, a number of stages in the process are missing that 
should have happened prior to the department moving to a rezoning. I will refer to some of those processes that, 
if they were to be put in place, may well address the concerns raised quite eloquently by the community in their 
submissions to Parliament and to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. 

As Hon Alanna Clohesy stated, the main concerns of the community are that there is a lack of basic 
infrastructure out there already; a significant upgrade to Toodyay Road is needed, which is recognised by the 
RAC and regular users of that road; and there are inconsistencies in local planning documents and strategies, 
which seem to be piecemeal and ad hoc. On one hand there is the 2031 plan, there is the settlement plan, and 
there has been a lack of consultation on the proposed master plan. In his response to the committee, the minister 
stated that in the past there was a master plan for Gidgegannup, which was informally presented and circulated to 
the local community by previous landowners. Who in the community actually got to see it? The minister stated 
that there was no requirement under the Planning and Development Act for a master plan to be prepared to 
support an MRS request and that, accordingly, the Western Australian Planning Commission is not responsible 
for any advertising distribution of that plan. It may not be required under the act, but if the minister intended to 
make such a radical change to the zoning of an environment, opening the process for consultation would have 
been useful. Just because it is not required to be done under the act does not mean that the minister should not do 
it. 

The main concerns from the community for infrastructure are obviously about roads. There is the potential for 
a significant increase in traffic. Public transport into the area is already very limited, and there is no proposed 
plan to address that. Already a number of accidents have occurred on that road—it is a dangerous road—and 
there is no money in the immediate budget to address those issues. A number of junctions will need to be looked 
at, including the junction with Great Eastern Highway, which is already a very difficult junction.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy mentioned water, which is possibly one of the most key of issues in the current proposal 
because everyone in Gidgegannup is entirely sustainable with their own water tanks. The government in its 
submissions mentioned that it wants to investigate the potential for a private operator to manage sewage and 
recycled water for the residents. That is all very well, but the residents and the City of Swan in their submission 
raised real concerns about the absolute absence of policy and legislation for dealing with a privatised entity such 
as that managing the provision of those services to the community. Therefore, no policy is in place for the 
government to actually manage that, and there is no plan B for if the market fails. If the market fails, what is the 
alternative for that company in the provision of services? There is still no scheme water to the area. They are 
questions that need to be answered.  
I touched on the master plan, which was obviously given to a select few in the community but not circulated 
broadly. According to a number of members of the community, the developer stated during his hearing that he 
was not prepared for significant development costs, but no mention was made by the minister in his submission 
that significant water infrastructure costs would need to be met by the developer. Those costs are certainly not in 
the developer’s budget. Electricity service in the hills is very patchy. I get regular correspondence in my office 
about the continuous blackouts in Kalamunda and other parts of the hills and about the patchy provision of 
power, but there is no real plan to address that.  
I want to make the point that neither the residents nor members on this side are opposed to development in the 
area. Obviously, our population is growing and we need to develop, but I do not think creating more urban 
sprawl to the east is sensible. We need to allow more high-density development. Certainly creating more urban 
sprawl without proper planning and provision for infrastructure for those communities will add pressure to 
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infrastructure that is already stretched. Movement, access and infrastructure all have to be considered in this 
amendment and they simply have not been considered enough for us to approve this metropolitan region scheme 
amendment. That is my view and the view of the community. The community certainly wants to see 
development but it needs to see a government plan and at the moment the government does not have a plan for 
this area that shows the provision of essential services and infrastructure.  
A key part that is missing in this proposal is the structure plan. My understanding of the rezoning process is that 
if there is a move to significantly alter the zoning, a structure plan must be done. The Department of Planning 
then puts that out for consultation and that is what the community and the relevant government departments can 
examine and provide feedback on to the planning department. That gives the opportunity for the community to 
make submissions and for the relevant government departments to then assess the water, roads, electricity and 
schooling requirements to say how much they will cost and to provide a plan. They then all feed into the 
structure plan. A housing development cannot be established in a vacuum, but that is what appears to be 
happening here. At the very least, a structure plan should have been released or it should have been released with 
this amendment. At the moment, the opposition and the community have only half the picture and the 
community is concerned about what is happening.  
I support this disallowance motion, not because we do not want to see development but because key parts of the 
process are missing. They include community consultation and a vision for the area in the form of the structure 
plan. I urge members to support this motion. We want to see the area developed but sensibly, with proper 
infrastructure and proper processes, not the horse being put before the cart by premature rezoning of the area 
before the government has a broader plan for it.  
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [3.48 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to this debate. I state from the 
outset that I will not support the motion. My understanding is that “deferred urban” zoning is a preliminary 
process before it is zoned “urban”. Deferred urban is the initial part of moving away from the current rural zone 
and allows all the issues to be addressed that have been raised today such as the provision of water, sewerage, 
power and roads. In fact, some of the information that has been sent to me suggests that negotiations for 
organising water, power and sewerage are well advanced. Town planning and professional advice has been given 
from the Water Corporation that adequate water can be tapped out of the Kalgoorlie pipeline to supply the 
subdivision. Negotiations are also being held with the Department of Water to provide a sewerage plan on that 
site, as they are with Western Power on the supply of electricity. I think the notion that water, power and 
sewerage are not available is incorrect. Certainly those matters must be addressed before the zoning is rezoned 
urban, and rezoning to deferred urban is part of that process. There was also mention that there is no 
infrastructure in the area. My take on that is that this development will provide infrastructure in this area. If the 
developer puts in water and extra power facilities, along with sewerage, the area will get infrastructure that it 
currently does not have, which is a good thing for the residents of Gidgegannup. This development proposal has 
been around for nearly a decade now, so residents will be fully aware that it has been on the cards for some time. 
It has been explained to me that the previous developer of that land undertook considerable community 
consultation to get it to where it is now.  

I will not support the motion. Rezoning to urban deferred is part of the process, and the minister indicated in his 
evidence that that is the case. It is just part of the process, and I do not see why we should disallow the 
amendment.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.50 pm]: I rise to comment on the disallowance motion 
before us. It will be no surprise to members that I will support this disallowance motion. It is the kind of motion 
that I have put many times before about metropolitan region scheme amendments. I have listened very carefully 
to the arguments put forward by Hon Alanna Clohesy and I wanted to comment briefly on why I feel that the 
Legislative Council should support this disallowance.  

The petition that was tabled in this house on 9 September contained 311 signatures. We know that Gidgegannup 
is a small town; it is not a large region. The 311 citizens who saw fit to petition this government to think again 
definitely represent a significant portion of residents in that area.  

Hon Col Holt: Are they all from Gidgie?  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Hon Col Holt would have to ask the Legislative Council Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs whether the petition represents all of the concerns of the residents of 
Gidgegannup. These things do not often come to people’s attention and there may be many more people in 
Gidgegannup who are concerned but did not get an opportunity to sign the petition before it was tabled. In any 
case, the important thing is that people spoke out against this amendment and asked us to look at it again, so it is 
appropriate for us to do that. The inquiry by the petitions committee—I have shortened the standing committee’s 
name—started shortly after these petitions were tabled, which is good, because it is not often that petitions 
initiate inquiries, but this one did. Therefore, the committee’s members across the Parliament decided there was 
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significant interest in this—enough to cause them to inquire into it. To assist us today in examining this proposal, 
we have a report from that multiparty committee that notably does not weigh in on one side or the other; it only 
asks us to look at what it found, which is interesting. It is notable that there was not a minority report to the 
report before us and that it presents a bit more information for us to make up our own minds.  

The thirty-eighth report of the committee was tabled on 27 November, which gave us a bit of time to review the 
short recommendations contained in it. I think members’ curiosity would have been peaked by that report. Many 
members may have gone to the original metropolitan region scheme amendment “Report on Submissions”, 
which was also tabled in this house, to see exactly what this was all about. By looking at four simple things—the 
petition, the “Gidgegannup Urban Precinct: Amendment Report” from the WA Planning Commission, the 
petitions committee report, and the letter from the Gidgegannup Progress Association dated 1 December to all 
members of the Legislative Council, which I think all members would have received—it is clear to me that the 
community is very concerned about the course of action proposed by the government and the WA Planning 
Commission.  

I wanted to see what the City of Swan said. Being the local government in that area, it would be most in touch 
with the aspirations of that community. Indeed, the committee provided us with a letter from the City of Swan, 
which notes that the City of Swan does not object to this proposed amendment to the metropolitan region 
scheme. That is a very benign comment. Sometimes we hear comments such as, “We really support this. This is 
a direction we want to go. We have outlined this area as a major place of growth for us” or “We heartily object 
to this. This is the wrong way to go. We do not think this is a good idea.” But the City of Swan benignly says 
that it does not object to this amendment. It highlighted the things that Hon Alanna Clohesy pointed out quite 
clearly in her disallowance motion; that is, there is a real concern about the lack of infrastructure in that area. 
How many times are we going to pass a metropolitan region scheme amendment when we have major question 
marks about whether development is appropriate for the area concerned? The people who live there—the 
residents of Gidgegannup—have not worked out what they want to do in their rural zone. They still do not have 
a wastewater system that works. There are questions about the cost and feasibility of tapping into the goldfields’ 
golden pipeline. The residents are saying to us, “Hey, members of Parliament who are making decisions about 
the direction of Western Australia, we don’t think that we are ready for this urban deferred zoning. We do not 
think that they have prepared it enough so that it can be urban deferred so that from now on, planning decisions 
about urban development will go to the City of Swan, not to the state government, and these major infrastructure 
expenses of the state government will not be part of that decision-making; they will fall to the City of Swan.” 

I want to provide a couple of things to back up my position on this matter. One relates to infrastructure. We have 
heard slight mention that water infrastructure is an issue. Hon Rick Mazza seems to think that it can be sorted 
out. We should look at the evidence before us. I have a copy of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s 
“Gidgegannup Urban Precinct: Amendment Report”. Page 5 quite clearly states — 

The WC — 

The Water Corporation — 

therefore advised that it cannot be determined whether it is able to supply water to the subject land from 
the Goldfields pipeline and the service provider for the proposal is yet to be determined. 

It noted that although the proponent has identified water capacity in the goldfields pipeline to service the land, 
requiring construction of pipeline infrastructure from the goldfields pipeline to Gidgegannup through 
a connection at the Mt Helena town site, it still cannot determine whether it can supply water to the subject land. 
That is why Hon Alanna Clohesy has brought to our attention the fact that we may be looking at carting water in 
if the density of population in that area is increased. There is a question mark. No discernible study has said, 
“Yes, it is okay. We know that we can provide water for future residents if this becomes an urban dense city.” 
The report notes — 

There is currently no reticulated sewerage system within the Gidgegannup townsite. 

Members who sat on the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs in the last term of 
government—it looked at the deep sewerage situation across the metropolitan area—would be well aware of 
how complicated it is to get deep sewerage into an area and of the long list of communities that need it. Is 
Gidgegannup on that list? If so, how far up that list is it? These questions arose when I read this report because 
of the disallowance motion that was appropriately moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy.  

I also note the roads issue, because anyone who has been up that road knows that that is the road to Gidgie; there 
is only one road. How many billions of dollars did Hon Alanna Clohesy quote earlier? 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is $1 billion for the Adelaide–Perth highway, minimum. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is $1 billion, minimum. 
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Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is about $30 million for Toodyay Road. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I put to members that we have just received the shocking news that our budget has a 
huge deficit because of the commodities pricing in Western Australia, so we will look at tightening our belt. 
I think the entire country is tightening its belt, if the Prime Minister’s comments on the radio yesterday are to be 
believed. Indeed, I do not know where we will get $1 billion to put a road to a little place such as Gidgie. In the 
report given to us as evidence, Main Roads Western Australia stated — 

Toodyay Road and Great Northern Highway are currently operating very near to capacity and further 
traffic is likely to reduce traffic safety and efficiency. 

... 
In relation to MRWA’s lack of support for the amendment, an urban deferred zoning will allow for 
further consultation with MRWA prior to the land becoming urban in respect to time frames for staging 
of future urban development. 

Hon Paul Brown: We reduced the traffic on that road by the retention of the AvonLink on the weekend and the 
new timetable, so traffic going down Toodyay Road has just been reduced. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! There is still plenty of opportunity in this debate for other members to contribute, but 
you know the rules; you must do it within the standing orders of this chamber. Hon Lynn MacLaren has the 
floor. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Hon Paul Brown has brought to our attention an issue about the capacity of that road 
and other alternatives. He mentioned the AvonLink, which I believe is the Northam train; is that correct? 
Hon Paul Brown: From Northam through to Toodyay. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It goes from Northam to Toodyay. We know that that is another controversial issue. 
It is important because there is no train to Gidgie. Hon Alanna Clohesy has mentioned that there seems to be no 
good public transport plan. However, I noted that the committee report states that the government looked at 
buses, did it not? Page 11 of the committee report states — 

Consultation has been undertaken with the Public Transport Authority in relation to improvements to 
public transport. Future development of the Gidgegannup townsite will provide additional demand to 
make public transport a more viable option for existing and future residents. In relation to the proposed 
amendment, the proponent has agreed to facilitate the establishment of a public transport service. 
Preliminary castings for the connection of a Transperth bus service to Gidgegannup, via the Mundaring 
town centre, have been provided. The proponent has also agreed to enter into an agreement to establish 
a dedicated fund for a bus service. 

The government will put a bus service there, theoretically, at some cost and at some point in the future, along the 
same heavily trafficked roads that are already close to capacity. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is a bit like a train to Ellenbrook.  
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The member may well say that, and indeed she has. I am sure that other members 
will also say that. 
Finally, when Hon Alanna Clohesy says that this future development has infrastructure problems, I concur. 
When Hon Alanna Clohesy and Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson, who both represent that region and well know that 
there are issues in that region, say that the community is not behind this, I believe that they are saying the truth. 
Indeed, I believe that if we were to disallow this amendment, there would be nothing to lose and everything to 
gain. The fundamental planning principle that the Greens believe in is that we need to have the community 
behind us. A decision such as this to increase urban density and to create a little town centre out at Gidgie is, on 
the face of it, fraught with difficulties in getting infrastructure through, and it absolutely has to have the 
community behind it. If there is support for development in that region but the community needs a bit more time 
to consider it and to progress other plans in the wings, such as the rural plan, before taking the step of going to 
urban deferred, I put it to members that this is the time to defer this amendment. This is the time for the 
Legislative Council to say, “Wait a second; I know the Planning Commission is going in this direction, but the 
residents of that area don’t want to do it”. The evidence that we have is that the Water Corporation and 
Main Roads have both raised serious objections to the plan, and I think we need to take those objections 
seriously. At this point we need to advise the Western Australian Planning Commission, through the 
disallowance of this amendment, that it is not yet time to make the Gidgegannup precinct urban deferred. Indeed, 
what we should do is take this back to the community and those agencies for feasibility studies of the 
infrastructure that is required and the bigger picture of how we want our city to develop.  
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Where are we going to create these urban centres on the fringes of our city? If I were involved in that community 
consultation as a member of the community of Gidgegannup, I would say, “We don’t want much sprawl up here; 
we want some barriers between us and the metropolitan region, and we want to secure forever a portion of land 
between Gidgegannup and the City of Perth so that we are not sprawling out into the hills forever in this 
obsession with urban development. Instead, we want to protect and preserve some of the really magical 
environment in this area.” The community has highlighted three priority floras and some wetlands and 
damplands in that area. The community wants to protect some of that and to lock it away for future generations, 
and then look at where it can have dense development beyond that. That would be sustainable planning and 
sustainable development, and I truly do believe that it would have the community behind it. From what we have 
heard from that region, the community is prepared to embrace development, but it wants it to be sensible, 
sustainable and timely so that everyone can look forward to a planning decision that everyone is on board with. 
For that reason, I support this disallowance. 
HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [4.07 pm]: I rise in my 
capacity as the minister representing the Minister for Planning in this house, and also acknowledge that I am 
a member for the East Metropolitan Region and consequently have an interest in this area. All the arguments that 
I have heard so far are arguments about why people might not want to go to urban development, rather than why 
people might not want to go to urban deferred. Although people are saying, “We’re not opposed to urban 
development in Gidgegannup”, what we are hearing from members opposite is that people are saying that they 
are opposed to it, and that somehow or other the easiest way to knock it out is to not allow us to go to urban 
deferred, which is where all the things that people have been talking about actually get sorted out, assessed and 
determined. 

I am actually quite pleased that Hon Alanna Clohesy has raised with the Legislative Council her concerns about 
metropolitan region scheme amendment 1239/41, because it gives us a chance to clear up some of the 
misinformation we have heard today. The amendment seeks to re-zone approximately 296 hectares of land in the 
Gidgegannup area from rural to urban deferred, under the metropolitan region scheme. Urban deferred is an 
intermediate zone that provides a strong indication that the land in question is physically and locationally 
suitable for urban purposes, although certain requirements have to be met before the Western Australian 
Planning Commission will agree to the land being transferred to the urban zone. All the issues that the member 
has raised have to be met for the zoning to progress from urban deferred to urban development. This amendment 
is only at the start of the planning process required to get the site ready for future urban development. There are 
several other statutory planning requirements dealing with various levels of detail that need to be undertaken 
before urban development can begin on the ground, including opportunities for public consultation. It may take 
quite a few years before dwellings are actually constructed. There is no question that there will be plenty of 
opportunities for community consultation in that process.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy tabled a petition in the Council about potential unresolved impediments and plans for the 
provision of basic infrastructure including water, sewerage, roads, electricity and telecommunications. Those 
same comments were reiterated in this chamber today. I assure the Council that due regard has been given to 
those matters. I will now explain more fully the background to the Gidgegannup metropolitan region scheme 
amendment and the progress of the planning process so far. An urban deferred zone is considered more 
appropriate than to go straight to urban zoning, because there are servicing issues, such as the provision of water 
and wastewater, and regional road issues, such as the upgrade of Toodyay Road, that need to be addressed prior 
to the land being developed for urban purposes. These issues have been recognised and clearly documented 
throughout the amendment process. In the identification of urban deferred land it is normal practice that there are 
certain issues that need to be considered before the transfer of that land to urban zoning. The amendment was 
advertised for public submissions from 14 December 2012 until 22 March 2013, and 25 submissions were 
received. Twelve of those submissions were general comments, 11 were objecting submissions and two were 
supporting submissions. Six submissions requested a hearing, and hearings were undertaken on the 
26 September 2013. The main concerns and/or issues raised in the submissions and requests for hearings that 
required further consideration related to the strategic planning context, general development issues and water and 
wastewater provision. The WAPC regarded the submissions and hearings and recommended that the amendment 
should proceed to Parliament for finalisation with no modifications. The issues raised in the member’s petition 
and the reasons she has given for the disallowance of the amendment are similar to the issues raised in the 
submissions that were not supported by the evidence and information available. The proposal was considered by 
cabinet on 5 May 2014 and by the Governor, who supported the amendment, on 13 May 2014. The Minister for 
Planning and I tabled the amendment in the Legislative Assembly and Legislative Council on 19 June 2014.  

I will address the points of contention in the petition tabled by Hon Alanna Clohesy and the concerns raised in 
the submission lodged by the Gidgegannup Progress Association, which it elaborated on at a hearing on the 
amendment. Firstly, the member’s comment that there are issues relating to unresolved impediments and no firm 
plans for the provision of basic infrastructure including water, sewerage, electricity and telecommunications. As 
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I have mentioned, the issues of water and sewerage are clearly recognised in the amendment documents. The 
provision of water and sewerage is a prerequisite that needs to be addressed before the site can be zoned urban in 
the future. Those are the Hon Rick Mazza’s comments and they indicate that he is well and truly across this 
issue—the planning stage of this area.  

In relation to the issue of water supply, the Water Corporation raised no objections to the amendment and 
advised that future detailed water planning is required to enable the corporation to undertake an assessment of 
the detailed proposal, and a comprehensive review will be undertaken of the goldfields pipeline to evaluate the 
provision of a bulk water supply from the pipeline to the proposed development. It is acknowledged that that has 
to be done. 

There is currently no reticulated sewerage within the Gidgegannup town site and on-site effluent disposal 
systems are used. A private wastewater treatment system has been investigated using a membrane bioreactor 
treatment plant with wastewater collection and distribution via an underground gravity-feed sewer pipe system. 
It is anticipated that the plant will provide recycled water for distribution via a third pipe network for  
non-potable applications such as toilet flushing, garden watering and open-space irrigation. This private 
wastewater system will need to be licensed by the Economic Regulation Authority in the future. This method of 
providing sewerage has been tested at the Point Grey residential development in the Peel region, which has been 
approved by the Economic Regulation Authority. The Department of Water has assessed a draft district water 
management strategy, which forms the basis of consideration of the future provision of private water and 
wastewater services for the site. It also assessed the technical feasibility of the proposed private water and 
wastewater infrastructure and raised no objections to the progression of the proposed urban deferred zone. 

The final district water management strategy and related investigations will need to be agreed to by relevant state 
government agencies and the City of Swan before the transfer of land to the urban zone. The Western Australian 
Planning Commission has considered the existing Parkerville and Stoneville urban deferred sites in the 
assessment of this proposed amendment. Importantly, preliminary investigations and discussions between key 
state government agencies and the City of Swan confirm that essential services can be provided, subject to 
further investigation; therefore, any comparison between the proposed amendment and the Stoneville and 
Parkerville urban deferred sites are unwarranted in regard to water and sewerage. 

I want to talk about electricity at this stage. Western Power has undertaken a feasibility study that has confirmed 
that the land is capable of connection to the Western Power network, subject to a number of upgrades that will be 
funded by the proponent. In terms of telecommunications and telecommunications infrastructure, an 
investigation of telecommunications requirements has been undertaken, which has concluded that the land is 
capable of connection to telecommunications infrastructure. Therefore, the main contention of the disallowance 
motion that relates to the future servicing of urban development has no basis. This is because the servicing 
constraints relating to water and sewerage have been recognised and that is why the amendment will rezone the 
land to urban deferred rather than urban. This is clearly outlined in the amendment documentation, which makes 
clear and transparent to all decision-makers the prerequisites of transferring the land to the urban zone in the 
future. 

The next issue raised was the need for a significant upgrade of Toodyay Road and local roads. Again, one of the 
documented prerequisite requirements for the transfer of the land from the urban deferred zone to the urban zone 
is confirmation of the regional road upgrade requirements, such as Toodyay Road, generated by anticipated 
future development; therefore, this reason for disallowance has no basis. Prior to the transfer of the land to the 
urban zone, the WAPC in consultation with Main Roads Western Australia will need to be satisfied that any 
upgrades to regional roads generated as a result of future development of the town site are identified. In addition, 
consultation has been undertaken with the Public Transport Authority on improvements to public transport. 
These improvements are appropriately dealt with at the structure planning stage, at which time further and more 
detailed assessment of planned public transport upgrades and developer contributions towards the funding of the 
upgrade initiatives will be determined. 

Another issue raised is the concern that there are significant inconsistencies between the development proposal 
and the local planning documents and strategy. Gidgegannup has been identified as a future town site in several 
Western Australia Planning Commission and City of Swan strategic planning documents for over 10 years, 
again, as Hon Rick Mazza said. The intent of the proposed amendment is to begin to implement the 
recommendations of these endorsed strategic planning documents by zoning the site to urban deferred in the 
metropolitan region scheme. This amendment is only the first step in that process. In 2002 the WAPC adopted 
the “North Eastern Hills Settlement Pattern Plan”. This undertook an assessment of development patterns in the 
hills and concluded that the uncontrolled continuous fragmentation into rural lifestyle allotments was 
unsustainable and inappropriate. This plan identified the Gidgegannup town site as an area for more concentrated 
development. In 2004 the City of Swan adopted the Gidgegannup rural strategy. This strategy promotes the 
development of the Gidgegannup town site in accordance with the recommendations of the “North Eastern Hills 
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Settlement Pattern Plan”. The strategy envisages a rural village with the provision of facilities, a safe movement 
network, and a primary centre for the Gidgegannup locality. 
In 2010 the WAPC released “Directions 2031 and beyond: metropolitan planning beyond the horizon” and an 
associated draft outer metropolitan Perth and Peel subregional strategy. This confirmed the development of 
a future town site at Gidgegannup and identified it as an urban investigation area between 2011 and 2020 with 
a potential dwelling yield of 1 500 or more. Therefore, there is no basis to the claim that the amendment is 
inconsistent with various strategies. As I have just described, there has been a long history of Gidgegannup being 
identified as a town site at both state and local levels, and this amendment is clearly consistent with that. 
Comments have also been made that community consultation has not been undertaken on the proposed 
Gidgegannup master plan. In the past, a master plan for Gidgegannup was informally presented and circulated to 
the local community. However, there is no requirement under the Planning and Development Act 2005 for 
a master plan and associated advertising to be prepared to support an MRS amendment request. Accordingly, the 
WAPC is not responsible for any advertising or distribution of that by a proponent to the local community. 
Whatever the case, the amendment has been advertised for 90 days, as required under planning legislation. The 
rezoning of the land to urban deferred recognises the established intent for a future town site to be developed at 
Gidgegannup. In the future, when the land is transferred to urban zone, it will be necessary for the land to be 
rezoned under the City of Swan local planning scheme, in addition to a structure plan being prepared. These two 
processes are both subject to their own separate public consultation periods. At these future stages, the issues 
raised, such as population numbers, density, traffic, environment, water management and amenity, will be 
considered. Therefore, this reason for disallowance has no relevance in the consideration of the amendment as 
there are no statutory requirements at this level of regional planning to advertise the master plan. 
I will now discuss a number of general development issues that have been raised in objection to the proposed 
amendment. Remnant vegetation was raised by Hon Lynn MacLaren. In relation to the protection of remnant 
vegetation, environmental investigations have been undertaken that identify a number of environmental assets 
that require protection as part of the future detailed planning of the site. These reports were considered by the 
Environmental Protection Authority when it was determined that the amendment did not require formal 
assessment under part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. The EPA provided advice on what needed 
to be considered as part of the future planning stages. 
In relation to bushfire matters, a draft fire management plan for this land has been prepared in accordance with 
“Draft State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning for Bushfire Risk Management”. Detailed fire management 
investigations with all key authorities demonstrate that there are no fatal flaws in the future urbanisation of this 
site and that potential fire issues can be managed as part of future planning strategies. 
Finally, in relation to local amenity impacts, under a future urban zone, a variety of land uses can be 
accommodated, such as residential development, public open space, primary schools and commercial centres. 
The future structure planning process will ensure consideration of more detailed development issues, such as 
block configuration, road design, open space areas and public infrastructure requirements, while having regard to 
relevant planning policies and state and federal legislative requirements. This process will also be subject to its 
own separate public consultation. Therefore, the proposed amendment will not negatively impact on the amenity 
of the existing Gidgegannup locality, given that further detailed planning will occur to ensure the sustainable 
development of this site. 

The issues relating to remnant vegetation, fire management and local amenity impacts are more appropriately 
considered as part of future detailed planning stages. This amendment deals with the zoning at the region scheme 
level, which will set the framework in place within which these considerations will occur. 

To conclude, all the relevant statutory authorities have been consulted on this amendment and the public also has 
been invited to lodge submissions. All of the advice from state and local agencies and comments from the public 
have been carefully considered. It can be concluded that the reasons for disallowing metropolitan region scheme 
amendment 1239/41 for the Gidgegannup urban precinct are not supported by this evidence and the information 
available. In addition, the reasons for disallowing the amendment primarily relate to requirements that either 
have been considered or will be dealt with in subsequent detailed planning stages. Although I appreciate 
Hon Alanna Clohesy, MLC, bringing her concerns before the Council, for the reasons outlined in my 
presentation today, the disallowance should not be supported.  

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [4.27 pm] — in reply: I thank the few members who 
contributed to the debate on this important disallowance motion. I would like to pick up a few issues that were 
raised by some of the speakers. Firstly, in relation to the concept of urban deferred zoning, if this amendment 
progresses and the area is zoned urban deferred, it will give the community absolutely no benefit whatsoever 
because, as has been talked about at length, a significant amount of work still needs to be done on basic 
infrastructure and basic planning. It will, however, give benefit to those who may or may not want to progress 
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with this development. The minister pointed out that there has been a master plan in the past and, indeed, there 
has, but that development did not go ahead and that master plan came out without urban deferred zoning. It got 
to quite a significant point of discussion before the developer had to withdraw for the developer’s personal 
reasons. It got quite a sophisticated way through before it was withdrawn, and that was without urban deferred 
zoning. But that is not the same master plan and development that is being proposed now; it is a completely 
different development, which is why more debate has to occur. Residents and business owners have not seen the 
proposed plans for the lots being considered or those that are up for sale. The residents have not been told how 
many lots will be part of the plan and have not seen the plan. The previous master plan showed some boundaries, 
but that is not the master plan we are being asked to allow urban deferred zoning on. It is not that plan. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9063.] 
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