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NORTHLINK WA — TRAFFIC NOISE — ELLENBROOK 
Grievance 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.45 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister 
for Transport. I grieve today on behalf of the residents of Charlottes Vista in Ellenbrook. These residents have been 
subjected to unreasonable levels of noise since the opening of the Tonkin Highway extension, otherwise known as 
NorthLink WA, on 23 April 2020. The residents of Charlottes Vista do not have the benefits of a noise wall. If we 
travel south on Tonkin Highway from the Muchea end, we will observe that the lime green panels of the noise wall 
on the east of the highway come to an abrupt end. I understand there is a 600-metre gap where there is no wall, 
and residents tell me that the noise from passing trucks sounds like a helicopter overhead. They awake to that noise 
at 4.00 am. A traffic noise assessment of NorthLink carried out in August 2020 monitored noise well north of these 
residents, with the closest monitoring site being eight kilometres away from Charlottes Vista. Having downloaded 
an app to test noise levels in the vicinity of their homes, some residents have recorded up to 80 decibels from 
passing traffic. State planning policy 5.4: Road and rail noise seeks to ensure that the community is protected from 
unreasonable levels of traffic noise, while ensuring the future operation of transport corridors. These reported noise 
levels do not appear to comply with that policy. 

Residents of Charlottes Vista have been campaigning to have the noise issue addressed for over 12 months now 
and feel there is no end in sight. Some property owners who accepted the offer to address noise attenuation at their 
individual properties received correspondence from Main Roads Western Australia in April 2021. It seems that what 
was on offer to individual residents varied greatly. One resident had approval for the extension of the noise wall, 
installation of double-glazed windows and doors at the rear of the property, installation of mechanical ventilation in 
the roof cavity and installation of ceiling insulation and insulation in the rear walls of the house, while another resident 
was offered just a fraction of that—an extension of the noise wall and installation of double-glazed windows and 
doors at the rear of the property. This resident admits that she felt second class. The second resident highlighted this 
discrepancy with Main Roads and, after further negotiations, an offer similar to the one made to the first resident 
was put in place. These Ellenbrook residents contend that their lifestyle has changed forever. Some have only small 
air-conditioning units because in the past they relied on the breeze coming through, but they can no longer leave 
their windows and doors open because of the noise. The noise is such that they cannot use alfresco areas outside 
their homes; it is impossible to hold a conversation. Main Roads should remain accountable to these taxpayers while 
upholding the principles of state planning policy 5.4, which sets out to protect communities from traffic noise while 
also protecting freight routes in the future. Acknowledging that road and rail noise can have an adverse impact on 
human health, the policy encourages best practice in noise mitigation. 

I ask that Main Roads act in good faith and treat residents equally. Why have neighbouring properties—houses 
that are next door to each other, not way down the road from each other—received different offers? It seems those 
best able to negotiate are substantially better off. When Main Roads sent its noise mitigation offer to residents, it 
included a list of three suppliers in each of the following categories: builders, glaziers, air-conditioning contractors 
and insulation firms. Residents were instructed to select a supplier and get a quote. I ask the minister how those 
businesses were selected for inclusion on that list. I understand that phone calls to some of those suppliers were 
less than satisfactory for residents. One supplier, located 60 kilometres from Ellenbrook, was not prepared to travel. 
Another was no longer in business. Another did only outdoor work and not indoor work. Having got a quote, residents 
were to present cost estimates to Main Roads for mitigation works, with an agreement struck between Main Roads 
and the individual resident. Once residents sign a deed of release, Main Roads makes a payment and work can be 
commissioned. Residents are extremely concerned that they are agreeing to noise mitigation efforts with no idea 
whether they will have the desired effect. For instance, will the proposed wall that is to be built 50 metres from their 
property boundary have an impact on road noise given the uneven topography between their house and the highway? 
Having signed the deed of release, residents are presuming that they will have no further recourse. I call on the 
minister to ensure that Main Roads treats these Ellenbrook residents fairly and with respect. Residents’ hesitation 
in signing a deed of release is understandable given the unknown nature of the proposed mitigation measures and 
their effects. Main Roads should ensure that there is best practice noise mitigation in accordance with state planning 
policy 5.4. I ask that residents not be asked to sign or be bound by a deed of release until that mitigation is complete 
and can be found to be effective. I would like to thank Hon Donna Faragher for bringing this matter to my attention. 
I would also like to thank the minister for taking this grievance today. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [9.50 am]: I thank the member for Moore. This issue 
of NorthLink WA noise through the Ellenbrook area was raised once the NorthLink project through that area was 
completed. The member for Swan Hills, who is not here today, and her office raised this issue on behalf of the 
residents, particularly of Charlottes Vista, last year. I want to make a couple of points. We released a new, more 
stringent State planning policy 5.4: Road and rail noise in 2019. That policy is tougher than the previous one in the 
sense that it tries to better reflect what is acceptable for noise for new infrastructure, both road and rail. We ensured 
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that this road, even though it was approved under the previous state planning policy, came under the new, more 
stringent policy. Of course, the policy lowered the noise-limit criteria for new roads. As a result, the measurements 
will be judged according to the new planning policy. 

There has been a lot of discussion and work with residents. A couple of points were made about Main Roads dealing 
with people individually regarding their priorities for upgrades to their homes. A number of options are provided. 
Individual home owners are given choices about what upgrades they require. On the suppliers, I will follow that 
up. Whether it be for upgrades to homes or recipients of grants, I have had the same issue that grant recipients through 
government processes are not getting people to rock up to tender, or some of the costs have changed because of 
the very tight housing market. The member raised the issue primarily of location of suppliers and I will follow that 
up. The closer the small business, the more likely it is to attend and give someone a quote. The issue of suppliers is 
something I will take up. I think treating people individually is the right thing to do—approaching each householder 
and talking to them individually. They are best placed to make decisions on what they would like to have done. 
On the noise wall, a lot of work has been undertaken by Main Roads, primarily because of the concerns that were 
raised by the member for Swan Hills’ office last year. If members go north on NorthLink, they will basically touch 
the western side of Ellenbrook. A noise wall was built along NorthLink, primarily next to where all the homes are. 
However, there are some concerns that where the wall commences and where it ends does not protect homes in 
the northern and southern areas enough. There are a couple of reasons. The noise wall was built where the homes 
were but the area is not flat and the topography is such that there are some hills in the area. As a result, there has 
been concern about some of the noise levels that reach residents, as I said, in both the northern and southern areas. 
Main Roads has been working on developing some additional noise walls in that area, which has been communicated, 
and how those noise walls could be constructed to try to prevent the distribution of noise to households. There was 
a discussion about whether we just extend the existing wall or where we could place it to try to prevent noise levels 
from reaching households. I think Main Roads has nearly finalised the design, and consultation on the proposals 
either has started or is about to start. The aim is to get the placement correct to try to prevent the distribution of noise. 
Possibly, we will not just extend the existing wall because that may not prevent noise from getting to households. 
As I said, a lot of work has been done on extending the noise walls to prevent further impact. 
I thank the member for the grievance. As I said, managing noise from roads and rail, whether it be industrial or 
commuter, is a factor when we build new infrastructure. It is interesting that we have strengthened the policy to 
try to protect households. I think the original policy, for example, did not require the infrastructure builders to 
acknowledge the existence of two-storey homes. We have strengthened the policy to better protect households when 
we are building road and rail. Sometimes it is only when the project is up and running in a normal way that we 
start to hear some of the noise distribution in those areas. The call for noise walls and noise protection, as well as 
school bus services, are the two biggest issues we talk about in the office. People are very concerned about those 
issues throughout the state. People want noise walls along existing infrastructure. Our policy requires the building 
of noise walls for new infrastructure. I think about some of the homes that back on to some of the older rail lines 
and some of the policies in the past that really did not reflect modern practices. 
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