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BRIGADOON — STAGE 3 DEVELOPMENT 

Statement 
HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [10.01 pm]: I rise this evening to speak about an issue that I 
have mentioned before in this house. It is about the development at Bells Rapids, otherwise known as Brigadoon 
stage 3. I have asked a number of questions since taking my seat in this place about the Brigadoon stage 3 
development, and I remain concerned at a number of answers that I have received during that time. In particular, 
I remain concerned about the apparent handing over of environmental responsibility for the area to a federal 
department; about the loss of the original approved plan from the 1980s; and about the failure of the government 
to insist upon the return of the land after the collapse of Bond Corp. The whole development has been the subject 
of great concern from the local community, and for good reason. This is an area of very high environmental 
value that sits right on the river. There have been grave concerns about the overall fire and environmental 
impacts that this development will have, which has been subject to opposition from this community for years. 
Nevertheless, the wishes of the community were ultimately overrun, and conditional approval for the subdivision 
has now been granted. 

I suppose the issue I want to mention this evening is particularly focused on the grant of conditional approval, as 
it was recently reported in the local paper in that area that the developer, Peet, had asked that it not be required to 
return to the Crown the land earmarked for parks and recreation upon the depositing of the first plan, which was 
one of the conditions for the approval to proceed. I therefore asked in this place about the other conditions that 
Peet had asked to be reconsidered and I found, according to the answer to my question without notice 847, that 
Peet is seeking 12 conditions to be reconsidered. The conditions Peet has asked to be reconsidered are ones that 
have serious implications for not only the remaining environmental values of the area, but also the five 
management plans for the area that were put in place as a result of the development proceeding, and issues 
around community public space. 

In particular, I am concerned because this development proposal has been through a community consultation 
process, to the point that these conditions ended up being put on its approval. All those who are affected by and 
interested in this development have had an opportunity to comment on the plan and the developer, and the 
decision-making agencies have been required to address these concerns and comments. Obviously the outcome 
does not suit everyone. It is rare that anything will get 100 per cent support, particularly in such a controversial 
development as this. But the process does ensure that, should a development be approved, community concerns 
must have been listened to and addressed in some manner. I was very dismayed to find that the system has 
allowed the developer to simply ask for these conditions to be reconsidered after it has been through such a 
lengthy process. I was further dismayed to be reminded that there is no requirement for the community to be 
consulted or involved in any decision about any further change in these conditions. Most of these considerations 
will be done at the local government level; they will not be dealt with at the state level. Again, particularly with 
development that has been as deeply contentious as this one, I am very concerned that a developer can simply 
say, “Look, thanks very much for the development, but I don’t like the conditions”, and request that they be 
changed. But the community, which did not want the development to proceed in the first place but may have 
sought some minor concessions in relation to the imposition of these conditions, does not get that same 
opportunity. Should any of these conditions be reconsidered and changed, the community will be left out in the 
cold. At the same time, if the conditions are not changed, Peet has further recourse by being able to take the 
matter to the State Administrative Tribunal. We should bear in mind that the members of the community will not 
have the opportunity to take their concerns about the repeal of any conditions to SAT or any other person or 
body. It is hard to see how this is fair, or a good process. I certainly understand that it must be terribly convenient 
for the developers. 

It really makes a farce of the public consultation process required under our planning system. It is no wonder 
communities are becoming frustrated and cynical and coming to people like me and expressing their beliefs that 
no matter what they say or do, how deeply they choose to engage in these processes, how clearly they articulate 
their concerns and provide evidence or how reasonable their concerns are, developers and government together 
can, and, in this instance, potentially will, roll right over them.  

I know it has been said over the years, and I am going to say it again on behalf of the Greens, that we really need 
to get some proper third party rights of appeal on planning matters in this state. WA remains the only state 
without any third party right of appeal. It is a disgraceful state of affairs and it is about time we caught up with 
the rest of the country. Other states have recognised for years that the community wants and needs an 
independent umpire who can address exactly these sorts of issues. What we have not seen in other states is the 
planning processes fall apart. There is good evidence to indicate that when communities go through the third 
party right of appeal processes, it enables more positive outcomes and better community harmony in relation to 
development proposals. It is simply not okay that our system is allowing the outcome of extensive community 
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consultation to be overridden and yet denying the community the option of appealing further against the process 
and the outcomes. This government has committed to speeding up these processes or, as it terms it, reducing red 
and green tape to realign the goals of departments from long-term, sustainable thinking to being agencies of 
development. But I am saying that that is not acceptable. Development has to serve the community. 
Development for development’s sake is not going to do that. This system is currently denying the community 
around Brigadoon the stage 3 that it wants and aspires to. It has very severe concerns about its safety in relation 
to fire hazards. A system that allows those concerns to be ignored in the final stages of this process simply has to 
be changed. 
 


