Statutory Planning Committee
Notice is hereby given that the next meeting of the
Statutory Planning Committee will be held on:

Tuesday 24 January 2012
9.00 am
Level 2, Room 2.40
One40 William Street
Perth

Noelene Jennings
Executive Director, Governance and People Services

Please convey apologies to Christina Sanders on 655-19053 or email
christina.sanders@planning.wa.gov.au
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Statutory Planning Committee
Membership:
Member

Representation –
Planning and Development Act 2005

Term of office ends

Mr Gary Prattley

Chairperson, WAPC
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(a)

20/4/2013

Ms Sue Burrows

Nominee of the Director General,
Department of Planning
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(b)

Ex-officio

Ms Elizabeth Taylor

Community representative
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(d)

1/2/2012

Mr Ian Holloway

Professions representative
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(e)

1/2/2012

Mayor Carol Adams

Local Government representative
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(f)

1/2/2012

Cr Corinne MacRae

WAPC Nominee
Schedule 2 clause 4(2)(g)

1/2/2012

Mr Henty Farrar

Regional Minister nominee
Schedule 2 clause 4(3)

26/9/2013

Quorum: 4
In accordance with the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) Standing Orders
2009, 3.7 - Quorum for meetings:
(2) A quorum for a meeting of a committee is at least 50% of the number of offices
(whether vacant or not) of members of the committee.
Role:
Schedule 2(4)(4) of the Planning and Development Act 2005
The Statutory Planning Committee is the WAPC’s regulatory decision-making body and
performs such of the statutory planning functions of the WAPC under the Planning and
Development Act 2005 and Part II of the Strata Titles Act 1985 as are delegated to the
Statutory Planning Committee under section 16 and such other functions as are delegated
to it under that section. These functions include approval of the subdivision of land,
approval of leases and licenses, approval of strata schemes, advice to the Minister for
Planning on local planning schemes and scheme amendments, and the determination of
certain development applications under the Metropolitan Region Scheme.
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Delegated Authority
2.1 Power to determine applications for approval to commence and carry out
development lodged with or referred to the WAPC pursuant to the provisions of a
region scheme.
2.2 Power to approve detailed plans requiring the subsequent approval of the WAPC as
a condition of development approval pursuant to the provisions of a region scheme
and power to confirm that conditions imposed by the WAPC on a development
approval pursuant to the provisions of a region scheme have been complied with.
2.3 Power to determine whether or not proposals and the ongoing implementation of a
region scheme comply with conditions (if any) applied pursuant to sections 48F and
48J of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.
2.4 Power to determine whether or not applications to commence and carry out
development are of State or regional importance, or in the public interest, pursuant to
any resolution of the WAPC made under a region scheme requiring such
determination.
2.5 Power to request the Minister for Planning to approve the WAPC disregarding the
advice of the Swan River Trust in whole or in part in relation to the approval of
development of land within the Riverbank or Development Control Area as defined
under the Swan and Canning Rivers Management Act 2006 where the determining
authority is the WAPC.
2.6 All functions if the WAPC as set out in (i) Sections 14(a), 14(c), 34, 97, 98, 100, 104, 105, 106, 107, 109, 110, 111, 134,
135, 136, 138, 139, 140, 142, 143, 144, 145, 147, 151, 153, 154, 157, 169, 185,
214, 215, 216 of the Act;
(ii) Town Planning Regulations 1967;
(iii) Regulations 21, 22, 24 and 27 of the Planning and Development Regulations
2009;
(iv) Strata Titles Act 1985 or the provisions of a strata or survey-strata scheme;
(v) Strata Titles General Regulations 1996;
(vi) Section 52 and section 85 of the Land Administration Act 1997;
(vii) Section 40 of the Liquor Control Act 1988;
(viii) Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act 2005.
2.7 Power to determine requests for variations to plans of subdivision where WAPC
approval is required pursuant to the provisions of an approved local planning
scheme.
2.8 Power to provide comment on and grant approval to plans known generally as outline
development plans, structure plans and similar plans, and to planning policies and
similar documents or amendments thereto, requiring the approval or endorsement of
the WAPC pursuant to the provisions of a local planning scheme.
2.9 Power to provide comments or advice on behalf of the WAPC to a local government
or a redevelopment authority where a provision of a local planning scheme or a
redevelopment scheme requires comments from the WAPC.
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2.10 Power to execute and accept the benefit of easements in gross, covenants in gross,
records on title and other instruments for dealings in land for subdivisions, strata
subdivisions and developments in accordance with any applicable policy and
legislation.
2.11 Power to make recommendations to the Minister for Planning in relation to requests
from local governments to expend monies paid by subdividing land owners in lieu of
setting aside free of cost to the Crown, areas of land for public open space, where
such recommendations are in accordance with WAPC policy.
2.12 Power to determine whether or not a proposal is likely to have a significant effect on
the environment pursuant to section 38(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986
and to refer such proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority.
2.13 Power to waive or clear conditions affixed as conditions of approval.
2.14 Power to endorse diagrams and plans of survey and deposited plans involving the
acquisition and resumption of land created pursuant to Part 11 of the Act and the
Land Administration Act 1997.
2.15 Power to advise the Minister for Planning on any appeal or matter arising therefrom
pursuant to Part 14 of the Act.
2.16 Power to defend and otherwise deal with applications for review lodged with the
State Administrative Tribunal and to appeal, defend, respond and otherwise deal with
any matter that may be appealed to the Supreme Court on a question of law.
2.17 Power to defend, respond, appeal and otherwise deal with legal proceedings.
2.18 Power to prepare and approve, subject to the prior approval of the Minister for
Planning, policies relating to planning matters and/or the functions of the WAPC,
save and except for State Planning Policies under Part 3 of the Act.
2.19 Power to determine matters under Regional Interim Development Orders.

This meeting is not open to members of the public.
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RELEVANT INFORMATION FOR MEMBERS
Disclosure of interests
In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005 and Part 6 of the Standing Orders
2009, members of Committees (and certain employees) are required to disclose the following
types of interests that they have or persons closely associated to them, have:


direct and indirect pecuniary interests (financial);



proximity interests (location); and



impartiality interests (relationship).

A “direct pecuniary interest” means a relevant person’s interest in a matter where it is reasonable
to expect that the matter if dealt with by the board or a Committee, or an employee in a particular
way, will result in a financial gain, loss, benefit or detriment for the person.
An “indirect pecuniary interest” means a relevant person’s interest in a matter where a financial
relationship exists between that person and another person who requires a board or Committee
decision in relation to the matter.
A “proximity interest” means a relevant person’s interest in a matter if the matter concerns (i)

a proposed change to a planning scheme affecting land that adjoins the person’s land;

(ii)

a proposed change to the zoning or use of land that adjoins the person’s land; or

(iii)

a proposed development, maintenance or management of the land or of services or facilities
on the land that adjoins the person’s land.

An “Impartiality interest” means an interest that could, or could reasonably be perceived to,
adversely affect the impartiality of the member having the interest and includes an interest arising
from kinship, friendship, partnership or membership of an association or an association with any
decision making process relating to a matter for discussion before the board or a Committee.
Members disclosing any pecuniary or proximity interests for an item can not participate in
discussion or the decision making procedure relating to the item and must leave the meeting room
during the discussion of the item. Members disclosing an impartiality interest in an item must also
leave the room during the discussion or the decision making procedure relating to the item unless
the Committee, by formal resolution, allows the member to remain. The reason to allow a member
to remain must be stated in the formal resolution and will be minuted.
Disclosure of representations
Where a member has had verbal communication with or on behalf of a person with an interest in a
matter which is before a meeting, the member is to disclose the interest.
Where a member is in receipt of relevant written material (including email) from or on behalf of a
person with an interest in a matter which is before a meeting, the member is to table the material at
the meeting for the information of members and relevant employees.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS
1.

Declaration of opening

2.

Apologies

3.

Members on leave of absence and applications for leave of absence

4.

Disclosure of interests

5.

Declaration of due consideration

6.

Deputations and presentations
6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4

Scheme Amendment No. 15 to District Planning Scheme No. 2 (Jindee
Innovation Project) (Estates Development Company) (refers item 10.4)
Survey Strata Lots Kurra Street, Newman (Kurra at Newman Pty Ltd) (refers
item 9.12)
Cockburn Gateways Shopping Centre Stage 3 Expansion (TPG Town Planning
and Urban Design) (refers item 9.9)
Town of Kwinana Town Planning Scheme No. 2 (Town of Kwinana) (refers item
10.2)

7.

Announcements by the Chairperson
communication from the WAPC

of

8.

Confirmation of minutes of 13 December 2011

9.

Reports (see attached index of reports)

the

board

and

10. Confidential items (see attached index of reports)
11. General business
12. Items for consideration at a future meeting
Item No
7438.11.1

Report
Directions 2031

Request
Planning Director - 2031 to
brief the Committee after
WAPC/SPC workshop on
3 October 2011

Report Required by
To be advised

13. Closure - next meeting to be held on 14 February 2012

AGENDA PAGE 6

Statutory Planning Committee
Minutes
of ordinary meeting 7450
held on Tuesday 13 December 2011

Attendance
Members
Mr Gary Prattley
Mayor Carol Adams
Mr Henty Farrar
Mr Ian Holloway
Cr Corinne MacRae
Ms Elizabeth Taylor

WAPC Chairman (Presiding Member)
Local Government nominee (from 10.50 am)
Regional Minister’s nominee
Professional representative
WAPC nominee
Community representative

Officers
Ms Lindsay Baxter
Ms Anika Chhabra
Mr Shau Chong
Ms Hannah Clowes
Ms Natalie Cox
Ms Cath Meaghan
Mr Craig Shepherd
Mr Mark Szabo
Mr Dom White

Department of Planning
Acting Executive Director, Perth and Peel Planning
Senior Planning Officer Metro Planning Central
Planning Manager Metro Planning Central
Senior Project Planner Metro Planning South West
Senior Project Planner Schemes and Appeals
Director Wheatbelt Planning
Acting Director – Metropolitan South East
Planning Manager, Independent Planning Reviewer
Committee Support Officer

Observers
Mr Chris Donnelly
Mr Neil Parsons
Mr Deon van der Linde
Mr Peter Varelis

Urbis (Item 6.2)
City of Stirling (Item 6.1)
Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale (Item 6.2)
Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale (Item 6.2)

Presenters
Mr Kim Doepel
Mr Remo Formato
Mr Nino Gangemi
Mr Paul Gangemi
Mr Ray Hearon
Ms Jenni Wong
Mr Craig Wansbrough

Committee Support
Ms Christina Sanders

Doepel Marsh Architects & Planners (Item 6.3)
City of Stirling (Item 6.1)
Landowner (Item 6.3)
Landowner (Item 6.3)
Urbis (Item 6.2)
City of Stirling (Item 6.1)
Serpentine Jarrahdale Water Sensitive Urban Design
(Item 6.2)

Committee Support Officer - Department of Planning
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of ordinary meeting 7450
held on Tuesday 13 December 2011

7450.1

Declaration of Opening
The Presiding Member declared the meeting open at 10.45 am,
acknowledged the traditional owners and custodians of the land on which the
meeting is taking place and welcomed Members.

7450.2

Apologies
Ms Sue Burrows

7450.3

Nominee of the Director General, Department of
Planning

Members on Leave of Absence and Applications for Leave of Absence
Nil.

7450.4

Disclosure of Interests
Nil.

7450.5

Declaration of Due Consideration
No declarations were made.

Moved to Item 8.1.

7450.6

Deputations and Presentations
7450.6.1

Local Planning Scheme No. 3 Amendment No. 5
Presenter
Mr Remo Formato
Ms Jenni Wong
Mr Neil Parsons
Ms Wong and Mr Parsons gave a powerpoint presentation
on Local Planning Scheme No. 3 Amendment No. 5 and
answered some general questions from members. A copy
of the presentation has been placed on file.

7450.6.2

Byford Town Centre Local Structure Plan – Final
Approval
Presenters Mr Ray Hearon
Mr Craig Wansbrough
Mr Hearon and Mr Wansbrough gave a powerpoint
presentation on the Byford Town Centre Local Structure
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Plan and provided clarification on some points to members.
A copy of the presentation has been placed on file.
Three documents were tabled for members’ information: an
Info Note from Serpentine Jarrahdale Shire on the Byford
Town Centre Local Structure Plan; the Byford Town Centre
Local Structure Plan Advertising of WAPC Modifications
Schedule of Submissions; and Minutes of the Ordinary
Council Meeting of the Serpentine Jarrahdale Shire of
27 August 2011. A copy of these documents has been
placed on file.
7450.6.3

Byford Town Centre Local Structure Plan – Final
Approval
Presenter
Mr Kim Doepel
Mr Doepel gave a presentation on behalf of the landowners
of Lot 15 Abernethy Road and provided further clarification
to members.
Mr Gangemi tabled a list of correspondence in relation to
Lot 15 Abernethy Road since 1999 for members’ interest.
A copy has been placed on file.

Moved to Item 9.1.
7450.6.4

Review of WAPC Rural Policies – Post Advertising Brief
Presenter
Ms Cath Meaghan
Ms Meaghan gave a powerpoint presentation on the
Review of WAPC Rural Policies. A copy of the presentation
has been placed on file.
She tabled copies of the Development Control Policy 3.4 –
Subdivision of rural land and State planning Policy 2.5 Land
Use Planning in Rural Areas for members’ interest. A copy
of these documents has been placed on file.

7450.7

Announcements by the Chairperson of the Board and communication
from the WAPC
There were no announcements.

Moved to item 10.2.
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7450.8

Confirmation of Minutes
7450.8.1

Minutes of the Statutory Planning Committee meeting
held on Tuesday 22 November 2011
Resolved
Moved by Mr Holloway, seconded by Mr Farrar
That the minutes of the Statutory Planning
Committee meeting held on Tuesday
22 November 2011, be confirmed as a true
and correct record of the proceedings.
The motion was put and carried.

Moved to Item 6.1.
7450.9

Reports
7450.9.1

Byford Town Centre Local Structure Plan - Final
Approval
File
SPN/0098
Report Number
SPC/82
Agenda Part
C
Reporting Officer A/Director, Metropolitan South-East
Resolved
Moved by Ms Taylor, seconded by Mr Holloway
That
the
Western
Australian
Commission resolves to:

Planning

1. approve the Byford Town Centre Local
Structure Plan in accordance with Clause
5.18.3.10 of the Shire of Serpentine
Jarrahdale Town Planning Scheme No. 2
subject to the following :
a. Attachment 3 - Byford Town Centre
Structure Plan Illustrating Modifications
(plan dated 29 November 2011);
b. Attachment 4 - Table of Modifications;
2. notify the Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale
accordingly and require the modifications be
made.
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The motion was put and carried.
Mr Farrar voted against the motion.
Moved to Item 6.4.
7450.9.2

Endorsement of North Dandalup Structure Plan
File
SPN/0186/1
Report Number
SPC/83
Agenda Part
G
Reporting Officer Planning Manager, Peel
Resolved
Moved by Cr MacRae, seconded by Mayor Adams
That
the
Western
Committee resolves to:

Australian

Planning

1.

endorse the North Dandalup Structure
Plan, as modified and dated 28 November
2011 and presented as Attachment 4 of this
report, subject to the Structure Plan report
text being modified as per the schedule of
modifications presented at Attachment 5 of
this report;

2.

advise the Shire of Murray of its decision
accordingly.

The motion was put and carried.
7450.9.3

Proposed Surf Life Saving Club & Revetment Wall: Lot
2723 Orestes Street, San Remo
File
613-125-1
Report Number
SPC/84
Agenda Part
G
Reporting Officer Planning Manager
Resolved
Moved by Mr Farrar, seconded by Cr MacRae
That
the
Western
Australian
Planning
Commission
resolves
to
approve
the
construction of a proposed surf life saving club
facility and buried revetment wall at Lot 2723
Orestes Street, San Remo, subject to the
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following conditions:
1. No development including fill, building
materials, rubbish or any other deleterious
matter shall be deposited on the foreshore
reserve or allowed to enter the ocean as a
result of the development to the

specifications of the local government
and to the satisfaction of the Western
Australian Planning Commission;
2. The site is to be revegetated using
sustainable, coastal species of native
vegetation to the satisfaction of the
Western Australian Planning Commission.
The motion was put and carried.
7450.9.4

Subdivision to Create Two Residential Lots: Lot 107
Gloucester Road, Kalamunda
File
144503
Report Number
SPC/85
Agenda Part
H
Reporting Officer A/Planning Manager
Resolved
Moved by Cr MacRae, seconded by Mayor Adams
That
the
Western
Australian
Planning
Commission resolves to approve the application
for subdivision of Lot 107 Gloucester Road,
Kalamunda into two lots for residential purposes
subject to the following conditions and advice:
CONDITIONS
1.

The land being filled and/or drained.
(Local Government)

2.

Stormwater being contained on-site, or
connected to the local drainage system,
after passing through an appropriate
water quality improvement treatment
device. (Local Government)

3.

All buildings and effluent disposal
systems having the necessary clearance
from the new boundaries as required
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under the relevant legislation.
Government)

(Local

4.

The existing dwelling is to comply with the
dwelling requirements of the Residential
Design Codes. (Local Government)

5.

Suitable arrangements being made with
the local government for the provision of
vehicular crossover(s) to service the lot(s)
shown on the approved plan of
subdivision. (Local Government)

6.

Suitable arrangements being made with
the Water Corporation so that provision of
a suitable water supply service will be
available to lot(s) shown on the approved
plan of subdivision. (Water Corporation)

7.

Suitable arrangements being made with
the Water Corporation for the drainage of
the land either directly or indirectly into a
drain under the control of that body.
(Water Corporation)

8.

Arrangements being made to the
satisfaction of the Western Australian
Planning Commission and to the
specification of Western Power for the
provision of an underground electricity
supply service to the lot(s) shown on the
approved plan of subdivision. (Western
Power)

9.

All
buildings,
outbuildings
and/or
structures
being
demolished
and
materials removed from proposed Lot 2.
(Local Government)

ADVICE
1.

The approval to subdivide issued by the
WAPC should not be construed as an
approval to commence development on
any of the lots proposed. Approval to
Commence
Development
may
be
required to be issued by the local
government.
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2.

With regard to Condition 4, the Shire of
Kalamunda advises the applicant that the
existing dwelling is to be provided with
two car parking spaces.

3.

The applicant is advised that the
Department
of
Environment
and
Conservation has prepared dust control
guidelines for development sites, which
inter alia, outline the procedures for the
preparation of Dust Management Plans
for
development
sites.
Further
information on the guidelines can be
obtained from the Department of
Environment and Conservation.

4.

The applicant is reminded of their
obligations
to
comply
with
the
Environmental Protection Amendment
Regulations (No. 2) 2000, whereby
vegetation is to be removed shall not be
burnt on site.

5.

All material known of suspected to
contain asbestos is to be removed and
disposed of in accordance with the
Environmental Protection (Controlled
Waste) Regulations 2004 and the Health
(Asbestos) Regulations 1993.

6.

With regard to Conditions 6 and 7, the
Water Corporation policy and practice for
the locality may involve the provision of
land (for plant and works), easements
and/or
the
payment
of
financial
contributions towards infrastructure. You
are advised to contact the Water
Corporation.

7.

With regard to Condition 8, Western
Power provides only one point of
electricity supply per freehold (green title)
lot and requires that any existing
overhead consumer service is required to
be converted to underground.

8.

If an existing aerial electricity cable
servicing the land the subject of this
approval crosses over a proposed lot
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boundary as denoted on the approved
plan
of
subdivision,
satisfactory
arrangements will need to be made for
the removal and relocation of that cable.
9.

In respect of Condition 9, if any portion of
the existing building is to be demolished
to facilitate the proposed subdivision, a
Planning Approval and/or Demolition
Licence is to be obtained from the local
government prior to the commencement
of demolition works.

The motion was put and carried.
7450.10 Confidential Items
7450.10.1

City of Stirling - Local Planning Scheme No. 3
Amendment No. 5 - For Consent To Advertise
File
TPS/0574/1
Report Number
SPC/86
Agenda Part
B
Reporting Officer Manager- Schemes, Strategies and
Amendments
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

Moved to Item 10.4.
7450.10.2

Northam Amendment 28 - Addendum Report (Final
Approval)
File
TPS/0447/1
Report Number
SPC/87
Agenda Part
B
Reporting Officer Director, Wheatbelt
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

Moved to Item 9.2.
7450.10.3

City of Rockingham - Local Planning Scheme No. 2
Amendment No. 99 - For Final Approval
File
TPS/0338
Report Number
SPC/88
Agenda Part
B
Reporting Officer Planning Manager, Schemes and
Amendments
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL
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7450.10.4

City of Vincent Town Planning Scheme No.
Amendment No. 29 - For Consent To Advertise
File
TPS/0450/1
Report Number
SPC/89
Agenda Part
B
Reporting Officer Director, Schemes and Appeals

1

THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL
Moved to Item 10.3.
7450.10.5

Shire of Beverley Town Planning Scheme No. 2 Omnibus Amendment No. 18 For Final Approval
File
TPS/0555
Report Number
SPC/90
Agenda Part
E
Reporting Officer Director, Wheatbelt Region
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

7450.10.6

Shire of Kellerberrin - Local Planning Scheme No. 4 and
Local Planning Strategy - Consent to Advertise
File
TPS/001/1
Report Number
SPC/91
Agenda Part
E
Reporting Officer Director, Wheatbelt Region
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

7450.10.7

Shire of Ravensthorpe - Local Planning Scheme No. 5
Amendment 26 - For Final Approval
File
TPS/0356
Report Number
SPC/92
Agenda Part
E
Reporting Officer Senior
Planning
Officer,
Central
Regions
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

7450.10.8

Shire of Victoria Plains - Local Planning Scheme No. 5
And Local Planning Strategy – For Final Approval
File
853/3/18/5
Report Number
SPC/93
Agenda Part
E
Reporting Officer Executive Director, Regional Planning &
Strategy
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THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL
7450.10.9

Proposed Single
Fremantle
File
Report Number
Agenda Part
Reporting Officer

Dwelling - Lot 1 (236) South Street,
05-50164-1
SPC/94
G
Planning
Manager;
Planning Central

Metropolitan

THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL
7450.10.10

Proposed Single
Fremantle
File
Report Number
Agenda Part
Reporting Officer

Dwelling - Lot 2 (238) South Street,
05-50165-1
SPC/95
G
Planning
Manager;
Planning Central

Metropolitan

THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL
7450.10.11

State Administrative Tribunal Review: Reconsideration
of Refusal to Endorse Deposited Plan - Lot 573 Quarry
Ramble, Edgewater
File
134446
Report Number
SPC/96
Agenda Part
G
Reporting Officer Manager Metropolitan North West
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

7450.10.12

Subdivision to Create 6 Lot(s) for Motel/Residential
Purpose. Lot 721 Jaimieson Street, Ravensthorpe
File
144287
Report Number
SPC/97
Agenda Part
H
Reporting Officer Planning Officer, Central Regions
THIS ITEM IS CONFIDENTIAL

7450.11 General Business
750.11.1

State Planning Policy
Mr Zadeian tabled copies of the draft State Planning Policy
for members’ interest. A copy has been placed on file.
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7450.12

Items for Consideration at a Future Meeting

Item No

Report

Request

7438.11.1

Directions 2031

Planning Director – Directions To be advised.
2031 to brief the Committee
following the workshop held on
3 October 2011.

7450.13

Closure

Report
Required by

The Chairman wished all members a Happy Christmas and thanked them
for their hard work over the past year.
The next ordinary meeting is scheduled for 10.00 am on Tuesday
24 January 2012.

There being no further business before the Committee, the Presiding Member
thanked members for their attendance and declared the meeting closed at 12.53 pm.
PRESIDING MEMBER_________________________________________________
DATE

_________________________________________________________
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INDEX OF REPORTS
Item
9

Description
REPORTS
C

G

SUBDIVISIONAL / STRATA ITEMS / DEVELOPMENTS
9.1

MARINA - ADJACENT TO LOTS 148-154
ROCKINGHAM BEACH ROAD ROCKINGHAM

9.2

SUBDIVISION TO CREATE 49 LOTS FOR
SEASONAL STAFF/WORKERS
ACCOMMODATION/RESIDENTIAL PURPOSE CORAL BAY

9.3

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION - REQUEST FOR
RETROSPECTIVE APPROVAL FOR THE
YANCHEP BOARDWALK

9.4

SHIRE OF COOROW: DRAFT TOWNSITE
EXPANSION STRATEGY CONSENT TO
ADVERTISE

DEVELOPMENTS / SUBDIVISIONAL / SURVEY STRATA
9.5

SUBDIVISION LOTS 4, 5 AND 6 MORRIS
EDWARDS DRIVE, YORK

9.6

SUBDIVISION LOT 201 NORTHAM-TOODYAY
ROAD KATRINE

9.7

ENDORSEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT
PLANS FOR: LOT 4 MCGREGOR STREET, PORT
HEDLAND, AND LOT 2 MCGREGOR STREET
AND LOT 5474 THOMPSON STREET, PORT
HEDLAND

9.8

ENDORSEMENT OF OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN FOR BIG GROVE, ALBANY

9.9

COCKBURN GATEWAYS SHOPPING CENTRE STAGE 3 EXPANSION

9.10

APPROVAL OF THE OAKAJEE INDUSTRIAL
ESTATE STRUCTURE PLAN

9.11

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION - LOT 126
(8) KEAL STREET, BALCATTA
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9.12

10

CREATE 191 SURVEY STRATA LOT(S) FOR
RESIDENTIAL PURPOSE INCLUDING COMMON
PROPERTY: KURRA STREET, NEWMAN

CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS
B – LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANNING SCHEMES/AMENDMENTS

E

10.1

CITY OF ROCKINGHAM - LOCAL PLANNING
SCHEME NO.2 AMENDMENT NO.106 - FOR
FINAL APPROVAL

10.2

TOWN OF KWINANA - LOCAL PLANNING
SCHEME NO.2 AMENDMENT NO.115 - FOR
FINAL APPROVAL

10.3

SHIRE OF SERPENTINE-JARRAHDALE - TOWN
PLANNING SCHEME NO.2 AMENDMENT NO.167
- FOR CONSENT TO ADVERTISE

10.4

CITY OF WANNEROO DISTRICT PLANNING
SCHEME NO.2 AMENDMENT NO.115 FOR
CONSENT TO ADVERTISE

MINOR LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANNING SCHEMES / LOCAL
PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENTS
10.5

SHIRE OF THREE SPRINGS LOCAL PLANNING
SCHEME NO 2 - RESOLUTION TO PREPARE A
SCHEME

10.6

TOWN OF PORT HEDLAND - TOWN PLANNING
SCHEME AMENDMENT NO 22 - FOR FINAL
APPROVAL.

10.7

SHIRE OF DANDARAGAN - TOWN PLANNING
SCHEME NO. 7, AMENDMENT NO. 3 - FOR
FINAL APPROVAL

10.8

CITY OF KALGOORLIE-BOULDER - DRAFT
LOCAL PLANNING STRATEGY - FOR CONSENT
TO ADVERTISE

10.9

SHIRE OF DENMARK - TOWN PLANNING
SCHEME NO. 3 AMENDMENT 125 - FOR FINAL
APPROVAL

AGENDA PAGE 31

F

MINOR LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANNING SCHEMES / LOCAL
OR REGIONAL PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENTS
10.10

G

CITY OF GREATER GERALDTON (MULLEWA)
LOCAL PLANNING STRATEGY AND LOCAL
PLANNING SCHEME NO 2 - FINAL APPROVAL

DEVELOPMENTS / SUBDIVISIONAL / SURVEY STRATA
10.11

SHIRE OF ASHBURTON - REQUEST FOR
MINISTERIAL APPROVAL FOR THE
EXPENDITURE OF CASH-IN-LIEU OF PUBLIC
OPEN SPACE
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ITEM NO: 9.1
MARINA - ADJACENT TO LOTS 148-154 ROCKINGHAM
BEACH ROAD ROCKINGHAM
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY
REPORTING OFFICER
AUTHORISING OFFICER
AGENDA PART
FILE NO.
DATE
ATTACHMENTS

Department of Planning
A/Planning Manager Metropolitan South West
Planning Director Metropolitan South West
C
28-50143-1
24 January 2012
1 - Location Plan/Zoning Plan
2 - Development Plans
Waterways, Parks and Recreation
City of Rockingham
No zone
Conditional Support
Perth Metropolitan South West
23 December 2010
315
Development
Adjacent to lots 148-154 Rockingham Beach Road,
Rockingham

REGION SCHEME ZONING
LOCAL GOVERNMENT
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING
LGA RECOMMENDATION

REGION DESCRIPTOR
RECEIPT DATE
PROCESS DAYS
APPLICATION TYPE

CADASTRAL REFERENCE

RECOMMENDATION
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to approve the
development plans date stamped 23 December 2010 for a marina adjacent to
Lots 148-154 Rockingham Beach Road Rockingham, subject to the following
conditions and advice notes:
Conditions
1.

The development the subject of this approval shall be substantially
commenced by 18 February 2015, otherwise the approval shall lapse and
be of no further effect. Where an approval has so lapsed, no
development shall be carried out without the further approval of the
responsible authority having first been sought and obtained.

2.

The design of the marina shall be modified to include the provision of
two fishing jetties which are fully accessible to the public, to the
satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning Commission and to the
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specification of the City of Rockingham and the Department of
Transport.
3.

The proposed marina structures shall be certified by a maritime engineer
as conforming to Australian Standard AS 3962-2001 'Guidelines for the
Design of Marinas', to the satisfaction of the Department of Transport.

4.

All car parking and road upgrades to Wanliss Street car park, Wanliss
Street and Rockingham Beach Road shall comply with the minimum
standards of the applicable Australian Standard and the Building Code
of Australia, to the satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning
Commission and to the specification of the City of Rockingham.

5.

Drainage systems shall be designed and constructed consistent with the
Department of Water's Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Australia.

6.

Prior to commencement of works, landscaping details, are to be
prepared to the specification of and submitted to the City of
Rockingham, to the satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning
Commission. The landscaping shall be completed within 12 months of
the completion of the building operations and shall be maintained to the
specification of the City of Rockingham.

7.

Prior to commencement of site works a modified construction
management plan is to be prepared, to the satisfaction of the Western
Australian Planning Commission on the advice of the City of
Rockingham. The plan is to address aspects and impacts of the
construction phase including staging, construction times, product
storage, noise and dust mitigation, road condition survey, haulage
routes, road reserve repair, waste management, haulage vehicles
(parking, trailer covers) sand spillage, site stabilisation methods,
construction signage, complaint resolution, wind fencing and water
carts. The plan is to be implemented to the satisfaction of the Western
Australian Planning Commission on the advice of the City of
Rockingham and Department of Environment and Conservation.

Advice Notes
1.

The applicant/owner is advised to liaise with the Department of
Transport, the Department of Regional Development and Lands, and the
City of Rockingham in relation to the necessary lease agreements and
the Class 'A' Reserve excision prior to commencement of site works.

2.

The development is located within the Rockingham Groundwater Area,
which is proclaimed under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914.
Therefore any dewatering to be conducted as part of the onshore
component is required to obtain a '5C' licence to take groundwater. The
applicant/owner is advised to liaise with the Department of Water.

3.

The applicant/owner is advised that the Department of Environment and
Conservation has prepared dust control guidelines for development
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sites, which inter alia, outline the procedures for the preparation of Dust
Management Plans for development sites. Further information on the
guidelines can be obtained from the Department of Environment and
Conservation or the City of Rockingham.
4.

The applicant/owner is advised to liaise with the Department of
Transport in respect of the detailed design of the marina structures,
wave climate, navigation aids and signage.

5.

It is recommended that the applicant/owner offer to undertake a
dilapidation survey to all residential and commercial properties that may
be affected by the construction activities.

6.

The applicant/owner is advised to liaise with the Department of
Transport and the City of Rockingham in relation to the preparation and
implementation of a signage strategy for the proposed development.

SUMMARY:
The proposal is for a 500 pen marina with 4000m2 of commercial buildings and 600
additional car parking bays adjacent to Lots 148-154 Rockingham Beach Road,
Rockingham. The application has been forwarded to the Western Australian Planning
Commission (WAPC) for its sole determination as the development is to be
undertaken on land reserved under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS).
Environmental approval was granted by the Minister for Environment for the marina
in February 2010. All referral agencies are supportive of the development. The
proposal is located in an area identified in the WAPC draft Perth Coastal Strategy
2008 for a major tourism and recreation node. There are no planning issues.
Following extensive community consultation, the City of Rockingham (the City)
resolved to support the development subject to conditions. The City also requested
that the State ensure that the proponent is financially capable of delivering and
completing the development. This is not a planning consideration and the application
has not been assessed on its financial merits.
The application is supported and conditional approval is recommended.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section

Planning & Development Act 2005
Part 10 Division 5 Section 162

Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal
Outcomes
Strategies

Planning
Planned Local Communities Developing a sense of place
Encourage Innovation in the Design of our Communities
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Policy
Number and/or Name

State Planning Policy 2.6 - State Coastal Planning Policy
Development Control Policy 1.2 - Development Control
General Principles
Development Control Policy 1.8 - Canal Estates and other
Artificial Waterway Developments
Development Control Policy 5.3 - Use of Land Reserved
for Parks and Recreation and Regional Open Space

INTRODUCTION:
This development application is for the construction of a marina adjacent to Lots 148
-154 Rockingham Beach Road, Rockingham. The marina will comprise 500 boat
pens, commercial use buildings totalling 4000m2 of floorspace and 600 additional car
parking bays at a cost of $36 million. The application has been submitted by Aureus
Property PTY LTD (Attachment 1 - Location/Zoning Plan).
Background
In 1989 and 1991 planning approvals were granted by the City for a jetty
development extending from Wanliss Street. This included tourist related uses such
as restaurants, shops and cafes. The site covered an area of 5000m2. These
approvals have since lapsed.
In 1998 the City revived the jetty project by seeking an expression of interest to
establish a facility which mirrored the 1991 planning approval. In 1999 the City
selected the Rockingham Beach Unit Trust as the proponent for the jetty project.
In 2003 the applicant entered into a sea bed lease for an area of 5000m2 with the
Department of Planning and Infrastructure (now the Department of Transport). This is
for a term of 21 years with an option to extend for a further 21 years.
In 2008 the applicant sought an extension of time for development milestones
contained within the lease agreement. In addition, the applicant sought to extend the
area of seabed lease from 5000m2 to an area commensurate with the proposed
development. The additional area has not yet been formally included in the current
lease.
Outline of Proposed Development (Attachment 2 - Development Plans)
Offshore component comprises the following:






Open pile pier extending 200 metres from Wanliss Street car park;
Limestone rock breakwater 60m wide extending 770m from the pier;
Breakwater component accommodating 135 car parking bays;
Commercial use buildings with 4000m2 of floorspace, located on the pier;
Refuelling, sullage and water supply facilities; and
A marina footprint covering 9.1ha, consisting of the breakwater, pier, finger
jetties and floating pens for up to 500 boats.
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Onshore component comprises the following:



Clearing of 0.2ha of degraded foreshore vegetation;
Expansion of Wanliss Street car park from 52 to 220 bays; and
Provision of 297 car parking bays within Rockingham Beach and Wanliss
Street road reserves.

Minister for Environment Approval Statement No.826
In February 2010 the Minister for Environment issued a statement that the marina
may be implemented, subject to conditions summarised as follows:









the proponent submitting to the Department of Environment and Conservation
(DEC) a compliance assessment plan outlining the timing and frequency of
compliance reporting and any non-compliance with the conditions of the
Environmental Statement;
the proponent submitting a performance review report to DEC addressing
environmental risks, impacts, and progress of best practice environmental
performance;
the proponent submitting a Marina Waterways Monitoring and Management
Plan relating to the achievement of the Environmental Quality Objectives and
Levels of Ecological Protection identified in State Environmental Policy 2005,
to ensure that the environmental values are protected;
the marina is to be constructed in accordance with pile driving management
protocols detailed in the Environmental Statement;
the preparation and implementation of a Construction Environmental
Monitoring Plan to manage the construction of the marina to achieve the
Environmental Quality objectives identified in the State Environmental Policy
2005; and
the preparation of an adaptive management strategy to ensure that the
construction and operation of the proposal does not cause changes to
shoreline movements, width of beach and beach profiles in excess of the
predicted levels.

This environmental approval lapses in February 2015 unless the proposal is
substantially commenced.
CONSULTATION:
The City of Rockingham advertised the application for a period of 29 days closing on
5 July 2011. A total of 452 submissions were received, of which 87% supported the
proposal. The objections raised related to environmental impacts, traffic, car parking,
construction, noise, design, location, anti-social behaviour and lack of community
benefit. The Council at its meeting of 27 September 2011 resolved to support the
proposal subject to conditions and advice notes. In addition, the Council requests
that State Government ensure that it is satisfied that the proponent has the financial
capacity to complete the works proposed and confirm that the City of Rockingham
will not be liable for any works should the proponent be unable to fully complete the
marina. This is discussed in the Developer Viability/City/State Liability section below.
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Fire and Emergency Services Western Australia (Unexploded Ordnance) has no
objections and no recommended conditions or advice notes.
Department of Transport (DoT) has no objections subject to approval by DoT of
detailed design, construction and signage drawings.
Department of Environment and Conservation has no comments to make.
Department of Water has no comments regarding the offshore component. Advice
was given in relation to dewatering and storm water management for the onshore
component.
Department of Regional Development and Lands has provided advice in relation to
the need to excise out the area of car parking within the Class 'A' Reserve in order for
the City of Rockingham to lease/licence the land. The excision will require extensive
public advertising and tabling in parliament.
COMMENTS:
Statutory Governance
The application has been forwarded to the WAPC for its sole determination in
accordance with Clause 13 of the MRS as it is a proposal to undertake development
on reserved land under the MRS. The subject land is reserved 'Waterways' and
'Parks and Recreation' under the MRS. The 'Parks and Recreation' component is a
Class 'A' Reserve vested with the City and any development works on this reserve
can not proceed prior to the excision of the land. Works to local roads are subject to
the approval of the City.
Clause 30 (1) of the MRS requires the WAPC to have regard to the following factors
when determining a development application:1. the purpose for which the land is zoned or reserved under the MRS;
2. the orderly and proper planning of the locality; and
3. the preservation of amenities of the locality.
Assessment against Clause 30 (1) of the MRS is informed by the following:







The proposed development is consistent with the MRS reservations of
'Waterways' and 'Parks and Recreation';
The proposed development is consistent with the objectives of State Planning
Policy 2.6 - State Coastal Planning Policy in that the design has taken into
account coastal processes and environmental impacts, enhances coastal
values, is in an appropriate area for tourism/commercial uses and provides
public access;
The proposed development is consistent with the guidance as set out in
Development Control Policy 1.2 Development Control General Principles in
that the intent of the reservations are not prejudiced by the proposed
development;
The proposed development is consistent with the guidance as set out in
Development Control Policy 1.8 - Canal Estates and other Artificial Waterway
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Developments in that a reasoned and technical appraisal of the proposal has
been undertaken pursuant to the provisions of the Environmental Protection
Act 1986;
The proposed development is consistent with the guidance as set out in
Development Control Policy 5.3 Use of Land Reserved for Parks and
Recreation and Regional Open Space in that the proposed development will
further the enhancement and facilitate the wider use of the reserve for
recreation;
WAPCs' Draft Perth Coastal Strategy 2008 highlights the potential for a major
recreation and tourism node at this location. The proposal is consistent with
this draft strategy;
The concept of a jetty/marina complex has been identified in this general
location since 1989;
Strong community support for the proposed development;
Those objections raised by the community have been assessed and it is
concluded a recommendation for refusal is not sustainable;
No objections raised from referral agencies; and
The proposed development has environmental approval.

Conditions Assessment
Conditions have been assessed as referenced in the Condition Assessment Table
(Attachment 3) and those that are considered fair, reasonable and relevant for a
development of this type are recommended to be imposed.
It is suggested that any development approval should match the commencement
time limit of the environmental approval, this being 18 February 2015. A condition
reflecting this is recommended to be imposed.
Developer Viability/City/State Liability
The City has requested that the State Government ensure that it is satisfied that the
applicant has the financial capacity to complete all works and to confirm that the City
will not be liable for any works should the applicant be unable to fully complete the
marina and all public infrastructure works in accordance with statutory approvals.
The applicant has commented that he is 'unaware of any requirement imposed
historically as a condition of approval by any Authority for the proponent to prove
funding capacity to undertake development. A development is assessed on statutory
approvals required and, therefore, this issue is outside the scope of the project
approval process.'
The Minister for Transport has confirmed that he will be responsible for the sea bed
lease within which the marina will be constructed and the development on the
foreshore lands will be the responsibility of the City. In addition, DoT will ensure
financial capacity with the lessee to deliver the marina works prior to approval to
proceed being granted. As part of the lease negotiations terms and conditions,
development milestones and performance guarantees will be formulated and entered
into by the applicant.
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The financial capacity of an applicant is not a relevant planning consideration when
determining development applications. The financial merits of the proposal have not
been considered as part of the assessment of this development application.
CONCLUSION:
The proposed development is consistent with the designated MRS reservations,
applicable WAPC planning instruments and the strategic planning for the area. The
implementation of Environmental Approval Statement No.826, along with appropriate
conditions of planning approval, will provide the necessary framework for the
development to proceed in accordance with the aims and provisions of the MRS.
The proposed development is supported and conditional approval is recommended.
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ITEM NO: 9.2
SUBDIVISION TO CREATE 49 LOTS FOR SEASONAL
STAFF/WORKERS
ACCOMMODATION/RESIDENTIAL
PURPOSE -CORAL BAY
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Officer Central Regions
Executive Director Regional Planning and Strategy
C
144810
6 January 2012
Attachment 1: Plan of Subdivision
Attachment 2: Zoning Plan and Provisions
Attachment 3: Coral Bay Settlement Plan
Attachment 4: Copy of Approved ODP
Attachment 5: Applicant's response
Attachment 6: Draft Conditions

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to refuse the
application for subdivision of Lot 308 Coral Bay in the Shire of Carnarvon for
the following reason(s):
1.

Inconsistent with the Ningaloo Coast State Planning Policy 6.3:
a. Policy Objective 2. Maintain the Ningaloo coast as an all-seasons
recreation and nature-based tourism destination and limit growth
with managed staged development, to ensure that the community
continues to enjoy a remote and natural experience.
b. Policy Objective 4. Consolidate future residential, commercial,
higher-impact tourism and industrial development in the towns of
Carnarvon and Exmouth and provide strategic directions for their
future growth.

2.

The subject land is within the area covered by the Ningaloo Coast
Regional Strategy Carnarvon to Exmouth that provides a State level
strategic planning framework for the area where freehold subdivision in
Coral Bay is not supported.
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3.

The proposed subdivision does not comply with the Commission's
Policy DC 1.1 (Subdivision of Land - General Principals) that is a
provision of Statement of Planning Policy No.1 (Variation No. 2) - State
Planning Framework Policy for the reason that the water supply scheme
servicing the Coral Bay town site is designed to provide an "in-house"
service only and is not designed to provide a water service to allotments.
To enable the water supply to be redesigned to provide a service to
subdivided land, substantial upgrades and improvements would need to
be made to the scheme which would be costly and time consuming.

4.

A regional planning review is currently being considered by the
Gascoyne Regional Planning Committee through the preparation of the
Gascoyne Regional Planning and Infrastructure Framework therefore,
the application is premature in as much as the current State Planning
Policy and Regional Strategy do not support freehold subdivision for
workers' accommodation in Coral Bay.

5.

Freehold subdivision to create lots in this location is considered
inconsistent with orderly and proper planning as the proposal does not
address future management arrangements of the lots to be created
including the maintenance of public open space and the internal street
network.

6.

Approval of this application will set an unacceptable precedent with
regard to the creation of freehold lots in an area where several high level
strategic documents, all created with a high level of stakeholder
engagement, have advised against such land tenure arrangements.

Advice to Applicant
The applicant is advised that the Western Australian Planning Commission
(WAPC) is prepared to favourably consider a survey strata proposal for the
'Workers Accommodation Precinct' subject to a management statement that
addresses the residential occupancy restrictions as they appear in District
Zoning Scheme No. 11.
SUMMARY:
A freehold subdivision application has been lodged by the Baiyungu Aboriginal
Corporation (BAC) at Coral Bay. Under the current planning policy framework for the
Ningaloo Coast, the creation of freehold residential lots in Coral Bay is not supported.
A survey strata arrangement, however, would be consistent with the planning
framework as a strata company could be established and a management statement
implemented to deal with the restrictions associated with the existing zoning and
arrangements made to service and care for the development.
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BACKGROUND:
A freehold residential subdivision application has been received on Lot 308, Coral
Bay. The application seeks to create 49 lots over an area of 4.42ha. The creation of
an 8559m2 lot to be leased back to the State for the purpose of housing seasonal
staff is part of this application and the development will be undertaken by the
National Lifestyle Villages group. The remaining lots range in size from 284m2 to
718m2 (Attachment 1 – Plan of Subdivision).
The Ningaloo Coast State Planning Policy 6.3 requires the WAPC and local
government to ensure that when determining all statutory planning applications, that
no application be approved which is inconsistent with this policy, and inter alia,
the Coral Bay Settlement Plan.
The land is located in the Coral Bay Settlement zone of the Shire of Carnarvon
District Zoning Scheme No.11 (DZS11). The area is identified as ‘Workers
Accommodation Precinct’ with the goal of providing “a discrete residential village for
residential occupancy by persons who need to reside in Coral Bay as a result of their
business or employment” (Attachment 2 – Zoning Plan and Provisions).
Planning for the area is guided by DZS11 and the Coral Bay Settlement Plan
(Attachment 3 – Coral Bay Settlement Plan). In relation to the Coral Bay
Settlement Plan, the planning objective for Workers' accommodation is to "provide for
the sustainable development and management of leasehold workers' accommodation
for a population of up to 400, including workers, partners and dependants (under 18)
that meet the various needs of the Coral Bay work force”. The Settlement Plan states
that freehold of workers' accommodation will not be considered but that part of the
area set aside for workers' accommodation will be developed as a workers'
community facility and that this may be similar in form and style to a communal area
associated with grouped dwelling development (i.e. leasehold or survey strata). The
Settlement Plan also states that apart from Workers' accommodation, no residential
land is to be released in Coral Bay and all residential development should be directed
to Carnarvon and Exmouth.
An Outline Development Plan (ODP) for the workers accommodation precinct was
endorsed by the WAPC on 25 January 2011 as a requirement of clause 3.5.2.6 of
DZS11. The ODP provides guidance for the future development of the site with the
specific aim to allow for the sustainable development and management of workers’
accommodation and it is stated in this plan that “a variety of land tenure models”
would be applicable. This subdivision application is stage one of the area described
in the Coral Bay Workers Accommodation Village Outline Development Plan
(Attachment 4- Copy of Approved ODP).
On 22 April 2010, the Lands Minister wrote to the Minister for Planning advising that
his department will grant Lot 308 to BAC as a freehold lot on condition that a portion
is developed for a workers village. The Minister also indicated that to offset the cost
of construction and provide affordable rents, the BAC would need to develop the
balance of the lot for residential subdivision for release as house and land packages.
In this letter, the Minister acknowledged that residential subdivision is not allowed in
the Ningaloo Coast Regional Strategy Carnarvon to Exmouth 2004 and requested
that when DoP review the strategy that the ability for residential subdivision be
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considered as part of that review. The status of the Ningaloo Coast Regional
Strategy Carnarvon to Exmouth 2004 review is currently being considered by the
Gascoyne Regional Planning Committee through the preparation of the Gascoyne
Regional Planning and Infrastructure Framework.
In October 2010, the Lands Minister and members of BAC signed a land transfer
document which grants the BAC freehold ownership of about 30ha of the Crown land
identified under the Coral Bay Settlement Plan (now lot 308) for the provision of
workers accommodation (refer Attachment 3). A lease was also signed between the
State and BAC that allows the Government to lease back an area of 8,263sqm of the
site for the development of the Coral Bay Seasonal staff accommodation facilities.
Construction on this site started in early November 2011 as a $17.375million
Royalties for Regions-funded project that will provide 37 seasonal staff houses for up
to 70 workers.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Sections 135 and 138

Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Planning
Effective delivery of integrated plans
Implement State and regional Planning Priorities

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Ningaloo Coast State Planning Policy 6.3
Ningaloo Coast Regional Strategy Carnarvon to Exmouth
Coral Bay Settlement Plan
Shire of Carnarvon District Zoning Scheme No.11
Outline Development Plan

CONSULTATION:
The Shire of Carnarvon does not object to subdivision per se, however is not in
support of the freehold subdivision application. The Council is prepared to favourably
consider a strata subdivision where a management statement and strata company
could implement the restrictions as outlined under the Scheme provisions of the land
which is indicated as ‘Workforce Accommodation’. The Shire indicates that it is not
prepared to accept the maintenance of parks and roads and freehold subdivision
arrangement.
The Shire also requested that a Restrictive Covenant pursuant to Section 129BA of
the Transfer of Land Act (TLA) 1893 be imposed on any proposed lots advising of the
residential restrictions associated with the ‘Workers Accommodation’ zoning if the
freehold subdivision proposal is supported.
Water Corporation has advised that they object to the proposed subdivision on the
basis that the proposal is a significant departure from the planning strategy on which
their infrastructure planning has been based. Water Corporation further advise that
they will not support development proposed in the Coral Bay Workers
Accommodation Outline Development Plan until further planning of the scheme
supply has been undertaken.
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DEC advises that the former wastewater treatment ponds have been classified, as
per the Contaminated Sites Act 2003, as remediated for restricted use. DEC has
requested several conditions that relate to this classification. The plan of subdivision
proposes that areas of Public Open Space (POS) be developed over this portion of
Lot 308. This use is considered appropriate in the context of the contaminated sites
classification.
Other agencies offer conditional support to the application.
OFFICER’S COMMENTS:
The subdivision application is inconsistent with the Ningaloo Coast State Planning
Policy 6.3 as freehold of workers' accommodation and residential subdivision are
prohibited in the Coral Bay Settlement Plan area, although group development is
supported.
The Shire’s DZS 11 stipulates that the use of the land is for a specific group of
people namely ‘Workers Accommodation’. The definition of ‘Workers
Accommodation’ in DZS11 states that; workers accommodation means a dwelling or
residential building occupied by a person who is:
a) engaged in active employment in Coral Bay;
b) the owner (whether in whole or part) and operator of a business having its
main offices in Coral Bay and which principally services or operates within
Coral Bay, where that person is also currently actively involved in the
operation of the business on a day to day basis in Coral Bay; or
c) a spouse, partner or dependant child of a person referred to in paragraph a) or
b).
The key issue for both the Shire and the WAPC, whilst the land is zoned as a ‘Worker
Accommodation Precinct’, which under the DZS11 prohibits all uses other than
‘Workers’ Accommodation’, ‘Community Purposes’, ‘Public Utility’ and ‘Home
Occupation’, are the concerns about the practical enforceability of these use
restrictions. In particular, there are concerns that land will be used for other general
residential purposes, such as holiday homes, rather than provide residential
occupancy for local businesses and employees, as contemplated in the stated goal
for the precinct.
A survey-strata subdivision approval might provide a more robust framework for the
practical enforceability of the land’s future use as Worker Accommodation Precinct,
as contemplated in the stated goal for the precinct. Therefore, if this matter can be
progressed through a survey-strata subdivision process, additional mechanisms,
including both management statements and section 6 restrictions, might be available
to further entrench any restrictions on use, and inform members of the public of those
restrictions, within the Worker Accommodation Precinct.
A restrictive covenant under section 129BA of the Transfer of Land Act 1893 as
requested by the Shire as a condition of a possible subdivision approval is not
favoured given existing provisions in the Scheme regarding ‘Workforce
Accommodation’. (Planning Bulletin 91 ‘Estate Covenants: New Residential
Subdivisions’ states that such condition should be used sparingly and preferably,

AGENDA PAGE 54

where no other more transparent mechanism, such as a local planning scheme
provision, is available).
The application is political sensitive given the Minister for Lands’ decision to grant
unfettered freehold title over Lot 308. As mentioned above, the Lands Minister also
wrote to the Minister for Planning with a request seeking the inclusion of the
residential subdivision proposal in the forthcoming review of the strategy. There is
therefore a strong expectation by BAC that freehold subdivision will be approved by
the government as per the approved ODP given that freehold title was granted over
Lot 308.
Water Corporation's objection to the proposed subdivision is based on the limited
amount of drinking water available in the settlement area. The Water Corporation has
five customers in Coral Bay, all of which are commercial operations and are charged
$6.14 per kilolitre for water consumption. It is considered that this level of pricing
provides the necessary incentive to ensure the use of potable water is restricted to
indoor usage. If freehold subdivision occurred as per this application, the new
customers would be charged at Class 5 Water Consumption Tariffs which
commences at $1.19 per kilolitre for the first 350 kilolitres. Water Corporation are
concerned that without the pricing disincentive, Coral Bay scheme water will be used
for non-potable uses such as garden use. A survey strata arrangement, by
comparison, would enable the inclusion of a by-law in the management statement
which forbids the use of scheme water outside of the dwelling.
The assessment concludes that two options are available.
The most suitable management model would be through a survey strata approach,
where a strata company could be established and a management statement
implemented to deal with the restrictions on the land in relation to who may live there,
who may access the land and arrangements made to service and care for the
development. If this approach is supported, the current application would need to be
refused. The Shire of Carnarvon supports this approach.
The second option is to support the current application; however, restriction of
residential occupancy would be difficult as to practical enforceability as management
of the site would be left to individual landowners and the Shire of Carnarvon. The
Shire could theoretically commence proceedings in the ordinary way under part 13 of
the Planning and Development Act 2005 for any unauthorised development or use
where it appears to be in conflict with the Scheme. A notification on title or restrictive
covenant could be placed on an approval drawing the landowners’ attention to the
Scheme requirements for residing within the development. If approval is entertained,
it is recommended that high level discussions occur with the Shire of Carnarvon to
consider future management arrangements as the current planning framework (ODP
and SPP 6.3) does not contemplate maintenance of streets and public open space
by this local government.
The Department's concerns regarding the proposal's inconsistency with State
Planning Policy, future tenure arrangements and Watercorp's objection were raised
with the applicant. The applicant does not agree with the issues raised by the
Department and believes the subdivision should conditionally be approved
(Attachment 5 - Applicant's response).
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CONCLUSION:
The proposal is considered inconsistent with the Ningaloo Coast State Planning
Policy 6.3 and the Ningaloo Coast Regional Strategy Carnarvon to Exmouth 2004.
Freehold subdivision is not considered the appropriate tenure arrangement for the
land to be subdivided. The future use requires the land to be managed in such a way
to provide only for ‘Workforce Accommodation’ as defined in the DZS. Freehold
subdivision does not allow for management restrictions and does not have the
support of the Local Government.
Drinking water availability is limited in Coral Bay and approval of the subdivision
without the support of the Water Corporation would be inconsistent with the
Commission's policy.
Refusal is recommended. Alternatively, a list of conditions is attached (Attachment
6) if the Statutory Planning Committee decides to approve the proposal mindful of
high level strategic policy and the positions of the Water Corporation and the Shire of
Carnarvon
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ATTACHMENT 6
CONDITION(S)
1.

Certification from Horizon Power that financial and other requirements have
been satisfied for the provision of underground electricity to the lots approved
under this application (Horizon Power).

2.

Such padmount sites as may be required by Horizon Power being transferred
free of cost to Horizon Power, with the locations of the sites being to the
satisfaction of the local authority (Horizon Power).

3.

Certification from Horizon Power that satisfactory arrangements have been
made for the provision of easements for Horizon Power for existing and future
equipment (Horizon Power).

4.

Certification from Horizon Power that financial and other requirements have
been satisfied for the removal and relocation of Horizon Power plant or
equipment located on or near the proposed subdivision (Horizon Power).

5.

Certification from Horizon Power that roadside and block frontage vegetation
clearing required for a power line corridor has been completed to suit Horizon
Power’s requirements (Horizon Power).

6.

Fill/Drain/Easements/Reserves The land being filled and/or drained at the
subdivider's cost to the satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning
Commission and any easements and/or reserves necessary for the
implementation thereof, being granted free of cost. (Local Government)

7.

Drain - Easements under 167 (Local Government) Drainage easements as
may be required by the local government for drainage infrastructure being
shown on the Deposited Plan as such and granted free of cost and vested in
that Authority under Section 167 of the Planning and Development Act, 2005.
(Local Government)

8.

Grade & stabilise land (Local Government) The land being graded and
stabilised. (Local Government)

9.

Fire Emergency - Fire management plan A Fire Management Plan being
prepared and implemented to the specifications of the local government and
the Fire and Emergency Services Authority. (Local Government)

10.

Road - Construction (Local Government) Those lots not fronting an
existing road being provided with frontage to a constructed road(s) connected
by a constructed road(s) to the local road system and such road(s) being
constructed and drained at the applicant/owner's cost. As an alternative the
WAPC is prepared to accept the applicant/owner paying to the local
government the cost of such road works as estimated by the local
government subject to the local government providing formal assurance to the
WAPC confirming that the works will be completed within a reasonable period
as agreed by the WAPC. (Local Government)

11.

Road - Corner Truncation (Local Government) Street corners within the
subdivision are to be truncated to the standard truncation of 8.5 metres.
(Local Government)
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ATTACHMENT 6
12.

Dual use path / cycleway - Detailed plan required A detailed plan
demonstrating dual use path/cycleway design to the specifications of the local
government is to be submitted prior to the commencement of site works.
(Local Government)

13.

Restrictive Covenant - Generic (129BA TLA) A Restrictive Covenant,
pursuant to section 129BA of the Transfer of Land Act 1893 (as amended) is
to be placed on the Certificates of Title of the proposed lot(s) advising of the
existence of a restriction on the use of the land. Notice of this restriction to be
included on the Deposited Plan. The restrictive covenant is to state as
follows:
"No acquisition of land or occupation of any residential dwelling for any
purpose shall occur, other than for the accommodation of employers and
employees at Coral Bay"
(Local Government)

14.

Shire of Carnarvon – District Zoning Scheme The applicant/owner making
arrangements to ensure that prospective purchasers of the lots created will be
advised of those provisions of the Shire of Carnarvon’s District Zoning
Scheme which relates to the use and management of the land. (Shire of
Carnarvon)

15.

The developer to install fire hydrants to service the proposed subdivision as
per the W.C. / FESA specifications. (200 metres intervals for Residential
Zoning) All hydrants shall be identified by standard road and pole markings.
(FESA)

16.

The developer to construct a temporary Strategic fire break for subdivision
stage development. (FESA)

17.

The memorial on title advising of the status of the parent lot with regard to the
Contaminated Sites Act 2003 shall be transferred to the certificates of title of
all new lots proposed in the subdivision. (DEC)

18.

The former wastewater treatment ponds are to be back filled with clean fill
soils to a depth of 2m. (DEC)

19.

Pedestrian access ways, including foreshore access ways, are to be
designed and implemented, in consultation with DEC Exmouth, in a manner
that compliments and links to the access ways proposed by the Coral Bay
Foreshore Plan. (DEC)

20.

All waste and stormwater is to be managed onsite and not permitted to drain
onto the foreshore Reserve 37500 or into the Ningaloo Marine Park. (DEC)

21.

Water service provision Suitable arrangements being made with the Water
Corporation so that provision of a suitable water supply service will be
available to lot(s) shown on the approved plan of subdivision. (Water
Corporation)

22.

Sewer service provision Suitable arrangements being made with the Water
Corporation so that provision of a sewerage service will be available to the
lot/s shown on the approved plan of subdivision. (Water Corporation)

ADVICE
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ATTACHMENT 6

1.

Not development approval The Commission's approval to the subdivision
should not be construed as an approval to development on any of the lots
proposed.

2.

Land-fill including back-filling If there has been any land-fill, including
back-filling, the geotechnical report is to include confirmation that the land has
been sufficiently compacted.

3.

Pedestrian access-way - width to be determined by Local In respect of
Condition 12, the width of the pedestrian access-way is to be determined in
consultation with local government on submission of detailed engineering
drawings.

4.

Where the Water Corporation is the designated Utility Services Provider for
the proposed subdivision relating to water, sewerage and/or drainage, the
subdivider shall make satisfactory arrangements with the Corporation for the
provision of the requisite services.

5.

Where required, the subdivider shall provide service connections, make
financial arrangements, set aside land, grant easements, apply notices or any
other requirements, to protect existing and proposed Corporation assets to
the satisfaction of the Water Corporation.

6.

Upon receipt of a request from the subdivider, a Land Development
Agreement under section 67 of the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984, will
be prepared by the Water Corporation which will document the specific
requirements for the proposed subdivision.
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ITEM NO: 9.3
DEVELOPMENT
APPLICATION
REQUEST
FOR
RETROSPECTIVE APPROVAL FOR THE YANCHEP
BOARDWALK
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Independent Internal Reviewer
C
30-50155-3
30 December 2011
Attachment 1: Site Photos
Attachment 2: Boardwalk alignment plan.
Attachment 3: Options Plan/Summary Table
Attachment 4: Alternative route plan
Attachment 5: Development Plan
Attachment 6: MRS Zoning Plan
Attachment 7: City of Wanneroo’s Justification
Attachment 8: Community consultation summary.
Attachment 9: Distribution of petitioners

RECOMMENDATION:
The Western Australian Planning Commission resolved to refuse the
retrospective development application for the Yanchep Boardwalk for the
following reasons:
1.

The development of the boardwalk is considered to be visually intrusive
on the coastal landscape and therefore contrary to the intent of State
Planning Policy 2.6. State Coastal Planning Policy.

2.

The development is considered to be inconsistent with the preservation
of the amenity of the locality as outlined in Clause 30 of the Metropolitan
Region Scheme.

3.

The development, if approved, would establish an undesirable precedent
for proposals of a similar form and structure within foreshore reserves.

AGENDA PAGE 70

SUMMARY:
The application seeks retrospective development approval for an aluminium
boardwalk linking Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista within the Yanchep coastal
foreshore reserve.
The City of Wanneroo ('the City') previously obtained approval from the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) in April 2008 for a boardwalk in this locality.
The City did not construct the boardwalk in accordance with the approval as issued
by the WAPC.
In December 2009, the WAPC wrote to the City to advise that, as the boardwalk had
not been constructed in accordance with the WAPC approval, the WAPC would
commence enforcement action against the City unless corrective action was
undertaken with respect to the constructed boardwalk.
The City was advised to undertake appropriate community consultation as a
pre-requisite to the lodgement of a new Development Application (DA) with the
WAPC, with any new development proposal having the support of the community.
The City has subsequently undertaken public consultation, looking at the options
available to address the status of the Boardwalk development, including retaining the
existing boardwalk, modifying the boardwalk in accordance with the April 2008
approval and demolition of the boardwalk. The community generally supports the
provision of a boardwalk; however, has raised concerns in regard to its visual impact
on the amenity of the locality. The application to retain the existing boardwalk in its
current configuration is not supported.

BACKGROUND:
The Yanchep-Two Rocks Foreshore Management Plan (May 2007) adopted by the
City of Wanneroo identifies the provision of a dual use path connecting Foreshore
Vista and Compass Circle with a combination of concrete surface and boardwalk
including a lookout close to Compass Circle.
In April 2008, the WAPC conditionally approved an application (WAPC Ref: 3050155-1) to construct a dual use concrete path, viewing platform and boardwalk
within the coastal foreshore reserve. As part of this approval, the City of Wanneroo
provided two options for the construction materials:
Option 1 Option 2 -

recycled plastic planking supported by wooden posts and runners; or
proposed aluminium for both planking and supports.

The City was advised by the Department of Planning that both options for materials
were considered acceptable. The construction of the Boardwalk was completed in
June 2009. (Attachment 1: Site photos)
On completion of the boardwalk, both the City and the Minister for Planning received
correspondence from the community outlining concerns regarding the alignment of
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the boardwalk, materials used in its construction, the elevation of the structure and
the negative visual impact of the structure on the amenity of the locality.
The City undertook a review of the development which revealed that the boardwalk
had not been constructed in accordance with the WAPC’s development approval. It
was also noted that the approved plan required minor alteration at its northern end as
the proposed path crossed the corner of Lot 2 which is under private ownership.
(Attachment 2; Boardwalk alignment plan, showing approved alignment and
the as constructed alignment)
In December 2009, the WAPC Chairman advised the City of Wanneroo that:
(i)

Construction of the boardwalk had not been undertaken in accordance with
the approved plans, in particular, the alignment of the boardwalk had been
altered from the approved plans by increasing the distance from private
property.

(ii)

It needed to undertake appropriate public consultation in the preparation of a
new development application;

(iii)

A new development application was to have the support of the community as
a pre-requisite to lodgement of the application with the WAPC.

In February 2010, the City undertook community consultation by distributing a survey
to residents of Yanchep putting forward 3 options for discussion and comment. The
three options presented to the public can be summarised as follows:
Option 1.
Option 2.
Option 3.

Retain the existing boardwalk as constructed;
Realign the boardwalk to accord with the WAPC's April 2008 approval,
with a slight variation at its northern end;
Realign the central section of the boardwalk to accord with the WAPC's
April 2008 approval, with a slight variation at its northern end and tying
into the existing ‘loop’ at its southern end.

The survey also asked for general responses in regard to issues such as protection
of the environment, safety from anti social behaviour, and access to the beach.
Option 2, which proposed to realign and lower the boardwalk received the strongest
support from members of the community. Reasons for support included that option 2
was visually more appealing and more in keeping with the landscape. (Attachment:
3 option plan and summary table)
In April 2010, the Council considered the community consultation feedback and
resolved to prepare a development application for consideration by the WAPC for the
removal of the elevated structure south from the lookout access from Compass
Circle.

The Council raised concerns regarding the community consultation survey and
considered that the removal of the aluminium boardwalk was more representative of
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community desires than proceeding with “Option 2” to lower and realign the
boardwalk.
In May 2010, the Council resolved (among other things) to lodge a development
application with the WAPC to:

Remove the full extent of the existing aluminium boardwalk;

Seek retrospective approval for the existing on-ground concrete footpath and
lookout from Compass Circle; and

Close the existing access points at the southern and northern-most ends of
the boardwalk and install new fencing in those locations to match the existing
fencing.
In July 2010, the WAPC approved an application which proposed the demolition of
the existing aluminium boardwalk, subject to conditions. This approval is valid until 8
July 2012. It was outlined in the report to the WAPC that the application proposed in
part, the demolition of the existing aluminium boardwalk as the construction of the
boardwalk had not been undertaken in accordance with the approved plans. In this
regard, the City, once the WAPC had considered this development application, would
be able to consider the provision of an alternative access route between Foreshore
Vista and Compass Circle.
In December 2010, the Council considered a removal program for the boardwalk and
endorsed a concept plan for the construction of an alternative pedestrian route
between Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista, for the purpose of seeking public
comment. The proposed alternative pedestrian route was to be located at ground
level within the foreshore reserve adjacent to the boundary of private properties to
the north and east. (Attachment 4; Alternative route plan).
This pedestrian route was the same proposal placed out for public comment in
November 2006 and at that time failed to get public endorsement. With the removal
of the boardwalk, the City considered this route the only viable option available,
having regard to retention of existing bushland in the bushforever site. The Council
resolved that public consultation across the wider Yanchep community be
undertaken in relation to the proposed alternative pedestrian route.
Public consultation on the alternative pedestrian route was undertaken in January
and February 2011. As a result of the community feedback, the Council resolved to
make a submission to the WAPC for the retrospective development approval for the
boardwalk structure.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:

Planning and Development Act
Parts 10 and 13

Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Planning
Effective Delivery of Integrated Plans
Implementation State and Regional Planning priorities
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Policy
Number and / or Name:

State Planning Policy No.2.6 'State Coastal Planning
Policy'

DETAILS:
The application seeks retrospective development approval of the existing elevated
aluminium boardwalk linking Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista within the
Yanchep coastal foreshore reserve. (Attachment 5: Development Plan).
The subject site is reserved Parks and Recreation under the MRS and is located
within Bush Forever Area 397. The Western Australian Planning Commission's
(WAPC) determination is required, pursuant to the MRS, as the development is
proposed on land reserved under the MRS. (Attachment 6: MRS Zoning Plan).

GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
*

Potential resource and financial implications on the Department of Planning, if
the City of Wanneroo decides to lodge an application for review with the State
Administrative Tribunal.

CONSULTATION:
The City of Wanneroo recommends unconditional approval.
The City has undertaken extensive community consultation in February 2010 and
January, 2011. The Yanchep boardwalk has been the subject of community interest.
.
OFFICER’S COMMENTS:
City of Wanneroo’s justification for the proposal
The City of Wanneroo has provided the following information (summarised) in
support of the application;
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

The boardwalk was constructed in good faith having regard to extensive
community consultation.
The aluminium construction is considered to provide the smallest impact on
the sensitive dunal environment and less susceptible to fire and vandalism.
The structure as constructed fulfils its purpose and function in that its material
and design limits impacts on the natural environment and maximises
opportunities for access by all persons, while spanning steep and undulating
terrain.
The boardwalk provides an essential and accessible coastal connection
between residential neighbourhoods as recommended in the Foreshore
Management Plan.
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(v)
(vi)

(vii)

If the boardwalk was removed, this would result in vegetation being removed
or disturbed.
It is acknowledged that some members of the community are opposed to the
boardwalk and the majority of objection is based on the boardwalks
appearance and visibility.
Public submissions lodged with respect to ‘ownership of views’ and perceived
impact of the boardwalk on adjacent property values are not considered valid
planning considerations.(Attachment 7 City of Wanneroo’s submission)

Community Consultation
Public consultation was undertaken by the City of Wanneroo to ascertain the view of
the community on the boardwalk, in February 2010. The consultation processes
focussed broadly on the following three options:
Option 1:

retain the boardwalk in its current location;

Option 2:

relocate and lower the boardwalk in accordance with the approval
issued by the WAPC in April 2008; and

Option 3:

remove the boardwalk.

In addition, other issues were generally considered, including the materials and the
linking of the boardwalk into another existing boardwalk to the south.
The community consultation involved the distribution of 3,650 surveys with 684
responses received. The resulted revealed that 52% of respondents expressed a
preference for option 2 to lower and realign the boardwalk, which was consistent with
the WAPC approval issued in 2008. Option 1 which was to retain the boardwalk as
constructed was supported by 33% of the respondents and 9% supported option 3
which was to realign the boardwalk with a slight variation at the northern end and coordinating with the existing loop at the southern end. 7% of respondents provided no
direction on which option was preferred.
The majority of the respondents supported a:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

boardwalk linking Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista;
boardwalk in the location as previously approved by the WAPC in April 2008;
and
change in the materials and/or aesthetics of the boardwalk to better
complement the surrounding natural coastal environment it is located within.

Based on the above community consultation the City lodged a Development
application to demolish the existing boardwalk which was approved by the WAPC in
2008 and the preparation of an alternative pedestrian connection plan. (Attachment
8: Community consultation summary)
Following approval for the demolition of the boardwalk structure, further, community
consultation on the alternative pedestrian connection path (Plan Attachment 4) was
undertaken in January/February 2011.
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Public consultation focused on surveying the wider Yanchep community by direct
mail seeking comment on the proposal.
Of the 3,332 letters mailed out to owners/occupiers, 556 responses were received.
(16.73% response rate), of which 442 (82%) supported the proposed pedestrian
pathway, 96 (17%) opposed the proposed pathway and 6(1%) providing no
preference.
The City also noted that 35 responses (8%) of those supporting the proposed
pathway also noted support for the retention of the boardwalk. Similarly, 50 (54%) of
those opposing the proposed the alternative pathway, made comment supporting the
retention of the existing boardwalk.
Subsequent to the closing of the public comment period petitions containing 391 and
466 signature respectively were received in support of retaining the existing
boardwalk. Reasons for retention included were current use by the general public
and cost savings. (Attachment 9 Distribution of petitioners)
As a result of this community consultation, the Council now seeks the WAPC’s
retrospective approval for the boardwalk to remain.
Strategic Framework
The proposal is generally consistent with:
(i)

Clause 30 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme, in particular, the purpose and
intent of the 'Parks and Recreation' reservation.

(ii)

The Foreshore Management Plan (adopted by the City of Wanneroo)
providing a pedestrian link connecting Foreshore Vista and Compass Circle.

The proposal, however, is considered to be inconsistent with the preservation of the
amenity of the locality as outlined in Clause 30 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme
and Clause 5.1 of the Statement of Planning Policy No. 2.6 State Coastal Planning
Policy with the existing boardwalk being considered visually intrusive, affecting the
amenity of the area.
Options
While acknowledging the long history associated within the boardwalk and previous
decisions made by the WAPC there are a number of actions that may be taken in
regard to the retrospective development application for the Yanchep Boardwalk:
1.

Enforcement Action/Demolition

The WAPC refuse the development application and take enforcement action against
the City under Part 13 of the Planning and Development Act for undertaking
development not in accordance with the WAPC approval.
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This course of action is not recommended given that the approval issued by the
WAPC for the demolition of the boardwalk structure in 2010, is still valid and expires
in July 2012.
2.

Existing Boardwalk

The WAPC approve the retrospective development application for the boardwalk.
Although extensive community consultation has been undertaken by the City to
ascertain feedback on the provision of a boardwalk in this locality, the results in the
first instance established support for the removal/modification to the boardwalk due
to its impact on visual amenity.
The City has submitted that when the community was consulted on the alternative
pedestrian route (which was not supported) the community had had further
opportunity to use the existing boardwalk, and greater support was shown for its
retention.
In regard to the above, it is noted that a pedestrian connection and lookout in this
area does provide a community benefit and that its removal/modification or provision
of an alternative path will come at an additional cost to the community. The City has
estimated that removal or modification of the boardwalk will be at a cost $300,000 to
$400,000.
While the provision of a pedestrian linkage in this reserve is supported, the current
structure is considered to be visually intrusive on the landscape and does adversely
affect the amenity of the area. It is also considered that retrospective approval to the
boardwalk may establish a precedent for similar structures along the coastal
foreshore.
The proposal to retain the existing boardwalk is therefore considered to be contrary
to Clause 5.1 of the Statement of Planning Policy, No. 2.6 State Coastal Planning
Policy as the boardwalk is visually intrusive affecting the amenity of the area and
inconsistent with preservation of the amenity of the locality as outlined in Clause 30
of the Metropolitan Region Scheme.
3.

Modified Alignment and Materials

The WAPC advise the City of Wanneroo that retrospective approval of the Yanchep
boardwalk is not supported and that an amended application be considered that
provides for a modified boardwalk alignment which is more in keeping with the
previous WAPC approval (As depicted in option 2).
4.

Refuse the application

Although the proposal for a pedestrian link in this reservation does provide a
community benefit, the boardwalk as constructed is considered to be visually
intrusive and not in harmony with the surrounding landscape to the extent that the
elevation of the boardwalk dominates the coastal landscape. This is contrary to the
intent of State Planning Policy 2.6 State Coastal Policy and preservation of the
locality as outlined in Clause 30 of the Metropolitan Region Scheme.
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Conclusion
It is recommended that the retrospective application for the Yanchep Boardwalk be
refused.
While is It is acknowledged that the City has undertaken extensive community
consultation to determine community support for the boardwalk, and that a
pedestrian linkage in this area does provide a community benefit, the boardwalk
structure as constructed is considered to have an detrimental impact on the visual
amenity of the area.
.

AGENDA PAGE 78

AGENDA PAGE 79
Agenda page 94

ATTACHMENT 1

Agenda page 96

AGENDA PAGE 80

AGENDA PAGE 81

ATTACHMENT 3

Agenda page 99

AGENDA PAGE 82

I

A revi ew of th e option s

OPTION 1
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Existing Boardwalk

Develqpment Approval
Alignment with variation at
northern end to move away
from private property and
provide access to the lookout

Development Approval
Alignment with northern
variation and tying into existing
boardwalk at southern end

Construction Cost and
Implications

Nil as no changes would be
required to the existing structure

$360;000 - $400,000

$330,000- $370,000

Environmental Impacts

No further environmental impacts
as no change would be made to
the existing structure

Significant vegetation clearing and
earthworks

Moderate vegetation dearing and
earthworks

Accessibility/Grade Range

Variety of different grades over
various sections up to maximum
of8.8%

Predominantly flat grades with a
maximum of 8.8% at the southern
end - this is a slight improvement
on the existing structure.

Approvals Required

Development Approval only

Predominantly flat grades \>vith a
short section at 7% -this is flatter
than the existing structure and
offers improvements for prams and
wheelchairs
Development Approval and
Clearing Permit

Development Approval and
Clearing Permit

:::l

0..
tl,)

"0
tl,)

co
CD

-->.

0
0

/\

l~

CATALVSE"

AGENDA PAGE 83

CITY OF WANNEROO AGENDA OF ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING OS APRIL, 2011

219

1\J
01
c.J

1\J

Ol

----.....

~

=-==~~"=::-·

IOC.•--...:t....... _. .....

_::.__
DWJ1

SfiJl!J:(QIImW lt ?Ol

.

1:... yt( !)III!Dt»>l.

~

~=

~-=-~~

~
...~-tfW.

d1iEB

1:1':"'1
~

~.-.v.

L

gc!2!
~Oil.I.U~

='2t(lltCWCt(D.t!

4it't
~

Crt'YOl"WANNEROO
'r"'<<J~TCI.UCTUlClC

YANCHEP FORESHORE
CGO.r:..\M'::;II.\101..~
IM'~-:\CU'Ina:MW:.OI'Qr

)>
(.Q

CD
::::J

0.

,,,g p

..,_

CD<'D'.imt l'tE 1.01. tt)OC

0ESG.H PWI NIODW4S

..,

!:t<':11Ct'l

2532- 8- 1 I A1

)>

!l)

-f
-f

"0
!l)
(.Q

)>

CD

(")

-""

:I:

~ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~~~~~--~
IN02..Q4/1 1 -Attachment 1

s

m
z

-f
.J:o,

AGENDA PAGE 84

r.Ht

Ul' tii•O

rmuto

nm::;

!I

·l
·l

L.
-n

8

Hh~

ATTACHMENT 5

CCi"t l

IU11HJ
fi("Uiot

fml

!Uti
IIUI

Ull11 •e

U MMtO

.,...~,,

tt llfl • f

ttf'l1

UtTU•I
U t'JH•O

ft r't1

f4t'fl

hffUitt

lfl'fl

u ru

Age nda page 102

AGENDA PAGE 85

..

T2160-16-.Ai

u

06

.,;•·;/-f'

..,:;·· ...
.•.r'

,. -i:
0

i

I

i

.[_
i

~\ ~
I

1

I
. . J

y

~:
•

~

i

---~J

~:,. i.~"4

l l- -

ti....

'

'l

•..

<9

..
'

Agenda page 103

AGENDA PAGE 86

\
\
\

I
\

I

~l

..
d
~]

~l
~l

:h
.~

JS

~~

I-!

•"'

~i ~

~
~
!! • I

"

~~

l!

r

•A

•I r

~

i

------------~A~g~e~n~d~a~e10.4
~-----

l:

J ~~L

•

AGENDA PAGE 87

ATTACHMENT 6

Development Application 30-50155-3 (MGA ref 370069rnE 6507665rnN Zone 50)
This data is to bo used f or th e processing of subdivision applica tions only .
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ATTACHMENT 7
MRS Development Applicalion - Yanchep Boardwalk and Pathway

(
This application is for retrospective development approval pf the existing Yanchep coastal
boardwalk. The WAPC has already granted its retrospective approval (on 8 July 2010) for the
existing on-ground path and lookout leading to the boardwalk. Retrospective approval of the
boardwalk itself will enable the City to retain the pedestrian connection already provided between
Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista, via the path and lookout approved by the WAPC.
The boardwalk is a lightweight engineered aluminium structure, comprising 10 distinct but
interconnected pre-fabricated 'segments'. In total, the boardwalk is 144.541 metres (m) in length
and consists of a 2.5m wide horizontally textured walkway, flanked along each side with a
continuous handrail supported 1.4in above the walkway platform by angled aluminium bracing,
with stainless steel cabling threaded vertically between the handrail and the walkway platform as
a safety balustrade.
The boardwalk is secured to a number of concrete foundations set into the ground. Along its
more elevated sections, the boardwalk is supported by cross-braced pylons embedded into those
footings.
The existing horizontal alignment of the boardwalk was necessary to achieve a gradual and
consistent ascent from its southern-most (low) point at the existing path access near Foreshore
Vista , to its northern-most (high) point at the path access near Compass Circle. In total, this
represents a vertical rise of 6.081 m over the boardwalk's length and an approximate average
grade of 8.1%. This gradient is reflected on the longitudinal section shown at the bottom of the
site plan included in Attachment 2.
The maximum height of the boardwalk above natural ground level is approximately 5.5m, near its
northern extremity, where it traverses a deep gully between two dunal ridges , spanning
approximately 57m. For the remainder of its length, the boardwalk sits either on or marginally
above the surrounding natural ground level.
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The boardwalk was constructed in good faith, having regard to the extensive community
consultation and planning that had been undertaken in previous years, which highlighted the
need for a north-south coastal pathway connection between Compass Circle and Foreshore
Vista, and which also revealed general community opposition to the provision of an on-ground
path abutting private properties, along the eastern edge of the foreshore reserve.
The boardwalk was constructed of lightweight aluminium material to produce the smallest
possible 'footprint' and impact on the sensitive dunal environment, during its construction,
maintenance and ongoing use. The aluminium structure resists corrosion and is less susceptible
to critical damage from vandalism than other types of boardwalk materials, thereby reducing the
amount of maintenance, repair, replacement and consequential disturbance to the environment.
The WAPC has previously confirmed that the aluminium construction is a suitable material for the
boardwalk and, therefore, that material should not be in question now.
In view of the above, an alignment was chosen for the boardwalk, which differed from that
approved by the WAPC in April 2008, and which aimed to further minimise disturbance of the
natural environment. This alternative boardwalk alignment arose from detailed site investigations
and preparation of construction drawings for the boardwalk, which necessitated an improved
response to local site characteristics. This variation to the approved alignment is considered
reasonable and appropriate, given the scale and generality of the plans approved by the WAPC
and in keeping with the notation pertaining to the boardwalk on those plans, stating - "Proposed
boardwalk location subject to detailed survey & design".
The boardwalk provides an essential and accessible coastal foreshore connection between the
residential neighbourhoods north and south of this point. The need for this connection was
identified as far back as 1997 in the Foreshore Management Plan (FMP) prepared by O'Brien
Planning Consultants on behalf of Peet and Co. for the foreshore reserve adjoining what was
then known as Lot 614 (now the 'Ocean Lagoon Estate', being the subdivision that resulted in the
creation of Foreshore Vista). Council adopted that FMP in March 1997.
The City later reviewed and consolidated this earlier FMP, together with the FMP (of
approximately the same age) for the area immediately north of Lot 614 and extending all the way
to Two Rocks, culminating in Council's adoption (on 17 December 2002, Item PD01-12/02) of
various management strategies and plans depicting this connection.
Without this important coastal connection, pedestrians would need to travel more than 1.3
kilometres along existing roads/paths between Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista, to achieve
the same connectivity provided by the boardwalk and existing (approved) paths north and south
of the boardwalk.
Due its generous width and slight grade, the boardwalk provides a coastal vantage point and
visual connection to the beach for shared use by all. This is particularly valuable for parents with
prams and persons with impaired mobility, who would otherwise be unable to enjoy the same
experience available to persons capable of using the coastal paths to the beach.
Due to the minimal environmental impact of the boardwalk's construction and the substantial and
successful environmental rehabilitation undertaken by the City since its construction, the
vegetation surrounding the boardwalk is now in excellent condition . If the boardwalk were to be
removed or altered, this vegetation would need to be unnecessarily removed or disturbed, either
in part or in whole. This loss of now established vegetation would expose the sensitive dunal
land scape to degradation, in particular from wind erosion, which would take considerable effort to
recover from. These impacts would be further compounded by the need to clear vegetation and
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re-contour, retain or otherwise stabilise land elsewhere within this foreshore reserve to provide an
alternative pedestrian path connection between Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista.
Whilst it cannot be ignored that some members of the community are opposed to the boardwalk,
much (if not all) of their opposition appears to be based on their objection to the boardwalk's
appearance and visibility. This is supported by the analysis of the community consultation
exercise conducted by Catalyse (refer Attachment 11 ), which comments thatWhen evaluating the three options some common concerns were raised.
•

17% expressed concern with aluminium I preference to use wood
"It's not what it was originally intended. Just a simple boardwalk would be better. The
aluminium is horrible."

•

•

-

"It does look unsightly - the construction should have been more timber to tie in with the
rustic surroundings and build beachside, lower around the dunes.

-

"It's an eyesore over the dunes. The elevated section is a violation of privacy. Aluminium
totally unsuitable for the coastal setting."

11% want the Boardwalk taken down
-

"I'm a land lover & the environment should be left alone. It's just an eyesore. Would really
like to see it go completely."

-

"View blocking for present relevant properties & therefore possible drop in value of
property. Too high. Would prefer removal of boardwalk."

8% suggested alternative options such as a bitumen path or dune walk
-

"Unsightly! Unsuitable material! Too visually dominant. Should be wooden at ground
level."
"Although I dislike it immensely, the cost to renovate would be better put towards other
needs. Ideally I would have liked an enclosed path -such as Burns Beach -which went all
the way to Two Rocks & fitted in with the environment. Healthy walking & cycling!"

•

5% feel it should not have been built in the first place
-

"Should never have been built. Prefer no boardwalk."

-

"It is a absolute eyesore and should never have been built."

According to Catalyse's analysis of the community survey results, sentiments similar to the above
were also highlighted as being the main reasons for opposition to the boardwalk's retention
(Option 1).
Relative to the above concerns, it must be noted that:
•

As stated earlier, the opposition to the use of aluminium in the boardwalk's construction is not
considered relevant, as the WAPC has already deemed that material to be acceptable;

•

Western Australian law does not provide a right to a view or recognise 'ownership' of a view
from private property. This position is supported by legal precedent and in general advice
previously issued by the Chairman of the WAPC that- landowners do not own the view from
their land and that planning authorities may take views into account but do not base plans or
decisions on the protection of views from private property;
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•

Comments regarding the perceived (negative) impact of the boardwalk on adjacent property
values are not a valid planning consideration;

•

Comments regarding the attractiveness (or perceived unattractiveness) of the boardwalk are
entirely subjective and, in any event, must be considered in the context of the boardwalk's
purpose and function (to provide access along the coast) and the need for that structure to be
constructed of a material and design, and in a manner that limits its impact on the natural
environment and maximises opportunities for access by a all persons, while spanning steep
and undulating terrain.

For ease of reference, the three options presented during the public consultation conducted in
February 2010 can be summarised as follows:
Option 1 - Retain the existing boardwalk, as constructed;
Option 2 -

Realign the boardwalk to accord with the WAPC's April 2008 approval, with a slight
variation at its northern end;

Option 3 -

Realign the central section of the boardwalk to accord with the WAPC's April 2008
approval, with a slight variation at its northern end and tying into the existing 'loop' at
its southern end.

Catalyse's analysis of the survey results (Attachment 11) reveals that 54% of respondents were
either opposed or strongly opposed to Option 1, compared to 33% of respondents who either
supported or strongly supported that option. By contrast, 33% opposed or strongly opposed
Option 2, while 51% of respondents either supported or strongly supported that option. Option 3
was the least favoured option, with 63% of respondents either opposed or strongly opposed to
that option and only 9% either supporting or strongly supporting it. Overall, these results revealed
that the most favoured option at the time was Option 2, followed by Option 1 and Option 3.
According to Catalyse, the main reasons expressed for supporting Option 1 (retention of the
boardwalk) were•

•

•

•

Economical-19%
-

"Because it is fine as it is. Any additional work would be too costly. "

-

"Because it's finished and enough money has been spent."

-

"Council has already wasted enough money on this 'abomination' without wasting another
$300-400, 000 on this project trying to fix it."

Like the Boardwalk as it is I get enjoyment out of it in its current form I good for the area -8%
-

"/ enjoy using the current boardwalk. I think it's petfect as is."

-

"/Jove the boardwalk just the way it is! To spend $300k to modify it would be madness!"

Minimise environmental impact -6%
-

"Nothing needs to be done to enhance this structure, no more money spent & no further
environmental degradation."

-

"Least amount of money required and no impact on the environment. "

There are more important projects to spend money on -6%
-

"To waste funds on alterations is crazy. We would prefer money spent on other Yanchep
infrastructure."
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-

"I feel that this is the most cost effective option. The money saved by not implementing
the other options could be used for other worthwhile services within the Yanchep area. "
After considering the survey responses and the divergent community views expressed therein,
Council in April 2010 resolved to (among other things) prepare a development application to
remove the elevated boardwalk south of the existing coastal lookout.

In accordance with Council's decision from April 2010, Administration commenced work on
designing a new on-ground pedestrian path between Compass Circle and Foreshore Vista,
generally along the eastern boundary of the foreshore reserve. The proposed alignment of the
path would require vegetation clearing, re-contouring, retaining, stone pitching and slope
stabilisation, together with some fencing upgrades along the common boundary with abutting
residential properties.
When public consultation on the proposed path was undertaken (in January and February 2011 ),
the majority sentiment expressed in the responses received was for the boardwalk to remain in
place. These responses were entirely unsolicited by the City and were submitted despite the fact
that the consultation exercise actually sought public comment on the design and alignment of the
proposed new path to replace the boardwalk. The consu ltation responses were also
supplemented by (again unsolicited by the City) petitions to Council expressing both support for
and opposition to the boardwalk remaining, with the majority of petitioners seeking for the
boardwalk to remain.
Council considered the results of this most recent public consultation exercise in April 2011 and
noted that the majority of petitioners and respondents to the public consultation exercise were in
favour of the boardwalk remaining in place. Council consequently resolved to seek the WAPC's
retrospective development approval for the boardwalk to remain. Importantly, Council did not
resolve to (again) seek the Commission's retrospective approval of the existing pathway leading
to the boardwalk or for the lookout at its northern end, as those developments have already been
approved by the WAPC.
A colour-coded map showing the number and distribution of petitioners in favour of either
removing or retaining the boardwalk (from petitions presented to Council in April 2011) is included
as Attachment 19.
In making its decision in April 2011 to apply for retrospective approval of the boardwalk, Council
was cognisant of the WAPC Chairman's letter dated 8 December 2009 (copy included as
Attachment 10), which generally advised that the City is to take "corrective action" with respect
to the constructed boardwalk, and that the City is to undertake "appropriate community
consultation" in the preparation of a development application for the boardwalk representing a
variation to the WAPC's original approval, that "should have the support of the community as a
pre-requisite to lodgement". Both Administration and Elected Members were of the view that:
•

Ample and appropriate community consultation had occurred in respect of this matter, which
led Council to making its most recent decision; and

•

Applying for retrospective approval of the boardwalk would properly constitute "corrective
action" and would represent a variation to the WAPC's original approval that was indeed
supported by the community - thus being in keeping with the spirit, purpose and intent of the
WAPC Chairman's letter.
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The boardwalk is a lightweight aluminium structure that was specifically erected to provide an
essential coastal connection through a sensitive dunal environment, between Compass Circle
and Foreshore Vista, in a manner that would have as little impact on that environment as
possible.
The landscape surrounding the boardwalk has been successfully stabilised and revegetated , and
modifying or removing the boardwalk now would cause substantial and unnecessary damage to
that environment, and (if removed) would still require other parts of the foreshore reserve to be
cleared and modified to provide an alternative pathway connection to that already achieved by
the boardwalk.
While there has been some public opposition to the boardwalk; that opposition seems to be
largely based on an objection to its appearance, its visibility in the landscape and its impact on
the views enjoyed from private properties. In considering the value that should be afforded to
those objections, the WAPC must carefully consider:
•

Whether those objections constitute relevant planning issues that should materially affect the
determination of this planning application;

•

Whether those objections should outweigh the broader public sentiment recently expressed to
retain the boardwalk;

•

The value to be gained or the interests to be served in altering or removing the boardwalk;
and

•

The environmental impacts that would result from the boardwalk's alteration or removal.

Council previously chose to seek retrospective approval for (among other things) removal of the
boardwalk after considering the breadth of community responses received in early 2010. Since
then, however, community sentiment appears to have shifted, with strong community support
now raised for the boardwalk to remain. This change in sentiment has directly led Council to now
seek the WAPC's retrospective approval for the boardwalk to remain.
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Introduction
=

The City of Wanneroo has installed a pedestrian boardwalk through the Yanchep Foreshore Reserve.
The City acknowledges that it did not consult the community on the final alignment of the boardwalk and it
had not been constructed exactly on the alignment approved by the WA Planning Commission 0NAPC).

=

The City advised the WAPC accordingly and the Chairman of the WAPC recently wrote to the City about
these matters and advised that:
'The City is advised to undertake appropriate community consultation in the preparation of a new
development application consistent with the approved plans which represents a variation to the
approved plans. The new development proposal should have the support of the community as a prerequisite to lodgement of the Development Application with the WAPC.
It should be noted that the WAPC has previously confirmed the suitability and acceptability of
aluminium materials for the construction of the boardwalk and therefore there is no further
modification required in respect of materials to be used."
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The City has contracted CATALYSE® Pty Ltd*, an independent research company, to consultthe
community on the preferred alignment of the Yanchep Boardwalk.
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* For further information about CATALYSE® please refer to Attachment 1
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Resea rch Meth od
=

The study was conducted using self-completion surveys.
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The questionnaire was designed by CATALYSE in
consultation with the City of Wanneroo.

VANCHEP BOARDWA l K SURVEY
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The City of Wanneroo mailed background information and a
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The community was also invited to complete a survey at
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Sampling precision is approximately +/- 3. 75% at the 95%
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Yanchep Village Shopping Centre on Saturday 6 and 13

Completed surveys were returned directly to CATALYSE
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Survey sample
=

The survey attracted responses from a representative, cross-section of the community.
% of respondents

% of respondents
Male

41%

Female
Responded as
couple
18-24 years

Property Owners living in Yanchep

53%

Non-property owners living in
Yanchep
Property owners living outside
Yanchep

5%

I

72%

l-..J

9%

1

,

Closest to Boardwalk: Zone 1

1%

I

25-34 years

Proximity
to Boardwalk

~

35-44 years
-'!-5-54 years I

121%

55-64 years I

124%

19

%

15%

Zone2
Zone 3

Furthest from Boardwalk: Zone 4
Other zone/Unsure

35%
3%
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Young family (have child 0-5 yrs)

65-74 years

~ 16%
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75+

8%

Family with a disabled member r-115%

(!)

L--.l

.......
0
<.0

When responses do not add to 100% within this report this is attributed to rounding or 'other', 'don't know' or 'refused' responses
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=mportance of th e Boardwalk
The community considers the Yanchep Boardwalk to be most important for protecting the environment, preventing
anti-social behaviour and providing fair access to the beach for all.
Many also feel the Boardwalk is fairly important for providing unbroken pedestrian connections along the beach and
offering ocean views for all.

Percentage of respondents rating importance in the top 2 boxes

80%

77%

Protection of the
environment

Safety from anti-social
behaviour
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Fair access to the
beach for all

Unbroken pedestrian Ocean views provided
connections along the
for all
beach
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Q. In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are?
Base: All respondents (n = 684). Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at all Important' (=1), through to 'Extremely Important' (=5).
Top 2 boxes = 4 or 5 out of 5
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Importa nce

Protection of the environment
% of respondents

Extremely
Important

Protection of the environment is regarded as one of the three
most important issues relating to the Yanchep Boardwalk

'

5

t-.
~~~. .

~.;~ 65%

~ ----~----- --

.

--·--

80% of respondents feel that this is important (top 2 boxes)

-----

::
4

The importance of protecting the environment is rated higher
among women than men, and tends to decline with age.

15%
Importance ratings
% of residents

3

Males

1

73%

5%
2%

56%

18 - 24 years"

Not at all
important

Bottom 2

@

Females

2

Top2

11%

25-34 years

89%

0%

35-44 years

90%

3%

45 -54 years

82%

4%

55-64 years

83%

2%

65-74 years

69%

8%

75 +years

66%

5%

)>
(0

CD
:J

0..
!l>
"'0
!l>

Unsure I
No response

(0

CD

......
......
w

Q. In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are: Protection of the environment?
Base: All respondents (n = 684). Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at a// Important' (=1), through to 'Extremely Important' (=5).
4,5 =Important (Top 2 boxes) ; 1,2 =Low importance I Not important (Bottom 2 boxes)

"small sample size (n<30)
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Im porta nce

Safety from anti -social behaviour
% of respondents

Extremely
Important

5
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three most important issues relating to the Yanchep Boardwalk

-·~·. 67%

77% of respondents feel that this is important (top 2 boxes)
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4

Safety from anti-social behaviour is also regarded as one of the

The importance of preventing anti-social behaviour tends to be
higher among those aged 25 to 64 years

Importance ratings

3

% of residents

Top 2

11

2

Not at all
important

2%

Bottom 2

18 - 24 years

22%

25 - 34 years

4%

35 - 44years

5%

45 - 54 years

3%

55 - 64years

4%

65 - 74 years

10%
71 %

75 +years

2%
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Q. In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are: Safety from anti-social behaviour?
Base: All respondents (n = 684). Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at all Important' (=1), through to 'Extremely Important' (=5).
4,5 =Important (Top 2 boxes); 1,2 =Low importance I Not important (Bottom 2 boxes)
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small sample size (n<30)
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=significant variance
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Im porta nce

Fair access to the beach for all
% of respondents

Extremely
Important

5

~

(

Fair access to the beach for all is also regarded as one of the
three most important issues relating to the Yanchep Boardwalk
76% of respondents feel that this is important (top 2 boxes)
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61%
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The importance of fair access to the beach for all tends to
decline with age

15%
Importance ratings

3

2

Not at all
important

% of residents

Top2

Bottom 2

18 - 24 years11

67%

11%

25-34 years

85%

4%

35-44 years

85%

4%

45 -54 years

80%

4%

55-64 years

77%

8%

65-74 years

68%

13%

75 +years

61%

5%

4%
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Q. In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are: Fair access to the beach for all?
Base: All respondents (n;: 684). Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at all Important' (;:1), through to 'Extremely Important' (;:5).
4,5 ;: Important (Top 2 boxes); 1,2 =Low importance/ Not important (Bottom 2 boxes)
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small sample size (n<30)

o-& =significant variance
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Importance

Unbroken pedestrian connections along the beach
% of respondents

Unbroken pedestrian connections along the beach is regarded
to be fairly important

r

Extremely
Important
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-~· 37%

55% of respondents regard this is an important issue (top 2 boxes)
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18%
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17%

21_] 7%

Not at all
important
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1

I

112%
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Importance of this issue appears to decline with age

::

The further respondents are located away from the Yanchep
Boardwalk the more important this issue becomes
Importance ratings

% of residents

Top2

Bottom 2

18 - 24 yearsA

44%

33%

25-34 years

66%

13%

35 -44years

58%

17%

45-54 years

58%

15%

55-64 years

55%

22%

65-74 years

49%

25%

75 +years

43%

18%

Zone 1

:~1

32%

Zone2
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Zone3
9%

20%
17%

56% .
60%

Zone 4 (St Andrews)

14%
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Q_ In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are: Unbroken pedestrian
connections along the beach? Base: All respondents (n = 684). Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at all Important' (=1),
through to 'Extremely Important' (=5). 4,5 = Important (Top 2 boxes); 1,2 =Low importance I Not important (Bottom 2 boxes)
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small sample size (n<30)

o-& =significant variance
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Importa nce

Ocean views provid ed for all
% of respondents

Extremely
Important

5

.
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49% of respondents regard this is an important issue (top 2 boxes)

>:::"·:·"'~ 35%

----

Ocean views being provided for all is considered to be fairly
important

____ __:.
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Ratings are similar across the community.
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Not at all
important
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Q. In relation to the Yanchep Boardwalk, how important do you feel the following issues are: Ocean views provided for all?
Base: All respondents (n = 684)_ Coding: 5-point scale from 'Not at all Important' (=1), through to 'Extremely Important' (=5).
4,5 Important (Top 2 boxes); 1, 2 Low importance I Not important (Bottom 2 boxes)
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Boardwalk usage
=

Approximately 3 in 4 respondents have used the Boardwalk

=

Usage appears higher among 35-44 and 65-74 year olds
and respondents living in Yanchep.

% of respondents
No, have
not used the
Boardwalk,
25%

::

Usage increases the closer people live to the Boardwalk.

Unsure, 1%

% of residents

Yes

No

Males

74%

24%

Females

72%

27%

18 - 24 years"

67%

33%

25 - 34 years

64%

36%

@

35-44 years
45-54years

63%

35%

55 - 64 years

77%

21%

@

65 - 74 years

Yes, have
used the
Boardwa lk,
74%

)>

19%

75 +years
Property owners living in Yanchep
Property owners living outside Yanchep
Non-property owners living in Yanchep

15%

68%

30%

~
51%
@

47%

19%
25%

Zone 1

83%,6.

13%

::s

Zone2

78%

21%

Q)

Zone 3

76%

23%

Zone 4 (St Andrews)

67%

32%

(Q
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Q. Have you used the Yanchep Boardwalk before?
Base: All respondents (n = 684).

" small sample size (n<30)

Q~

./ \

=significant variance CATALYSE"

AGENDA PAGE 108

Reasons for using the Boardwalk
% of respondents

•
Exercise

55%

•

Exercise and sight seeing are the two most popular activities .
Use of the Boardwalk for exercise is highest among those aged 25 to
44 years, and declines with age.

•
Sight seeing

Sight-seeing is most popular among property owners living outside
Yanchep.

E

Travel between Foreshore Vista and Compass Circle is more popular
among respondents living closer to the Boardwalk.

Walking pets

Travel between Foreshore
Vista and Compass Circle

To see the boardwalk
(curiosity I general interest)

To see the boardwalk (due
to concerns)

)>
<0

To protest 12%

Cl)

::s

0..

!l)

"0

!l)

<0

Other 113%

% of residents

Exercise

Sight
Seeing

Travel
Between

18 - 24 yearsA

33%

50%

33%

25-34years

62%

47%

21%

35-44years

61%

44%

27%

45-54years

56%

53%

21%

55-64years

52%

50%

24%

65-74 years

56%

48%

16%

75 + years

42%

37%

21 %

Property owners living in Yanchep

56%

44%

23%

Property owners living outside Yanchep
Non-property owners living in Yanchep

47%
57%

48%

Zone 1

46%

41%

Zone2

65%

45%

30%1
28%

Zone3

59%

49%

25%

Zone 4 (St Andrews)

50%

52%

13%

@

11%

§

Cl)

_..
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Q. If yes, for which of the following purposes have you used the Boardwalk?
Base: All respondents who answered yes' to the question 'Have you used the Yanchep Boardwalk before?' (n = 506).

A

small sample size (n<30)
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A review of the options

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

OPTION 3

Existing Boardwalk

Develqpment Approval
Alignment with variation at
northern end to move away
from private property and
provide access to the lookout

Development Approval
Alignment with northern
variation and tying into existing
boardwalk at southern end

Construction Cost and
Implications

Nil as no changes would be
required to t he existing structure

$360,000 - $400,000

$330,000- $370,000

Environmental Impacts

No further environmental impacts
as no change would be made to
the existing structure

Significant vegetation clearing and
earthworks

Moderate vegetation clearing and
earthworks

Accessibility/ Grade Range

Variety of different grades over
various sections up to maximum
of8.8%

Predominantly flat grades with a
short section at 7% -this is flatter
than the existing structure and
offers improvements for prams and
wheelchairs

Predominantly flat grades with a
maximum of 8.8% at the southern
end - this is a slight improvement
on the existing structure.

Approvals Required

Development Approval only

Development Approval and
Clearing Permit

Development Approval and
Clearing Permit

)>
(0

ct>

::l

0.
Q)

"0

Q)
(0

ct>

.6

-->.

N
N

CATALVS E .

:,

--

AGENDA PAGE 111

---- -------------------~~~~--~-

Agenda page 123

0

<J~

-· ~

w

AGENDA PAGE 112

Agenda page 124

AGENDA PAGE 113

......

Option 2 is most strongly supported
•

When asked to indicate how strongly each option is supported or opposed, Option 2 received the strongest support.
This option is most strongly supported across the community except for 25-34 year olds who appear to prefer Option 1.
Support I strongly support

% of respondents
% of residents

Strongly
Strongly i
No
Oppose Oppose Neither Support Support j Response

Option 1
-54%

33%

7%

6%

Option 2
51% :

6%

I

"10%

I

)>

ca

~Option 3

ll)

"0
ll)

ca

-63%

r,

-41 %

(1)

~

1'0
01

----

I!IJ,j

--~

13%

15%

%9%

Option 1

Option2

Option3

Male

34%

Female

32%

y

18 - 24 years"

22%

56%

25-34years

@)

8%

35-44 years

34%

12%

45-54years

35%

11%

55-64 years

29%

4%

65-74 years

28%

8%

75 +years

30%

36%

14%

Children aged 0 - 5 years

44%

44%

11%

No children aged 0 - 5 years

31%

Familymemberwith a disability

33%

Property owners living in Yanchep

32%

9%

Property owners living outside Yanchep

34%

8%

Non-property owners living in Yanchep

41%

Zone 1

21%

6%

Zone2

35%

5%

Zone3

31%

12%

Zone 4 (St Andrews)

38%

11%

7%
10%

Vc

0%

@

9%

39%

10%

42%

8%

04. As outlined in the information booklet, there are three available options for the Yanchep Boardwalk.
Please select how strongly you support or oppose each of the following options.
Base: All respondents (n = 684).
... . - . -
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"small sample size. (n<30)
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Genera·l concerns
When evaluating the three options some common concerns were raised.

•

17% expressed concern with aluminum I preference to use wood
"It's not what it was originally intended. Just a simple boardwalk would be better. The aluminium is horrible."
"It does look unsightly- the construction should have been more timber to tie in with the rustic surroundings and build beachside, lower around
the dunes.
"It's an eyesore over the dunes. The elevated section is a violation of privacy. Aluminium totally unsuitable for the coastal setting."

"

11% want the Boardwalk taken down
"I'm a land lover & the environment should be left alone. It's just an eyesore. Would really like to see it go completely."
"View blocking for present relevant properties & therefore possible drop in value of property. Too high. Would prefer removal of boardwalk."

•

8% suggested alternative options such as a bitumen path or dune walk
"Unsightly! Unsuitable material! Too visually dominant. Should be wooden at ground level."
"Although I dislike it immensely, the cost to renovate would be better put towards other needs. Ideally I would have liked an enclosed path such as Burns Beach - which went all the way to Two Rocks & fitted in with the environment. Healthy walking & cycling!"

•

5% feel it should not have been built in the first place
"Should never have been built. Prefer no boardwalk."

)>

"It is a absolute eyesore and should never have been built."
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Additional reasons for supporting or opposing the three options are provided overleaf.
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Q. Why do you support Option 1, 2 and 3? Why do you oppose Option 1, 2 and 3?
Base: All respondents (n "' 684).
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CATALVSE'

AGENDA PAGE 115

Main reasons for supporting Option 1
•

Economical- 19%
"Because it is fine as it is. Any additional work would be too costly."
"Because it's finished and enough money has been spent."
"Council has already wasted enough money on this 'abomination' without wasting another $300-400,000 on this project trying to fix it."

•

Like the Boardwalk as it is I get enjoyment out of it in its current form I good for the area- 8%
"I enjoy using the current boardwalk. I think it's perfect as is."
"/love the boardwalk just the way it is! To spend $300k to modify it would be madness!"

•

Minimise environmental impact- 6%
~~~Nothing needs

to be done to enhance this structure, no more money spent & no further environmental degradation."

"Least amount of money required and no impact on the environment."

•

There are more important projects to spend money on - 6%
"To waste funds on alterations is crazy. We would prefer money spent on other Yanchep infrastructure."
"I feel that this is the most cost effective option. The money saved by not implementing the other options could be used for other worthwhile
services within the Yanchep area."

)>

co
('))

:::!

0..
0>
"0
0>

co
('))

~

N
-...1

Q. Why do you support Option 1? Why do you oppose Option 1?

Base: All respondents (n = 684).
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Main reasons for opposing Option 1
•

Does not blend in with the environment and is unappealing to look at- 35%
"Because it is an eyesore, does not fit into the environment."
"Ugly- a scar on the landscape."
"This boardwalk does not fit in with the seaside environmental at all. It should have been constructed lower and made from wood. This is an
absolute disgrace."

"It looks very ugly and does not blend in with the surrounding environment."

"··

Imposes on or invades the privacy of nearby residents - 13%
"Give the people back their privacy and pull down the steel and give us what we were promised. "
"Because of the total loss of privacy of residents near boardwalk."

•

Too high or too visible or does not follow dune contours - 11%
"Too high, stand out too much against surroundings."
"High visual impact from elevated section."

II

'Differs too greatly from original plans and/or expectations- 5%
"It is ugly & totally inappropriate & was NOT approved by local ratepayers."
"Because it was not the option approved by the WAPC & not the one residents thought they were getting."

Q. Why do you support Option 1? Why do you oppose Option 1?
Base: All respondents (n = 684).

.6
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I~

Main reasons for supporting Option 2
•

More appealing look and more in harmony with the environment than any of the other options - 21%
"It's much more appealing to look at. It blends in much better because it's not as high & because it's partly covered by the dunes at the southern
end. It's significantly further away from houses for their privacy.
II

"Less intrusive. Fits in with environment better. Looks neater."
"Far Jess visual impact whilst achieving the same aim as the original concept."

•

This option is lower and more in keeping with the landscape- 11%
"Less obvious to the eye, lower, so safer from winds and accidents. Provides shelter for those in need of rest."
"It's a bit lower and I think it blends better with the environment."

•

The best option comparative to the other options - 10%
"It seems the best of the 3 Options & Jess obtrusive."
"Best of the three."

Less visible behind the dunes and less noticeable- 10%
"Less metal structure of boardwalk to see. "
"Minimal visual impact from elevated sections and some of the boardwalk behind dunes."

)>
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"Lower is better for local residents that five in the area, views etc.

...

~

"Lowering the boardwalk gives more privacy to homes in the area."
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Less imposing on residents living nearby- 6%
II
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Q. Why do you support Option 2? Why do you o;-,oose Option 2?

AJI respondents (n = 684).
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Main rea sons for opposin(g Option 2
&

The cost is too great I not worth it - 17%
"It's plain silly. Cost, no added value from the rebuild to the greater Yanchep community."
"Waste of money fixing something that is not broken."
"Not much view. More costly. More damage to the environment."

-~

Environmental concerns - 8%
"Not cost effective. For those opposing the bridge it will still be there. Major work removing the coastal dune at northern end. Disruption in all
the dune area."
"I do not wish to see any further damage to the dunes through further changes to the boardwalk."

&

This option will not improve the aesthetical value of the Boardwalk- 8%
"It is still an eyesore, remove it. Lowering it does not make it any less of an eyesore."
"This option still does not solve any aesthetic problems. The bridge looks like the horizontal arm of a construction crane."

.Otber projects are seen as more important than modifying and realigning the Boardwalk- 6%
"Uke the way it is. Cost ofrevamp too expensive. Money could be used to upgrade Lagoon area."
"This would look great- though the money (construction cost) could/should be used wisely and provide more sporting facilities. Yanchep needs
infrastructure- not money wasting."
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Q. Why do you support Option 2? Why do you oppose Option 2?
Base: All respondents (n = 684).
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Main reasons for supporting Option 3
"

This option is lower and more in keeping with the landscape- 3%
"It keeps the northern end lower and therefore makes the whole structure look less intrusive."
"Lower in height.

•

II

Less environmental impact- 2%
"Cheaper, not as much environmental damage to repair.

11

"Because it's an upgrade without going overboard and less disturbance to the vegetation.

•

11

More aesthetically pleasing and blends in with the environment- 2%
"I think it looks better than the other two."
"This a/so looks better than current model & blends into the vista."
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Q. Why do you support Option 3? Why do you oppose Option 3?

Base: All respondents (n

=684).
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Main reasons for opposing Option 3
•

This option will not improve the aesthetical value of the Boardwalk- 17%
"Still an eyesore but more of it. Looks like a railway line."
"No matter how much the walkway is hidden behind the dunes - we are still stuck with the main structure and it is really not in keeping with it's
surroundings. Please consider a more suitable alternative to aluminium. Can you imagine how hot it would be in very hot weather?"

•

The cost is too great I not worth it- 16%
"Waste of money, little achieved for such an expense."
"Still an eyesore and too expensive for any difference that it makes."

a

This option will not improve the Boardwalk significantly enough- 9%
"DoesQ't make enough difference. "
"Not any better than the existing one and even more expensive and waste of money than Option 2."

"

Too high or too visible or does not follow dune contours- 7%
"Very little variance from Option 1 and still too much of the boardwalk is on view for residents and the height is too high over the dune."
'Too much of the boardwalk is visible."

•

Environmental concerns - 7%

)>

"Will disturb the environment, more costly. More damaging to the environment."

CD

"Environmental damage due to vegetation clearing and earthworks."
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Q. Why do you support Option 3? Why do you oppose Option 3?
Base: All respondents (n 684).

=

..

.6

CATALYSE"

AGENDA PAGE 121
b..

Most preferred Boardwalk·: option overall
% of respondents

•

..
Refused,
10%
Option 3,
6%

~

co
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Q.
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Option 2,
51% .

Option 1,
32%

W hen asked to indicate which of the three options is most
preferred, most selected Option 2.
This preference is observed across the community except for
25-34 year olds who appear to prefer Option 1 .

% of residents
Male

Most Preferred Option
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
33%
5%

Female

31 %

7%

18 - 24 years"

44%

0%

25 - 34years

@)

4%

35 - 44years

33%

9%

45 - 54 years

34%

6%

55-64years

29%

3%

65 - 74 years

26%

6%

75 +years
Children aged 0 - 5 years

30%

13%

42%
31%

7%

No children aged 0- 5 years
Familymemberwith a disability
No family member with a disability
Property owners living in Yanchep
Property owners living outside Yanchep

34%
32%
31 %
34%

9%
6%
6%
7%
8%

6%

Non-property owners living in Yanchep

36%

co
([)

Zone 1

19%

4%

->.

Zone2

34%

3%

Zone3

30%

7%

Zone 4 (St Andrews)

38%

"0
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Q. Overall, which of the following three options is your most preferred design for the Yanchep Boardwalk?
Base: All respondents (n = 684).

45%

8%
,y '/..

"small sample size (n<30)
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-----Recommendation
Q)
0)
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a.

Overall, the community would like the
City of Wanneroo to proceed with Option 2

cu
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However, many would like the City to consider
using alternative, more natural looking materials
or to paint the Boardwalk in earthy colours.
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ITEM NO: 9.4
SHIRE OF COOROW: DRAFT TOWNSITE EXPANSION
STRATEGY CONSENT TO ADVERTISE
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Acting Manager Central Regions
Executive Director Regional Planning and Strategy
E
DP/10/02150/1
23 December 2011
Attachment 1: Location Plan of Study Area
Attachment 2: Green Head Townsite Strategy
Attachment 3: Leeman Townsite Strategy
Request for consent to advertise
Request consent to advertise
Not applicable for Townsite Expansion Plans

DETAILS:
COUNCIL’S RESOLUTION:
ENVIRONMENTAL
CONDITIONS
SET & INCORPORATED:
MINISTERIALS RECEIVED:

Nil

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to:
1.

certify that the Shire of Coorow draft Leeman and Green Head Townsite
Expansion Strategy is consistent with regulation 12A(3) of the Town
Planning Regulations,1967 (as amended);

2.

grant consent to advertise the draft Leeman and Green Head Townsite
Expansion Strategy in accordance with regulation 12B of the Town
Planning Regulations,1967 (as amended) for a period not less than 21
days, subject to the following modifications being effected:
i) Indicate the Shire of Carnamah boundary on figure 2;
ii) Notate Figure 5 to clearly indicate the “existing wastewater treatment
facility” and “location of future wastewater treatment facility”;
iii) Under section 4.3.3 second paragraph, reword second sentence to
read:
“The planned WWTP relocation is to facilitate residential expansion in
the medium to long term along South Bay”
iv) On figure 7, annotate “Little Anchorage Bay” clearly.
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SUMMARY:
The Leeman Greenhead Townsite Expansion Strategy ("the Strategy") provides a
strategic framework for the future consideration of structure planning, amendments,
subdivision and development applications, as well as budgeting for future works and
infrastructure development.
BACKGROUND:
The Shire of Coorow forwarded the Strategy seeking the Western Australian’s
Planning Commission’s (WAPC) consent to advertise for a period of (60) sixty days
(Attachment 1 – Location Plan of Study Area).
There is increasing interest and focus on Leeman and Green Head as a place to live,
work and visit due to the current ‘sea-change’ phenomenon being experienced by
Australia’s coastal towns and communities, as well as increased visitation to the MidWest region.
In anticipation of a number of significant infrastructure projects likely to take place in
the region in coming years, including the completion of Indian Ocean Drive and
increasing interest in the resource industry, there is a need to provide for continued
expansion of both towns that have historically evolved as traditional coastal fishing
villages. It is imperative that such growth is facilitated in an orderly and co-ordinated
manner to ensure the character and appeal of both settlements is not eroded or
compromised as they develop.
Leeman and Green Head are now at a point where there is a genuine need for
strategic planning in order to guide future land-use and development for both areas.
In particular the strategy will address.
-

the overall visions for the Leeman and Green Head town sites looking forward
10 – 15 years;

-

where, and how, future growth should occur and the constraints applicable to
future land releases;

-

the most appropriate places for urban consolidation to deliver a more
integrated, sustainable and liveable urban environment for each town site; and

-

scale and density of development (residential, commercial, tourist and
industrial) that is likely to deliver more sustainable economic benefits whilst
enhancing, the quality of community wellbeing, lifestyle and service.

LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:

Town Planning Regulations 1967 as amended
Clauses 12A and 12B

1. Building Relationships
2. Planning
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Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

1.
2.
1.
2.

Excellence in Service
Planned Local Communities
Develop Connected and Accessible Communities
Provide a Basis for Coordinated Decision-Making.

SPP 2.6 Coastal Planning
SPP 2.5 Land Use Planning in Rural Areas
SPP 3 Urban Growth and Settlement
DC 3.4 Subdivision of Rural Land
Draft Mid West Regional Planning and Infrastructure
Framework

DETAILS:
The draft Strategy has been compiled within the context of part 2 of the WAPC’s
Local Planning Manual “A guide to the preparation of local Planning strategies and
Local Planning schemes in Western Australia”. The draft Strategy also takes into
account the principles required for Local Planning Strategies under section 12A(3) of
the Town Planning Regulations,1967 (as amended).
The Shire of Coorow initiated the Strategy to explore and seek clarification and
resolution of key issues such as a future land use pattern, desired movement
networks, infrastructure requirements, coastal foreshore, enhancement of the
townscape and to identify procedures, processes, mechanisms and funding
opportunities required to implement desired outcomes.
The draft Strategy is presented in two plans respectively for Leeman and Green
Head with a schedule of recommendations relating to implementation and
management and specific recommendations are provided on a town and precinct
specific basis (Attachment 2 – Green Head Townsite Strategy, Attachment 3 –
Leeman Townsite Strategy).
The Leeman and Green Head Townsite Expansion Strategy has been prepared to
identify future land requirements for residential, commercial and industrial uses.
Essentially, the strategy outlines a path toward each town increasing their
populations by 1,500 persons from the current 400 and 300 for Leeman and Green
Head respectively. The document also clarifies the intended role of each town in the
region – with Leeman taking a service role, and Green Head residents primarily
utilising services in Leeman and Jurien Bay.
Strategies outlined for Leeman include approximately 74ha of residential
development, on existing zoned land and infill sites, spread in a manner that does not
encourage growth taking place solely along the coast. 38.5ha has been identified for
Industrial uses, including 16.5ha that is already appropriately zoned. 4.4ha of land
has also been set aside for Tourist Accomodation. The strategy also outlines a vision
for a consolidated main street in Leeman, complete with a Concept Plan. This
concentration of facilities will enhance Leeman’s role as a minor service town in the
immediate locality.
For Green Head, over 64ha of land has been identified for Residential uses, including
a continuation of the existing LandCorp subdivision on the eastern edge of the town.
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16.5ha of additional Industrial land has been outlined, complementing the 26ha of
existing, unused Industrial land. 1.4ha of land has been set aside for an expansion of
the well utilised caravan park, and another 2.6ha for other forms of Tourist
Accommodation.
Sites suited to aged living have also been identified for each town in the document.
GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
The Strategy when completed will be a key strategic planning document to ensure
orderly and proper planning within the Shire.
CONSULTATION:
The first meeting of the Strategy Project Steering Group was held during January
2011.
A Steering Committee was formed comprising of the following representatives:
-

Shire of Coorow
Mid-West Development Commission;
Department of Planning;
LandCorp;
Green Head Community Association;
Leeman Progress Association, and
Leeman Professional Fisherman’s Association.

Community workshops were held in Leeman and Green Head and respectively
followed up by meetings of the Steering Committee to discuss the outcome of the
workshops and to provide comment on a series of realistic growth scenarios and
concept plans arising from the feedback of the workshops.
OFFICER’S COMMENTS:
At the inception of the project Steering Committee it was considered appropriate that
a a Townsite Expansion Strategy be done for only the townsite areas of Leeman and
Green Head as in interim planning instrument that provides guidance for urban
development. It was also accepted as a principle that the draft Strategy be advertised
under section 12B of the Town Planning Regulations,1967 (as amended).
A Local Planning Strategy that will ultimately cover the entire local government area
will be done at a later stage to cover the entire local government area and the
information of the Townsite Expansion Strategy will feed into this process. This
approach is supported as the immediate pressures for development are at these two
coastal townsites.
The proposal meets the definition of a Townsite Expansion Strategy as outlined in
Section 2.8 of the WAPC's Local Planning Manual (2010).
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Overall the draft Strategy provides a sound basis for future land use and
development within the Shire's townsites, applies State and regional planning policy
and it is recommended that the proposal be supported for advertising under section
12B of the Town Planning Regulations,1967 (as amended).
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ITEM NO: 9.5
SUBDIVISION LOTS 4, 5 AND 6 MORRIS EDWARDS DRIVE,
YORK
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Manager, Wheatbelt Region
Executive Director, Regional Planning and Strategy
G
144206 and 144840
6 January 2012
1. Location Plan / Zoning Plan
2. Subdivision Plan for 144206
3. Subdivision Plan for 144840
n/a
Shire of York
Development
Approve
Wheatbelt Region
5 September 2011
84
Subdivision
Lots 4, 5 and 6 Morris Edwards Drive, York

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:

REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:

CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to approve
subdivision of Lot 4 (WAPC REF 144840) and Lots 5 and 6 (WAPC REF 144206)
Morris Edwards Drive York subject to the following conditions and advice:

1.

The proponent is to demonstrate that the proposed lots are clean of any
refuse stockpiles to the satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning
Commission. (Local Government)

2.

All buildings and effluent disposal systems having the necessary
clearance from the new boundaries as required under the relevant
legislation. (Local Government)

AGENDA PAGE 134

3.

Arrangements being made to the satisfaction of the Western Australian
Planning Commission and to the specification of Western Power for the
provision of an underground electricity supply service to the lot(s)
shown on the approved plan of subdivision. (Western Power)

4.

Arrangements being made to the satisfaction of the Western Australian
Planning Commission and to the specification of Western Power for the
removal, relocation and/or replacement of electricity supply
infrastructure, including plant and/or equipment located on or near the
lots shown on the approved plan. (Western Power, for WAPC REF
144206 only)

Advice to applicant:
1.

The Shire of York advises that no development will be approved on the
approved 'development lots' prior to an Outline Development Plan being
finalised for the land.

SUMMARY:
This report considers two subdivision applications that propose to excise four
dwellings from three lots, to create four lots to accommodate the dwellings and three
balance development lots. Prior to subdivision of the land the local planning scheme
requires the finalisation of a structure plan for the area. York Land Holdings wishes to
develop the land, but is reluctant to expend further resources on structure planning
prior to securing land for the development. It has provided a letter of undertaking that
it will amalgamate the three development lots once it has acquired the land and
acknowledges structure planning requirements for the site. Approval to the
subdivision in the absence of structure planning is considered an acceptable risk to
facilitate land assembly and future development of the site and is therefore
recommended.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Part 10, Section 138

Planning
Effective, consistent and enforceable regulation
Improve, streamline and simplify regulatory processes
within a risk based framework

Development Control Policy 1.1 - Subdivision of Land
General Principles
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INTRODUCTION:
The applications propose to subdivide existing dwellings from the land to create:


Two residential lots of 6, 781m2 and 6,700m2 and two development lots of
3.273 ha each (Attachment 2 - Subdivision Plan for 144206)



Two residential lots of 4300m2 and 6300m2 and a development lot of 2.85ha
(Attachment 3 - Subdivision Plan for 144840)

The land is zoned 'Development' in the Shire of York Town Planning Scheme 2
(Attachment 1 - Location / Zoning Plan)
The purpose of the applications is to excise the dwellings from the land so that the
balance lots can be transferred to a property developer, which it is understood
intends to develop this part of the site for a retirement village.
CONSULTATION:
The Shire of York has no objection to the proposals and requested standard
conditions.
Western Power and Water Corporation requested servicing conditions.
The Department of Environment and Conservation noted there is a rubbish stockpile
on the site and requested a condition requiring removal of the stockpile.
Other referral agencies requested standard conditions.
COMMENTS:
The land is located within the Daliak area, which is located on the western boundary
of the York town site. The land is zoned 'Development' in the Shire of York Town
Planning Scheme 2 and is held in multiple ownership.
Clause 4.16 of the Scheme requires the preparation and endorsement of an Outline
Development Plan as a prerequisite to subdivision of the land. While it is understood
two Outline Development Plans have been prepared for the site, neither of the plans
have been advertised, adopted by Council or approved by the WAPC in accordance
with the requirements of the scheme. On a broader policy level, WAPC Policy DC 1.1
- Subdivision of Land - General Principles contains a presumption against 'Super Lot'
subdivision proposals where they could prejudice the orderly and proper planning of
the land, and reinforces the role of structure planning in providing for coordinated
urban development.
Section 138 (3) (c) of the Planning and Development Act 2005 provides for the
Commission to approve a subdivision proposal that is in conflict with the provisions of
a local planning scheme if the conflict is of a minor nature and the approval is
consistent with the general intent of the scheme. In this instance the conflict is
considered to be of a relatively minor nature and the proposal generally accords with
the intent of the scheme.
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The Daliak precinct is an important strategic site for the future growth of York. If the
proposed development lots were sold individually it could complicate coordinating
development across the site and could create pressure to use the lots for purposes
that are inconsistent with the 'Development' zoning of the land. Subdivision of the
land prior to an Outline development Plan being prepared could also complicate the
orderly and proper planning of the land, and conflicts to some extent with the local
planning scheme and DC 1.1 Subdivision of Land - General Principles.
The applicant and prospective developer were asked to respond to the above issue,
and agreed to submit an amalgamation application for the development lots (now
submitted, WAPC REF 145301). The prospective developer has also provided a
written undertaking to purchase and amalgamate the development lots, and that resubdivision of the land would occur as part of an approved Outline Development
Plan. Copies of the contract for sale have also been produced.

The prospective developer is reluctant to expend further resources on structure
planning for the site prior to securing land for the development, which would involve
considerable expense. This is appreciated and while approval to the subdivision does
not wholly conform with the local planning framework, not approving the subdivision
would also be prejudicial to land assembly.
CONCLUSION:
A risk management approach is appropriate in this instance. Approval is
recommended, subject to conditions tailored to the intended use of the site.
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ITEM NO: 9.6
SUBDIVISION
KATRINE

LOT

201

NORTHAM-TOODYAY

WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Manager, Wheatbelt Region
Director, Wheatbelt Region
G
143316
16 November 2011
1. Subdivision Plan
2. Revised Subdivision Plan
3. Location/zoning map
4. Amended Subdivision Plan
n/a
Shire of Northam
Agriculture - Local
Refuse
Wheatbelt Region
30 November 2010
87
Subdivision
Northam-Toodyay Road, Katrine

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:

REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:

CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

ROAD

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to approve the
subdivision of Lot 201, Northam-Toodyay Road, Katrine to create 3 lots and a
reserve subject to the following condition(s) and advice:
1.

The subdivision design being amended in accordance with the attached
plan (Attachment 4), as described below:
a)

move the eastern and western boundaries of the proposed
heritage lot so that the planted vegetation is incorporated wholly
on this lot; and

b)

the reserve being widened adjacent to Lot 1 and at the eastern end
of Lot 2 to incorporate the vegetation within the reserve and
provide additional space for vehicular access purposes. (WAPC)
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2.

the proposed reserve(s) shown on the approved plan of subdivision
being shown on the Deposited Plan as a "Reserve for Recreation" and
vested in the Crown under section 152 of the Planning and Development
Act, such land to be ceded free of cost and without any payment of
compensation by the Crown. (WAPC)

3.

arrangements being made to the satisfaction of the Western Australian
Planning Commission and to the specification of Western Power for the
provision of an appropriate network electricity supply. (Western Power)

4.

measures being taken to ensure the identification and protection of any
vegetation on the site worthy of retention prior to commencement of site
works. (Local Government)

5.

prior to commencement of site works, a detailed plan identifying a
building envelope not exceeding 2,000m2 in area on Lot 1 and Lot 2 of
the approved plan of subdivision is to be prepared in consultation with
the local government. (Local Government;

6.

a Restrictive Covenant, pursuant to section 129BA of the Transfer of
Land Act 1893 (as amended) is to be placed on the Certificates of Title of
the proposed lot(s) advising of the existence of a restriction on the use
of the land. Notice of this restriction to be included on the Deposited
Plan. The restrictive covenant is to state as follows:
"No development is to take place outside the defined building
envelope(s), unless otherwise approved by the local government."
(Local Government)

7.

the foreshore reserve and access being fenced adjacent to Lot 1 to the
satisfaction of the Western Australian Planning Commission (Local
Government)

SUMMARY:
The subdivision seeks to create a heritage / homestead lot of 15.7ha, two agricultural
lots of 9.6ha and 25ha, and a foreshore reserve of 9.1ha. The Shire of Northam do
not support the creation of a heritage lot or homestead lot on the land and the
proposal does not wholly conform with DC 3.4 - Subdivision of Rural Land or the
local planning scheme. The application is supported however as it is considered to
be in the community interest, given it provides the opportunity to create a continuous
reserve along part of the Avon River, and would produce rural smallholdings in
keeping with other lots in the area.
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LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Part 10, Section 138

Goal 2: Planning
Effective, consistent and enforceable regulation
Improve, streamline and simplify regulatory processes
within a risk based framework

State Planning Policy 2.5 - Agricultural and Land Use
Planning
Development Control Policy 3.4 - Subdivision of Rural
Land

INTRODUCTION:
The application initially proposed to create a 'homestead lot' of 14 ha and a balance
agricultural lot of 48.9ha. A revised application was submitted proposing to subdivide
the land to create four lots: a 15.7 ha lot for heritage conservation purposes; two
agricultural lots of 9.6 ha and 25 ha; and a foreshore reserve of 9.1 ha (Attachment
1 - Initial Subdivision; Attachment 2 - Revised Subdivision).
Due to the shape of the property, two agricultural lots are proposed. This is because
the central heritage / homestead lot runs from Northam-Toodyay Road to the Avon
River, and naturally divides the property into three parts. Vegetation along the Avon
River prevents provision of a linkage between the two agricultural lots.
The land is zoned 'Agriculture - Local' in the Shire of Northam Town Planning
Scheme No. 3 (TPS 3) (Attachment 3 - Location/ Zoning). The provisions of the
'Avon River Special Control Area' also apply to the site. The site is located within an
'Agricultural Area' and 'Area of Environmental Significance' in the Shire of Northam
Local Planning Strategy.
In 2011 the Shire of Northam prepared a new scheme (Local Planning Scheme No 6)
and strategy for its district. These documents were advertised for public inspection up
to 31 December 2011 and it is anticipated the Shire of Northam will be considering
submissions on the documents in the near future. The current zoning and special
control area designations continue to apply in the draft scheme.
The site is located on the southern bank of the Avon River part way between
Northam and Toodyay. Land to the north of the river is zoned 'Special Use Education and Religious Facility' while other surrounding land in the Shire of
Northam is zoned for rural purposes. Land to the north and west, in the Shire of
Toodyay, is zoned for 'Rural Living' purposes.
The site has an extensive planning history, with the subject land created as a result
of an appeal upheld by a former Minister for Planning (WAPC Ref. 109709). The
WAPC has refused four other proposals on the site (including a boundary
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realignment) for reasons including inconsistency with the zoning of the land, the
creation of lots below the prevailing lot size, and the creation of an undesirable
precedent for further subdivision of other lots along the Avon River and in the locality
(WAPC REF: 116268, 113532, 114935 & 115388).
CONSULTATION:
The Shire of Northam did not support the original plan on the basis the proposal is
inconsistent with the 'Agriculture-Local' zoning of the land in its local planning
scheme, SPP 2.5 (Agricultural and Rural Land Use Planning) and DC 3.4
(Subdivision of Rural Land); its Local Planning Strategy does not support subdivision
of the land and evidence has not been provided to demonstrate that the land will
remain in productive agricultural activity.
The revised plan to create three lots and a foreshore / recreation reservation was
referred to the Shire for further comment. The Shire advised it does not support the
revised proposal as the site has not been identified for subdivision in its scheme or
strategy and is not consistent with the provisions of WAPC Policy DC 3.4. It also
confirmed the Shire does not wish to accept the responsibility for the management of
the proposed foreshore reserve.
Western Power requested the provision of underground power to the lots.
The Water Corporation advised that should the WAPC determine that a water supply
is a mandatory requirement, that the lots be connected to a suitable water supply
service.
The Department of Water advised it has no objections to the proposal. It also advised
it requires access across the land for annual inspections of the Glen Avon Weir after
winter flows, and after large summer flows. Maintenance for the weir typically occurs
every four to six years. Additionally, access to the weir is required during the Avon
Descent for emergency recovery personnel.
Main Roads WA (MRWA) initially objected to the proposal on the basis that the
proposed lots would be located on a major road with a high speed environment and
marginal geometry. After meeting with the landowner, it subsequently clarified the lot
has multiple crossovers (one used by another government department to access the
Avon River) that appear to have existed for a number of years.
Other referral agencies raise no objections to the proposal.
COMMENTS:
Local Planning Framework
The land is zoned 'Agriculture - Local' in TPS 3. The objective is to provide for
horticulture, intensive agriculture, agroforestry, local services and industries, buffer
areas for extractive industries, tourist uses and conservation of landscape qualities in
accordance with the capability of the land.
The land is also located within the Avon River Special Control Area, the purpose of
which is (among other things) to preserve the ecological and landscape values of the

AGENDA PAGE 144

Avon River environs. Subdivision applications within the area are generally not
supported.
Section 5.8 of the Shire of Northam's Local Planning Strategy specifies that
subdivision will not be supported outside of the areas identified in the strategy for
town site intensification and expansion. However, this provision also states that the
Shire may support rural subdivision where it is provided for in WAPC policy.

WAPC Development Control Policy 3.4 (DC 3.4)
DC 3.4 sets out that subdivision of rural land for closer settlement should be properly
planned for in local planning strategies and schemes prior to subdivision. In this
case, the local planning framework does not provide for the subdivision of rural land.
However DC 3.4 includes a number of specific circumstances where rural subdivision
will be supported.
The application was initially submitted as a 'Homestead Lot' proposal under clause
4.9 of DC 3.4. Clause 4.9 of the policy provides for the excision of a homestead lot
from a farm in cases where the local population is declining or relatively static. The
WAPC has previously supported the creation of homestead lots in the Shire of
Northam, including a proposal on the opposite side of the Avon River from the
subject land approved in July 2010 (WAPC REF 141850). While the proposal would
meet most of the criteria of clause 4.9, the proposal is not wholly consistent with the
policy intent given the small size of the balance agricultural lot, which arguably does
not constitute a 'farm'. Given the opposition from the local government and less
flexible approach applied by the WAPC in assessing previous applications over the
site, the proposal was assessed against all aspects of the policy, and on its wider
merits.
Clause 4.7 of DC 3.4 provides for lots to be created to facilitate the conservation of a
heritage building or place, provided that the building or place has been recognised for
its heritage significance, the subdivision is supported by the local government, and
the local government and the land owner enter into a legal agreement to ensure the
ongoing conservation of the heritage place.
The subject site forms part of an area known as the Glen Avon Heritage Precinct,
which is of heritage value for its illustration of the evolution of farm building from the
very early days of settlement. The subject land contains farm buildings listed on both
the State Heritage List, Register of the National Estate, and Municipal Inventory and
is classified by the National Trust, with the buildings dating to 1843. Given this
subdivision could be considered under clause 4.7, this possibility was discussed with
the land owner, who was amenable to this option. As the 'heritage' lot is located
centrally in the property the proposal lends itself to the creation of a third lot to the
north west of the site. While only a single additional lot is provided for under clause
4.7, the landowner was advised that a second additional lot could be considered on
its merits if a foreshore reserve with sufficient land for public access / parking was
provided. Revised plans were submitted (Attachment 2) and forwarded to the Shire
for comment.
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The planning report considered by the Shire of Northam acknowledged that the
proposal could be considered under clause 4.7 of DC 3.4 given that the property is
listed on the State and local heritage list. However more weight was given to other
provisions of the local planning framework, which presume against the subdivision of
the land. As the Shire do not support the proposal (and are therefore not willing to
enter into a legal agreement with the land owner), the proposal does not fully comply
with clause 4.7 of DC 3.4, which specifically requires the support of the local
government.
The Shire of Northam also advised it does not wish to accept the responsibility for the
management of the proposed Foreshore reserve.
River access, foreshore reserve and local character
Approval of the subdivision provides the opportunity for the State to acquire a
foreshore reserve, free of cost, in a strategic location on the Avon River. Apart from
the environmental benefits of securing the foreshore reserve, public access will also
be secured. At present, the public and state agencies access the Glen Avon weir /
rapid with the permission of the landowner. Approval to the subdivision provides the
opportunity to formalise this arrangement.
The Glen Avon section of the Avon River is one of the main vantage points on Day 1
of the Avon Descent, the premier white water paddling event in Western Australia
and major tourism draw card for the Shire and region. Securing public access to this
important location on the river, for the Avon Descent race day and practice, as well
as recreational paddling, would be a significant community benefit. Additionally,
opening up this section of the river provides the opportunity to create a public walk
trail along the river between Northam and Toodyay at a future point, with many other
sections of the river (including either side of the subject land) already under
reservation. Given that Northam has recently been designated a 'Super Town' under
the Regional Centres Development Plan, such opportunities to improve public
recreation facilities could be leveraged when they become available.
The Shire of Northam is concerned that approval to the subdivision would have a
detrimental effect on the rural use and landscape qualities of the area, however other
lots along the Avon River are already highly fragmented, including a rural living
estate nearby in the Shire of Toodyay. Any detrimental effect that could result from
the creation of an additional two lots is offset by the merits of the proposal, which are
unique and can distinguished from other potential subdivision proposals in the area,
thereby minimising the potential for an undesirable precedent to be set.
Vesting of foreshore reserve and amendments to plan
As the Shire of Northam advised it does not wish to accept the responsibility for the
management of the proposed foreshore reserve, the possibility of vesting the land
with other agencies was explored.
The Department of Water advised that its function is to protect water sources and is
no longer interested in acquiring reserves. Following this, comment was sought from
the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC). DEC advised that it was
not prepared to take on the management of the reserve and that it is illogical for DEC
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to take on this isolated portion, when adjoining strips are vested with the Shire of
Northam. DEC advised this is not to say the reserve should not be excised, and if the
strip of land were to become Unallocated Crown Land (UCL), its eventual
management could be decided at a future time. Ideally the reserve area should be
vested in a suitable public authority. However given this issue has not been resolved,
it is recommended that the reserve be excised, and held as UCL until a suitable
management authority can be determined.
Some minor amendments are recommended to the plan to ensure an adequate
reserve is provided and all planting comprising the curtilage of the heritage buildings
are contained on the same lot. These recommended changes are included at
Attachment 4.
CONCLUSION:
The proposed lots are consistent with many other existing lots in the locality and
would not have a detrimental effect on the rural character of the area. Approval is
recommended as the proposal allows the creation of a new and strategically located
foreshore reserve.
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ATTACHMENT 4

PROPOSED HERITAGE LOT
LOT 201 ON P24140
ACN 054 353 687
ABN 11 054 353 687

Alan Marsh (Director)
L.S.,A.I.T.,M.I.S.
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ITEM NO: 9.7
ENDORSEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLANS FOR:
LOT 4 MCGREGOR STREET, PORT HEDLAND, AND
LOT 2 MCGREGOR STREET AND LOT 5474 THOMPSON
STREET, PORT HEDLAND
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:

Department of Planning
Planning Officer
Planning Manager
G
SPN/0383 and SPN/0384

DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

28 December 2011
Attachment 1 - Location Plan/Aerial Photo
Attachment 2 - Original Development Plan for Lot
McGregor Street;
Attachment 3 - Original Development Plan for Lot
McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street;
Attachment 4 - Amended Development Plan for Lot
McGregor Street;
Attachment 5 - Amended Development Plan for Lot
McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street;
Attachment 6 - Indicative Landscape Concept Plan;
Attachment 7 - Conceptual Subdivision Plan;
Attachment 8 - Indicative Architectural Master Plan;
Attachment 9 - The Precinct Plan

4
2
4
2

LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:

Town of Port Hedland
Urban Development

LGA RECOMMENDATION:
REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:
CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

Adoption without modification
Pilbara Region
17 November 2011
N/A
Local Structure Plan
Lot 2 & 4 McGregor Street, Lot 5474 Thompson
Street, Port Hedland
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RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to endorse the
Amended Development Plans for:
- Lot 4 McGregor Street, Port Hedland; and
- Lot 2 McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street, Port Hedland.
SUMMARY:
The key points relating to this report are as follows:


The Town of Port Hedland, pursuant to clause 5.2.7 of the Town of Port
Hedland's Town Planning Scheme No. 5 (TPS 5), has requested the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) to endorse two Development Plans
prepared for:
- Lot 2 McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street; and
- Lot 4 McGregor Street.



Scheme Amendment No.38 has been approved by the Minister to rezone the
subject land from "Other Public Purpose (Telecommunications)" and "Residential
R15" to "Urban Development" to facilitate the proposed residential development.



The Development Plans propose a mix of medium density (R40 and R50) and
high density (R100) residential development on the subject land.



The Development Plans are consistent with the purpose and objectives of TPS 5
as well as the Pilbara Planning and Infrastructure Framework and the Pilbara's
Port City Growth Plan (draft). The Commission's endorsement is recommended.

BACKGROUND:
The subject land comprises three (3) properties being:
Land Description
Lot
2
McGregor
Street
Lot
4
McGregor
Street
Lot 5474 Thompson
Street

Area
7.87ha
2.62 ha

Owner
the Department of Regional Development and
Land (RDL)
RDL

0.33ha

MG Hilzinger

The subject land is located approximately 4.5km east of Port Hedland harbour and
8.8km north of Port Hedland International Airport and has a combined area of 10.82
ha. The site is situated 200m from the coast (Attachment 1 - Location Plan/Aerial
Photo)
The land surrounding the subject site is zoned "Residential" to the North, East and
West, and reserved for "Other Public Purpose - Waste Disposal and Treatment" to
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the South. The residential density in close proximity to the site ranges from R15 to
R30.
Part of Lot 2 McGregor Street is currently occupied by a telecommunications
exchange which incorporates a transmission tower and an exchange building. The
rest of the site is undeveloped. It is intended that the telecommunications exchange
will remain on the site and continue to operate once the site is rezoned and
redeveloped.
Lot 5474 is currently zoned "Residential R15", and Lots 2 and 4 are reserved for
"Other Public Purpose - Telecommunications". The land falls within a Special Control
Area due to the Waste Water Treatment Plant Buffer.
In January 2011, the Minister for Regional Development and Lands and Minister for
Water announced that the Port Hedland Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is to
be relocated in order to deconstrain land for new residential development within the
Port Hedland townsite.
The Council initiated the Amendment 38 in January 2011 to rezone the above land
to "Urban Development" to facilitate the residential development proposed by the
Development Plans. The Amendment 38 has been considered and approved by the
Minister.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Schedule 4 - Other Regions (Pilbara Region)

Planning.
Effective Delivery of Integrated Plans
 develop integrated infrastructure and land use
plans for the State;
 build infrastructure capacity and integration; and
 implement State and Regional Planning priorities.
State Planning Policy No. 2.6 - State Coastal Planning
Policy.
State Planning Policy No. 3 - Urban Growth and
Settlement;
Liveable Neighbourhoods; and
Residential Design Codes.

DETAILS:
Two versions of the Development Plans have been received for the subject land as
follows:
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- Original Development Plans (date stamped 17 November, 2011) for:



Lot 4 McGregor Street (Attachment 2) and;
Lot 2 McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street (Attachment 3);

- Amended Development Plans (date stamped 24 November, 2011) for:
 Lot 4 McGregor Street (Attachment 4) and;
 Lot 2 McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson Street (Attachment 5).
The Town of Port Hedland has requested WAPC's endorsement of the amended
Development Plans.
The original Development Plans (submitted with the Amendment 38) proposed
residential development that allowed car parking and/or storage areas being set
below the storm surge level. However, based on the Port Hedland Coastal
Vulnerability Study and further investigation undertaken by Cardno with regard to the
inundation level at the subject property (to be discussed in details later), the
Development Plans have been amended to accommodate acceptable design
responses to fill/inundation.
In addition, the Development Plans have been amended to reflect clarifications and
further information requested by Council with regard to Local Water Management
Strategy (LWMS) and road reserve width and roundabout locations. The amended
Development Plans also include specific reference to the proposed variations to the
Residential Design Codes (R Codes).
Council, at its meeting held on 21 September 2011, resolved that:
"Should no submissions be received during the statutory advertising period, Council
formally adopts the Development Plan."
Based on the above resolution, the original Development Plans were automatically
adopted by Council as there was no submission received during the advertising
period.
The Council considers that the amendments made to the original Development Plans
are non-material changes, and the amended Development Plans remain consistent
with the original Development Plans, which has been advertised and considered by
Council. Therefore, Council requests the WAPC's consideration and endorsement of
the amended Development Plans.
The amended Development Plan for Lot 2 and Lot 5474 proposes a total of 313
dwellings on the subject land including:

Dwelling format
3 bedroom detached houses
4 bedroom detached houses
4 bedroom semi-detached houses
4 bedroom Townhouses
3 storey walk-up

Density Code
R40
R40
R40
R50
R100

Yield
8
33
22
26
144

%
3%
10%
7%
8%
46%
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5 storey lift-up
Total

R100

80
313

26%
100%

The amended Development Plan for Lot 4 proposes a total of 89 dwellings on the
subject land including:
Dwelling format
3 bedroom houses
4 bedroom houses
3 bedroom apartments
Total

Density Code
R40
R40
R100

Yield
46
19
24
89

%
52%
21%
27%
100%

The following plans are also provided by the applicant to support the Development
Plans:




An indicative landscape concept plan (Attachment 6);
A conceptual subdivision plan (Attachment 7); and
An indicative architectural master plan (Attachment 8).

The Development
information/studies:






Plans

are

also

supported

by

the

following

technical

Local Water Management Strategy;
Traffic Report;
Environmental Report;
Geotechnical Investigation; and
Infrastructure Report.

GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
The proposal will not generate costs for the WAPC or DoP, and has no policy
implications, being assessable under the existing policy framework.

CONSULTATION:
The original Development Plans were advertised for public comment by way of
advertisements in local papers and notification displayed on site. No formal
submissions were received from the general public.
However, as a result of the public consultation undertaken for Amendment 38, the
Water Corporation, Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) and Main
Roads raised a number of issues that are relevant to the Development Plans. The
issues include:
Water Corporation


The Water Corporation is progressing the planning and design of the
relocation of the WWTP. As the detailed arrangement of infrastructure assets
is not finalised at this stage, the interim buffer requirements must remain in
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place until such time as these facilities have been decommissioned and
alternative arrangements are effective.


The Water Corporation raised concerns on the proposal's approach to
development within the area affected by the 1:100 year storm surge event.



The Water Corporation advised that the existing East Pilbara Water Scheme is
not able to immediately service the proposal. The Water Corporation is
committed to and continues to explore all feasible options to support growth
where development is sought, prior to the delivery of significant water source
upgrades.

DEC


The DEC advised that the site is located in close proximity to Cemetery
Beach, which is a known nesting beach for flatback turtles that are listed as
threatened species under both State and Commonwealth legislation. DEC
recommended that the Town of Port Hedland further investigate the potential
impacts to marine turtles as a result of the increased light emissions from the
subject development.

Main Roads WA


Main Roads has identified some safety concerns and level of service issues
for Port Hedland Road/Cooke Point Drive intersection. Main Roads wishes to
discuss this matter with the proponent in respect of funding for necessary
upgrade of this intersection as a result of the proposed development, which
will generate an additional 2000-2500 vehicular movements at this
intersection.

The Town of Port Hedland advised that the above issues should not prevent the
adoption of the Amendment, and should be investigated and addressed as part of the
Development Plan process.
Responding to the above issues, the applicant advised that:


The applicant has been in regular discussions with Water Corporation,
LandCorp, Pilbara Cities and the RDL to ensure that the development of the
site will be guided by the program of decommissioning the WWTP.



An Environmental Review has been prepared by VDM Consulting to address
DEC's concern on the potential impacts to marine turtles.



A traffic assessment report has been prepared by Transcore to address Main
Roads' concern.

The Environmental Review and the traffic assessment report have been forwarded to
DEC and Main Roads respectively for consideration. Following further discussions
between the applicant and the agencies, both DEC and Main Roads advised that
their concerns have now been properly addressed. The Water Corporation's concern
on the storm surge level is discussed in detail below.
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OFFICER'S COMMENTS:
PLANNING CONTEXT
SPP 2.6 and Coastal Vulnerability Study
State Planning Policy (SPP) 2.6 - State Coastal Planning Policy establishes general
measures and setback requirements with regard to coastal development. In
September 2010, the WAPC released a position statement with an amended Sea
Level Rise (SLR) estimate for the 100 year planning period up to 2110. The revised
sea level allowances are +0.3m for a 50 year (2060) planning period, and +0.9m for a
100 year (2110) planning period. These revisions have been adopted by the Port
Hedland Coastal Vulnerability Study.
The Coastal Vulnerability Study has been prepared by Cardno to evaluate the
combined effects of coastal inundation (flooding and storm surge) arising from
cyclonic events for Port Hedland and the surrounding areas, and to also assess
shoreline stability over planning periods of up to 100 years (2110). Table 1 of the
Study presents a summary of the recommended design water levels for potential
developments near the Spoil Bank and at East Port Hedland based on a planning
period until 2110. The Study recommends that general fill levels be based on the
acceptable risk level design criteria for the 100 year planning period, and floor levels
in any fill development be specified at least 0.5 above the required design water
level.
Pilbara Planning and Infrastructure Framework
At its September, 2011 meeting, the WAPC endorsed a Pilbara regional planning
framework document - the "Pilbara Planning and Infrastructure Framework" (the
Framework). The document sets out a settlement-focused regional development
structure for the region and provides a framework for public and private sector
investment, as well as context for the preparation of local planning strategies and
local planning schemes by local authorities.
The Framework indicates:
"Port Hedland’s future role is as a Pilbara City to service the East Pilbara. Its pivotal
location as one of the Pilbara’s major ports together with the increasing international
demand for mineral resources provides Port Hedland with a long-term security on
which it can confidently diversify its economic base and provide for a higher threshold
of community service provision. "
"Residential development in Port Hedland will change significantly with more
townhouses and other forms of medium-density living being made available to
consumers. Average densities are likely to increase from R30 to R50 and maximum
building heights will increase from seven storeys (Lawson Apartments in South
Hedland) to ten or more storeys. To meet demand, the stock of dwelling units is
anticipated to increase from 4450 (2006) to 19 200 (2035)."
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Table 1 - Utility infrastructure priorities − 2015 of the Framework indicates the one of
the priorities for wastewater is to relocate Port Heldland WWTP.
The proposed Development Plans are consistent with the objectives of the
Framework by facilitating medium and high density residential development on the
subject land.
Pilbara's Port City Growth Plan
The WAPC granted consent for the Town of Port Hedland to advertise the Town's
draft Local Planning Strategy - Pilbara's Port City Growth Plan (CGP). The
advertising of the CGP has been completed and the submissions received are
currently under consideration by the Town of Port Hedland.
The CGP provides a high level strategic blueprint to facilitate the sustained growth of
Port Hedland into Pilbara's Port City with a population of up to 50,000 people by 2035
under the State Government's 'Pilbara Cities' vision.
The CGP is intended to replace the current Land Use Master Plan (LUMP) as the
Town of Port Hedland's adopted Local Planning Strategy.
Part 5 - City Growth Strategy of the CGP indicates that the subject land is located
within the Precinct 2 - East End Urban Village, which is identified as the Town of Port
Hedland's primary residential area offering significant housing density and diversity
together with sport and recreation opportunities, and school and community facilities.
The Precinct Plan (Attachment 9) indicates that the subject land will be developed
for medium density (R40 - R60) residential purpose.
The following Implementation Indicators for Precinct 2 are considered applicable to
the subject application:




"Coastal development will be subject to light spill compliance and related
conditions for flatback turtle nesting sites;
Final fill and finished development floor levels for built form to reflect Coastal
Vulnerability Study recommendations;
Facilitate higher density within close proximity to a new local centre early on
once WWTP decommissioned."

The proposed Development Plans are generally consistent with the objectives of
CGP by facilitating the development of a range of housing forms on the land and will
help address the current critical housing shortage in Port Hedland. With regard to the
proposed density variation to the CGP, the Council advised that the CGP is still a
draft document to be finally adopted by Council. The densities proposed by the
Development Plans have been considered and endorsed by Council, and the CGP
will be amended accordingly to refect the same density coding prior to adoption.
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SPP 3 -Urban Growth and Settlement Policy
The State Planning Policy No. 3 (SPP 3) - Urban Growth and Settlement sets out the
principles and objectives when considering the growth of urban areas throughout the
state. It encourages local governments to adopt a systematic approach to identify
suitable locations for infill development and to increase densities around activity
centres. The Development Plans are consistent with the principles and objectives of
the SPP3 to facilitate the orderly development of the land for residential purpose and
ensure some relief to the current critical shortage of residential land in the area.
Liveable Neighbourhoods
Liveable Neighbourhoods is an operational policy for the design and assessment of
structure plans and subdivision for new urban areas in the metropolitan area and
country centres. The proposed Development Plans are consistent with the Liveable
Neighbourhoods principles and requirements.
The potential storm surge inundation of the site
The natural surface height of the land ranges from 11.5m AHD in the north to 3.5m
AHD in the south. The lower portion of the land is potentially vulnerable to storm
surge inundation.
Since the submission of the Scheme Amendment proposal and the original
Development Plans, the applicant has undertaken further design development with
Cardno and its civil engineers.
A Local Water Management Strategy (LWMS) has been prepared by Cardno and has
been submitted to the Department of Water (DoW) for comments. The DoW has
reviewed the LWMS and informed the applicant of their requirements for the LWMS.
The applicant has made necessary changes as requested by DoW. The revised
LWMS is currently being assessed by the DoW.
Based on the Coastal Vulnerability Study, the LWMS establishes a 1:100 year
inundation level of 5.9m AHD by adopting the level of 5.0m AHD at the entrance to
the Pretty Pool Estuary and adding a 0.9m rise in sea level (due to climate change).
As the subject land is upstream from the Pretty Pool estuary entrance and dissipation
of storm surge would occur across the low lying areas of Pretty Pool, Cardno has
undertaken further detailed modelling, which suggests a possible 0.5m reduction to
the established 5.9m AHD.
The applicant also advised that land fronting McGregor Street needs to be filled to a
minimum of circa 5.0m AHD to 5.5m AHD to achieve the necessary falls to the
proposed road network for storm water management. It is likely that further planning
and subdivision applications will be able to accommodate acceptable design
responses to fill/inundation.
Based on the above information, it is considered appropriate that the inundation level
at the subject property be set in accordance with the Coastal Vulnerability Study
subject to further investigation by Cardno for any potential refinement.
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Public Open Space (POS) Provision
Liveable Neighbourhoods and Development Control Policy 2.3 (DC 2.3) - Public
Open Space in Residential Areas requires that 10% of the gross subdivisible area be
given up free of cost by the subdivider and vested in the Crown as a Reserve for
Recreation. The WAPC may agree to cash in lieu of public open space if there is
already adequate public parklands.
POS was not provided in the Development Plan areas given the close proximity of
existing recreational facilities and open space areas including a skate park, playing
fields and public foreshore areas along Cemetery Beach.
The Town will negotiate a cash in lieu contribution depending on how the sites be
developed in the future. On this basis, a cash in lieu contribution is considered
acceptable and can be further discussed and addressed at subdivision stage.
Variations to R Codes
The Development Plans propose R Codes variations for the proposed R100 and R40
development to vary the standard requirements for plot ratio, external wall and roof
height, boundary setback and open space provision as specified under Table 4 of the
R Codes, which sets out the general site requirements for multiple dwellings in areas
with a coding of R30 or greater.
Part 2 of the R Codes indicates that discretionary decisions shall be made by Council
with respect to any aspect of a proposed development that varies from the relevant
acceptable development provision. In this regard, the Council has considered and
supported the proposed Codes variations.
Timing and Staging
The Development Plan area for Lot 4 McGregor Street will be developed as a single
development application and subdivision.
The Development Plan area for Lot 2 McGregor Street and Lot 5474 Thompson
Street will be initially subdivided into several individual green title super lots to
facilitate development of different land parcels and the excision of the Telstra facility
from the Development Plan area. The Development Plan area will be either
developed as individual lots under separate planning applications or, subject to
market conditions, at the one time.
The applicant advised that the above approach will provide flexibility and the ability to
produce new housing to meet the market demand. The delivery of new housing to
market will be coordinated with the decommissioning of the WWTP.
CONCLUSION:
The proposed Development Plans will facilitate the development of residential
buildings to address the housing shortage at Port Hedland. It is consistent with the
Pilbara Planning and Infrastructure Framework and the Pilbara's Port City Growth
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Plan. The issues raised by the referral agencies have been properly addressed. The
Commission's endorsement is recommended.
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ITEM NO: 9.8
ENDORSEMENT OF OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
BIG GROVE, ALBANY
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORT ORIGIN:
AUTHORISED BY:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Manager, Great Southern
Planning Director, South West Regions
G
SPN 0374
21 December 2011
1. Locality Plan
2. Original ODP map
3. City of Albany resolution on ODP
4. Modified Section 9
5. Modified ODP map (draft prepared by DoP)
6. Schedule of Modifications
Not Applicable
City of Albany
Various
Adopt with Modifications
Great Southern
August 2011
50
Outline Development Plan
NA

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:
REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:
CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to endorse the Big
Grove Outline Development Plan subject to the attached Schedule of
Modifications being undertaken.
SUMMARY:
The City of Albany has requested the Western Australian Planning Commission's
(WAPC) endorsement of the Big Grove Outline Development Plan (ODP). The ODP
will provide guidance for subdivision and land uses within the locality which has been
identified as Future Urban Priority 3 in the Albany Local Planning Strategy. The
WAPC's endorsement subject to modifications is recommended.
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BACKGROUND:
Preparation of the ODP commenced in 2007. In August 2010 the Commission issued
a Statement endorsing a revised sea level rise from 0.38m to 0.9m.
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:
Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005 (as amended)
Part 10

Planning
Building Relationships
Planned local communities and developing a sense of
place
Identify key infrastructure and development frameworks

SPP 2.6 State Coastal Planning Policy
Position Statement - State Planning Policy No.2.6 State
Coastal Planning Policy Schedule 1 Sea Level Rise

DETAILS:
The Big Grove locality is situated on the southern shores of Princess Royal Harbour,
is approximately 115 ha in area, and is approximately 14 km from the city centre
(Attachment 1). Land uses are predominantly residential on lots ranging in area from
approximately 2 - 20 ha, with a Caravan Park existing on land adjacent to the
harbour and currently zoned Motel.
The ODP consists of:
 a main textual document which operates as a summary document with Section
9 being the Implementation (Statutory Requirements) section; and
 an ODP map.
Elements of the urban form as shown on the ODP map which have been designed in
accordance with the principles of Liveable Neighbourhoods include:
 residential development of approximately 1000 lots at various densities;
 a primary school site;
 a widened foreshore reserve accommodating the 0.9m sea level rise which is
to be ceded in stages depending on whether the land contains an existing
dwelling or not;
 a tourism site over the existing caravan park;
 a mixed use area for home based businesses;
 a village centre for retail and commercial uses;
 rural residential lots over existing houses located within the existing drinking
water protection area with no further subdivision rights;
 a road layout providing connectivity throughout the area; and
 various POS areas providing for a mix of active and passive open space,
remnant vegetation protection, and drainage functions.

AGENDA PAGE 173

The modifications proposed by the City of Albany Council (Council) are supported
except for
 modification 1. e) concerning retention of remnant vegetation, and
 modification 2 dot point 9 regarding fencing of the boundary of lot 6.
These are discussed below.
GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
An Outline Development Plan is required by the Scheme over land zoned Residential
Development to guide the future development of the land.
CONSULTATION:
The ODP was publicly advertised and 35 submissions were received by the City of
Albany. The main issues of concern were density of development, location of the
urban residential suburb, vegetation removal, width of foreshore reserve, fire
management and traffic. The City of Albany Council has adopted modifications to the
ODP in response to submissions.
OFFICER’S COMMENTS:
The majority of modifications refer only to Section 9 Implementation (Statutory
Requirements) (Attachment 4) of the main textual document and the ODP map
(Attachment 5), with a rider that Section 9 applies should there be differences
elsewhere in the plan's documents.
Modified Section 9
Proposed modifications to Section 9 reorder its content, include wording for
designations shown on the ODP map but omitted in the text, include statements to
give the document more statutory direction, and provides criteria for addressing
particular matters. Also those CoA modifications which are supported have been
incorporated into the modified Section 9.
9.1 General Requirements
Wording has been included to detail the statutory framework within which the ODP
operates particularly in relation to the existing zones, provisions of the ODP, the need
for rezonings, and operation of the R Codes. A statement has been included advising
that the provisions of this section apply should there be a discrepancy between other
sections, or other reports of the ODP.
9.2 Objectives
Additional modifications to wording are included to provide clarity to the objectives.
9.3 Residential
Additional wording is included to explain its intended predominant use. A minor
variation to the average site area for the R 25 Code (400m2 rather than 350m2)
consistent with Council's modification has been included. This reduction in yield is
part of the modifications to residential densities as shown on the ODP plan i.e. from
R40 to R 30, and R20 - R17.5, to ensure lot yield does not exceed 1000 lots thereby
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allowing Frenchman Bay Road to continue to function as a two lane road and retain
its present visual amenity.
The Council has adopted a modification to remove land within the Water
Corporation's South Coast Public Drinking Water Reserve with a P2 level of
protection (P2) in lot 10 from the Rural Residential designation and include in the
"Residential" designation and adding a notation indicating vegetation retention,
prohibiting the erection of a dwelling, and requiring this land to be added to one lot
outside the P2 area. This approach to the use of land within the P2 area is supported
and, for consistency, is to be applied to land within the P2 area in lot 303 leaving
10% of the lot shown as POS rather than the 40% of the lot previously shown as
POS (Attachment 5).
9.4 Mixed Use
Additional wording has been included to explain the intended predominant use of this
designation.
9.5 Rural Residential
Four sites are included in the Rural Residential designation on the ODP map. All
designations are within the P2 designation.
Council has adopted a modification to show the land within the P2 area in lot 10 as
"Residential" as discussed above.
The remaining three sites are over existing lots with houses. These designations are
supported.
A modification to the text to specify that no further subdivision of a Rural Residential
lot within the P2 area is permitted by the ODP has been included in the modified text.
The Rural Residential designation for the existing house on lot 302 includes part of
lot 301 and should be removed from lot 301 as there are no existing houses on this
lot (Attachment 5).
9.6 Tourism
Additional wording has been included to explain the intended predominant use of this
designation. The Department of Planning (State Strategic Policy) advise that it has
no objection to the ODP as it provides for the continuance of existing tourism uses
and highlights the opportunities for future tourism uses due to the foreshore and
natural attributes of the site.
9.7 Village Centre
Additional wording has been included to explain the intended predominant use of this
designation.
9.8 Primary School
Additional wording has been included to explain the intended predominant use of this
designation. Department of Education and Training have no objection to the location
of the primary school as shown on the ODP and verbally endorse the use of the
adjacent open space as a Shared Use Public Open Space for both school and
community use.

AGENDA PAGE 175

9.9 Public Open Space
Additional wording has been included to indicate that the ODP plan may vary the
location and size of Public Open Space (POS) areas when detailed information is
provided at the subdivision stage. The POS schedules will also be required to be
updated at the time of subdivision. The area of land proposed for POS is in excess of
10 %.
The ODP requires a monetary contribution in lieu of land for those lots not required
by the ODP to give up land for POS.
9:10 Foreshore Reserve
Council's modifications 4, 5(iii) and 10 requires resolution of the coastal setback
issue by the State. Coastal setbacks and reservation widths are determined under
State Coastal Planning Policy 2.6.
The area of land required as a setback to the anticipated shoreline in 100 years using
the current sea level rise value of 0.9m is shown on the ODP map.
A setback was originally calculated by MP Rogers and Associates using the 0.38m
value for sea level rise in January 2010. A revised report in August 2011 includes a
modified application of the methodology in recognition of the specific conditions
found in Princess Royal Harbour and using the new 0.9m level for sea level rise. This
report suggests that the original setback distance (using the 0.38m estimate) is
consistent with the findings of the revised report (using a modified application of the
methodology and 0.9m sea level rise estimate) and as such suggests the original
setback line be adopted.
Consultation with the proponent's representatives was undertaken on 21 November
2011 by Departmental representatives where it was considered that the site specific
setback incorporating the 0.9m sea level rise in the revised MPR report was
appropriate. This was on the basis that:
 the site itself is an inner harbour and the general use of factors used for high
energy coastal environments is not applicable;
 the revised report uses two methodologies to verify the quantum range of the
setback value;
 the revised report uses one methodology which calculates the value of Brunn
Rule factors specific to the site, rather than application of a general rule; and
 the revised report uses another methodology which takes into account wind
generated wave climate within an inner harbour in order to model the potential
future coastal recession due to sea level rise specific to the site; and
 variations to SPP 2.6 are provided for in the Introduction to Schedule One of
SPP 2.6.
Council supports the setback as calculated in the revised MPR report.
The ODP map currently shows 2 setback calculations, but should be amended to
indicate only the revised coastal foreshore alignment based on the above.
The land required for coastal setback is shown as Foreshore Reserve. Within the
foreshore reserve is land proposed to be hatched and shown as Future Foreshore,
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this being freehold land currently encumbered by an existing dwelling within the
foreshore reserve (Attachment 5). The ODP provides for the retention of these
existing dwellings on lots of a size to promote redevelopment (min1ha). Upon
redevelopment the ODP will require this Future Foreshore area to be ceded to the
Crown as foreshore reserve with the existing dwellings removed. The intensification
of land uses within the Future Foreshore area is prohibited by the ODP. The WAPC
recently approved a subdivision excising 3 existing houses onto lots a minimum of
1ha to retain the existing dwellings consistent with this approach.
The distinction between the two foreshore areas clarifies that freehold land within the
Future Foreshore designation can still be used by the landowner until redevelopment
occurs, and is not, by the operation of the ODP, reserved solely for public use.
9.11Remnant Vegetation
The majority of the area within the ODP has been zoned Residential Development
via amendments 279 and 284. The Environmental Protection Authority's (EPA)
response to the two rezonings was, particularly in relation to remnant bushland and
fauna, that if the environmental values are not adequately assessed in the ODP, then
subsequent subdivisions or developments may require referral to the EPA under S
38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.
The ODP retains areas of significant remnant vegetation as POS areas. Consultation
with the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) during the assessment
process has resulted in the environmental significance of only one area of remnant
vegetation being disagreed between DEC and the proponent's environmental
consultants. This area is approximately 3.5 ha (equivalent to approximately 45 lots)
adjacent to the foreshore in lot 7 and the adjacent lot 109 (Attachment 5).
The site consists of vegetation known to be a habitat for the Western Ring Tail
Possum. The proponent's consultants have advised that previous discussions with
the relevant Federal department indicated that referral under the Environmental
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 was not likely to be required.
DEC advised the proponents however in June 2010 that should the vegetation in lot
7 and lot 109 be shown for housing on the ODP map this would require referral to the
EPA and to the relevant Federal Department under the Environmental Protection and
Biodiversity and Conservation Act 1999.
DEC has advised that following a review of the environmental assessments provided
in the ODP, those assessments are not considered adequate, and the vegetation
should be retained. Consultants for the proponents do not agree with DEC's
assessment and submit the vegetation on lots 7 and 109 can be included in the land
to be developed for urban purposes. Council has supported the proponents' position
via Recommendation 5 iv) of its adoption of the ODP.
The matter could either be formally referred now by the WAPC to the EPA and the
Federal government for determination, or the advice from DEC could be supported
and the vegetation included into the POS category on the ODP map.
Alternatively as agreement on the value of the vegetation identified by DEC for
retention has not been reached during the plan preparation process, it is
recommended that this area be shown on the ODP as remnant vegetation requiring
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further assessment at the time of subdivision or development via consultation with
the EPA. If required, formal referral to the Federal government can occur as part of
this process. This is consistent with the EPA's advice at the rezoning stages. The
wording in Modified Section 9 now reflects this position.
9.12 South Coast Water Reserve
The south-western corner of the ODP is within the declared South Coast Public
Drinking Water Reserve and has a P2 level of protection. A Water Corporation
production bore is within the reserve, as are 3 existing houses. The existing houses
are included in the Rural Residential designation with no further subdivision permitted
by the ODP. Land uses within the P2 area are required to comply with the
Department of Water's guidelines for land use compatibility. Lot 10 and 303 are
owned in freehold by resident landowners. Following ceding 10% of their land for
POS within the reserve, the balances of the lots shown as Residential on the ODP
map are to be combined with land outside the P2 area to create one lot each,
enabling both use of the land inside the reserve in accordance with its current use,
and protection of the reserve.
9.13 Road Infrastructure
A notional road layout has been included on the ODP plan. Only the Neighbourhood
Connectors are shown as having a road reservation width, the other roads being
shown by a single line on the plan (with no width). Additional wording has been
included to explain that variations to road alignments may occur due to final width of
roads, and local features. Council's modification requiring contributions for upgrading
Frenchman Bay Road following adoption of a contributions policy by the Council has
been added.
MRWA do not object to the ODP however request the ODP require upgrades to the
intersection of Frenchman Bay Road and Hanrahan Road/Princess Royal Dr (which
is a State Controlled road and the only heavy haulage route to the Albany Port).
Provision has been included for a contribution to an "interim intersection treatment"
included in CoA modification 3, dot point 3. Should MRWA require contributions to
the grade separated intersection treatment as envisaged in the final design of the
Albany Ring Road this can be achieved via a Contributions Policy prepared by
MRWA under SPP 3.6 and applied as a future subdivision condition.
9.14 Sewer and Water Infrastructure
This section has been added to clarify the requirement for reticulated water and
sewerage services to all lots in the future, other than those created to retain the
existing houses adjacent to the foreshore, and those two lots created incorporating
land in the P2 area.
Water Corporation do not object to the ODP and advise that construction of both
headworks and reticulated infrastructure is required to provide services to the area.
9.15 Electricity
This section has been added to clarify the requirement for underground electricity to
all lots in the future.
Western Power advise it has no objection to the ODP.
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9.16 Urban Water Management
Additional wording has been included to make reference to the conceptual urban
water strategy currently prepared as part of the ODP, and the need for a detailed
Local Water Management Plan at the subdivision stage.
Department of Water has advised that it has endorsed the revised conceptual urban
water management strategy.
9.17 Fire Management
Additional wording has been included to make reference to the conceptual Fire
Management Plan currently prepared as part of the ODP and the need for a detailed
Fire Management Plan at the time of subdivision.
FESA has not objected to the conceptual Fire Management Plan.
9.18 Geotechnical and Acid Sulphate Soils Management
Additional wording has been included to advise of the need to address these two
issues at the time of subdivision.
9.19 Visual Management
Additional wording has been included to make reference to the Visual Amenity
Impact Assessment report prepared as part of the ODP.
9.20 Detailed Area Plans (DAP)
Additional wording has been included indicating that Council may require a DAP to
be prepared for sites considered significant in the ODP area.
9.21 Subdivision
This section makes general statements about subdivisions being in accordance with
the ODP and State and local government policies. Rather than including a
requirement as suggested by the CoA for fencing of the entire boundary of lot 6 to
retain the amenity of this particular lot at the first stage of an adjacent subdivision
(which may seem onerous at the time if only a part of an adjacent subdivision shares
a boundary with this lot) a general clause is included to require uniform fencing along
existing lot boundaries without mentioning a particular lot.
BGODP Map
Council's modifications to the ODP map include (as per City of Albany numbering)
(Attachment 3 ):
 1 a) notation advising of the need for a rezoning prior to development;
 1 b) requirement for a Detailed Area Plan;
 1 c) notation indicating possible road widening;
 1 d) notation advising of the need for a Fire Management Plan;
 1 f) showing land within the P2 area in lot 10 as "Residential" and adding a
notation indicating vegetation retention, prohibiting the erection of a dwelling,
and requiring this land to be added to one lot outside the P2 area;
 1 g) notation advising of the need for intersection treatments;
 1 h) reduction in density codes; and
 1 j) notification regarding extinguishment of existing easements or other
interests inland.
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The above modifications are supported.
Additional modifications to the ODP map (Attachment 5) are suggested as follows:
 delete that portion of land shown as Rural Residential on lot 301 and include
in the POS designation;
 add a designation "Residential: (vegetation retention, erection of a dwelling or
waste disposal prohibited, land to be added to one lot outside the P2 area at
the time of subdivision, no further subdivision)" to enable Council's
modification 1 f);
 for Lot 303 show 10% of the lot as POS adjacent to Frenchman Bay Road,
include the land within the P2 area into the "Residential" designation as above,
with the balance of the lot shown as Low Density Residential R 17.5;
 add into the existing Foreshore Reserve designation a hatched area showing
Future Foreshore areas; and
 show only one Physical Process setback as per MPR revised setback report.
BGODP Text (excluding Section 9) and Traffic Assessment Report
Council's modifications to the ODP text include (as per Council's numbering)
(Attachment 3):
 1 i) modification to the POS schedules;
 2, S 5.3.1 Road Network: road widening on north of Frenchman Bay Road,
findings of Traffic Assessment Report, preparation of a cost contribution
schedule for road widening and upgrading of Frenchman Bay Road;
 2, S 8.4.1 Regional Road Network to be consistent with amended S 5.3.1;
 2 , S 8.5.1 Retained Lots to include lot 110 (which was recently approved by
WAPC under 138740, and lot 6 (future retained lot);
 2, S 8.6 POS, update POS schedule;
 2, S 8.6 POS, update POS Schedule;
 2, S 8.11 Funding of Common Infrastructure to reflect amended S 5.3.1;
 3, Modifications to Traffic Assessment Report including reduction in
residential densities to limit number of lots in ODP to a maximum of 1000 so
that Frenchman Bay Road is not required to be widened to 4 lanes to
accommodate traffic impacts; and
 5 (i) and 7 (i) finalisation of a Local Water Management Strategy (which has
subsequently been received from DoW);
The above modifications are supported.
Modifications to the ODP text to address inaccuracies regarding establishment of the
coastal setback have also been included.
Conclusion
Based on the consideration given to the setback distance by Departmental
representatives at the meeting on 21 November 2011, the ODP is suitable for
endorsement by the WAPC subject to modifications.
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ATTACHMENT 3

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES –
16/08/2011
**REFER DISCLAIMER**

ITEM 2.2 RESPONSIBLE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
VOTING REQUREIMENT: SIMPLE MAJORITY
That Council;
1.

Adopt the Big Grove Outline Development Plan for final approval
subject to the following modifications being affected (as identified on
Attachment 3):
a) Modification1: Include a notation on Lot 17 which states “Should the
owner of Lot 17 wish to develop their landholding for residential
purposes a re-zoning from ‘Motel’ to ‘Residential Development’ zone
prior to any residential subdivision or development would be
required. Any rezoning requires separate approval by the Minister
for Planning.”
b) Modification 2: Include a notation for the Village Centre which states
“A Detailed Area Plan is required for the Village Centre prior to
development and shall be in accordance with the City of Albany
Residential Design Code Policy with car parking in accordance with
the City of Albany Scheme.”
c) Modification 3: Include a notation for the road widening which states
“Should a need for widening of the road reserve be identified, such
widening will need to accommodated north of Frenchman Bay Road
(to meet the City requirements). Public Open Space schedule may
require adjustment at subdivision.”
d) Modification 4: Include a notation requiring “Detailed Fire
Management Plans shall be submitted with subdivision applications
to the WAPC in accordance with ‘Planning for Bushfire Protection –
Edition 2’.”
e) That council make
Recommendation:

the

following

changes

to

the

Officer

A. Delete Recommendation 1(e) being Modification 5, which currently
reads ‘Outline portions of Lots 7 and 109 identified by the Department of
Environment in red and include a notation “Area identified by the
Department of Environment for public open space / vegetation retention.
Area and land uses to be reviewed at subdivision stage with referral to
the Environmental Protection Authority.”
B. Add the following advice note under Recommendation 5:
“iv) The submission from the Department of Environment and
Conservation to retain vegetated portions of Lot 7 and 109 is not
supported on the basis that:



The area of vegetation to be retained in public open space and within
the foreshore reserve represents 34% of the vegetation found on the
site (20 hectares).
Significant linkages have been identified via Public Open Space
areas A, B and C
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES –
16/08/2011
**REFER DISCLAIMER**

ATTACHMENT 3

The Albany Regional Vegetation Survey indicates that ‘Peppermint
Low Forest’ as found on these lots and is well presented in secure
tenure (in reserves such as Reserve 930 immediately to the south of
the ODP) throughout the survey area.
The proponent carried out targeted surveys for Western Ringtail
Possums and found numbers were extremely low and that the
retention of vegetation as suggested in the Outline Development
Plan would be adequate to ensure the long term persistence of these
and other fauna.
There needs to be a balance in achieving good environmental
outcomes whilst accommodating for the future expansion of the
City.”

f) Modification 6: Show the southern portion of Lot 10 as ‘Residential’
with the P2 area as a ‘building exclusion area and ‘vegetation
retention’ area with a note that “The southern portion of Lot 10 shall
be combined with one residential lot located outside of the P2 area
(with no further subdivision potential).”
g) Modification 7: Include a notation identifying the need for
intersection treatments to be designed in accordance with the Traffic
Assessment Report at the subdivision stage.
h) Modification 8: Change the density codes from R40 to R30, R20 to
R17.5 and retain the R25 code except that a note be placed against
the R25 code descriptor that the average site area shall be 400m²
rather than 350m² as per Section 9.3 of the Outline Development Plan
report.
i)

Modification 9: Tables 5b and 6 of Section 8.6 being modified to
show Lot 10 Panorama Road, Big Grove contributing to a maximum
of 10% Public Open Space.

j)

Modification 10: Place a notation on the Outline Development Plan to
the following effect:
“To the extent the creation of any road shown on the ODP requires
any easement or other interest in that land to be extinguished, the
proponent must at its cost (including any compensation that may be
payable) arrange for the interest to be extinguished.”

2.

Require the following modifications to the Outline Development Plan
report:


Section 5.3.1 to be amended to:
(i)
delete the recommendation that any widening of the reserve
associated with the Frenchman Bay Road be to the south, and
recognise that the City may require widening of the road
reserve on the north side to be ceded free of cost at
subdivision stage.
(ii) reference the findings of the amended Traffic Assessment
Report.
(iii) include requirement that prior to subdivision a Local Planning
Policy is to be prepared by the proponent and adopted by
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Council under Town Planning Scheme No. 3 to identify a cost
contribution schedule for any required widening and upgrading
of Frenchman Bay Road, inclusive of intersection treatments
along its route, as per the amended Traffic Assessment Report
(identified in Recommendation 3). The contributions will be
proportionate to the total generation of traffic as identified in
the Traffic Assessment Report and be calculated on a per lot
basis.
Section 8.4.1 to be amended so that it is consistent with the
amended 5.3.1 above.
Section 8.5.1 to include Lot 110 and Lot 6 as one of the retained
lots to which this clause applies.
Section 8.6 to be amended with an updated POS schedule where
widening affects the identified 5m public open space buffer.
Section 8.6 to clearly state that refined POS calculations will also
be provided as part of subdivision applications taking into
account the traffic report, drainage and decisions on the areas
identified by DEC for retention on portions of Lot 7 and 109.
Section 8.11 to reflect modification to Section 5.3.1
(contributions).
Section 9.3 to state that in relation to the R25 Code the ODP
amends Table 1 of the R-Codes by increasing the average site
area from 350m² to 400m².
Section 9.4 to reflect modification to Section 5.3.1 (contributions).

That Council make
Recommendation:
A.

ATTACHMENT 3

the

following

changes

to

the

Officer

Modify Recommendation 2 (bullet point 9) which currently
reads “Section 9.16 to include a requirement that uniform
fencing be provided along existing lot boundaries to protect the
amenity of neighbouring landowners” to the following:
Section 9.16 to include a requirement that uniform fencing be
provided along existing lot boundaries to protect the amenity of
neighbouring landowners and that in particular regards to Lot 6
Frenchman Bay Road, such uniform fencing should be erected
as part of the first stage of subdivision along the full extent of
the eastern (adjacent to Lot 7) and western boundary (adjacent
to Lot 16) at the developers cost.
CARRIED 8-2

3.

Require the following modifications to the Traffic Assessment Report:




The upgrading and widening of Frenchman Bay Road is to be based
on the lot yield of 1000 lots (consistent with the lower lot yield
scenario in the Report) on the basis of the reduction in density as
identified by Modification 8 on Attachment 3.
In addition to the intersection treatment upgrades identified for
Chipana Road and Robinson Road the following intersections
should also be considered for treatment, being:
i)
Bayview Drive (south) – southern approach.
ii)
Bayview Drive (north) – southern approach.
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iii)
iv)
v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)




Robinson Road – in both directions.
Princess Avenue – in both directions.
Queen Street.
Harding Road.
Symens Street.
Torndirrup Road.
Lower Denmark Road and Hanrahan Road – interim
intersection treatments.
The identification of upgrade works (inclusive of intersection
treatments above) and approximate upgrade costs being identified
to assist in the preparation of a contribution policy. The staging of
the works based on priorities at various traffic volume increases
should also be identified.
Based on the uncertainty over the timing associated with the Albany
Ring Road extension, an interim intersection treatment is to be
identified at both Hanrahan Road and Lower Denmark Road to the
satisfaction of the City, in consultation with Main Roads WA.

4.

Formally refer the Outline Development Plan to the Western Australian
Planning Commission (with a copy of this report and all Attachments)
recommending endorsement subject to modifications following
resolution of the required coastal setback and finalisation of the Local
Water Management Strategy.

5.

Advise the Western Australian Planning Commission that:
i. The Local Water Management Strategy is being finalised and the
ODP should not be endorsed until a revised Local Water
Management Strategy is approved by the Department of Water and
the City.
ii. The ODP has been referred to the Commission to consider the City’s
recommendations on modifications and allow for preliminary
assessment at a state planning level. A number of issues will require
discussion as they traverse the local government and state planning
assessments.
iii. That Council make the following changes to the Officer
Recommendation:
A. Delete point (iii) under Recommendation 5 and replace with the
following:

6.

7.

The City is not supportive of the additional 52 metre coastal
setback being applied to the Outline Development Plan as
requested by the Department of Planning (Coastal Branch) on the
basis that the site is a sheltered shoreline and based on site
specific analysis the proponents coastal engineers have
determined that the existing foreshore reserve will adequately
cater for a 0.9m increase in sea level.
CARRIED 8-2
Adopt the Officer Recommendations in the Table of Submissions
(Appendix 5) and advise all people and agencies that lodged a
submission, and that copies of all submissions will be provided to the
Western Australian Planning Commission.
Advise the proponent that:
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The revised Local Water Management Strategy is not approved
by the City as part of the Outline Development Plan
documentation, and is to be approved in writing by the City and
Department of Water. The Local Water Management Strategy is to
clearly state that drainage for Lot 7 will be self contained and
serviced by Public Open Space Areas area ‘E’ or ‘F’ in the north.

8.

Advise the owners of Lot 6 that;
(i)
The Outline Development Plan acknowledges they are a non
participating landowner, and Lot 6 is subject to future planning
and a scheme amendment.
(ii)
A Public Open Space and drainage area is retained on Lot 6 in
the Outline Development Plan, however can be further refined as
part of future planning for Lot 6. Drainage for Lot 7 will be
independent and the proponent has been requested to modify
the Local Water Management Strategy to reflect this.

9.

Advise the owners of Lot 17 that should they wish to develop the land
for residential development a future scheme amendment / zoning
change will be required.

10.

Advise all owners within the Big Grove Outline Development Plan Area
of the Council decision and that there are issues relating to coastal
setbacks as follows;
(i)
Most landowners will be aware that coastal setbacks are applied
through the Western Australian Planning Commission State
Planning Policy No. 2.6 (SPP 2.6).
(ii)
A coastal setback report for Big Grove was compiled by the
proponent (the initial report was drafted in 2007).
(iii)
In September 2009 the Department of Planning conditionally
supported the setbacks recommended by the proponent subject
to modifications. In correspondence the Department highlighted
that SPP No 2.6 was under review, that the review would take
some time, and that the current Policy Position identified a sea
level rise figure of 0.38m over a 100 year timeframe. The letter
foreshadowed that an increase to a Sea Level Rise value was
likely, however (in 2009) could not be enforced under current
Policy.
(iv)
The proponent’s coastal report was revised in October 2009 and
January 2010.
(v)
On 25 May 2010 the Western Australian Planning Commission
(WAPC) adopted a Position Statement supporting use of a sea
level rise (SLR) increase to 0.9m to 2010.
(vi)
The City consulted with the Department of Planning during
advertising of the Big Grove Outline Development Plan (ODP),
however no comments were lodged in regards to coastal
setbacks. An agenda item on the ODP was originally scheduled
for the June 2011 Council meeting.
(vii) The City was contacted by the Department of Planning (Coastal
Branch) on the 17 June 2011 advising that the coastal setbacks
for Big Grove does not reflect updated the WAPC position on sea
level rise. This advice was confirmed by email to the City on
20 June 2011 resulting in the withdrawal of the report on Big
Grove from the June 2011 Council agenda.
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The Department of Planning advised that the total setback for the
Big Grove ODP should be an additional 52 metres inland from the
original setback line or to the 2.52 metre contour.
City officers have met with the Department of Planning (Perth)
who indicated that the new SLR has been applied consistently
since May 2010 throughout the state, however that discussions
over setbacks can continue with the Coastal Branch. There
appears to be some acknowledgement that there is scope to
assess setbacks based on a case by case basis.
There will be ongoing discussion between the proponents and
Department for Planning.
The City is lodging the Big Grove ODP with the WAPC for
assessment at the state planning level. A final position on the
coastal setback required by WAPC is still to be determined.

ITEM 2.2 RESOLUTION (Responsible Officer Recommendation)
MOVED: COUNCILLOR WELLINGTON
SECONDED: COUNCILLOR DUFTY
THAT the Responsible Officer Recommendation be ADOPTED, including the
changes contained in Alternate Motions 1, 2 and 3 by Councillor Duffy.
CARRIED 7-3
Record of Vote
Against the Motion: Councillors D Bostock, J Bostock and Holden
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ITEM NO: 9.9
COCKBURN GATEWAYS SHOPPING CENTRE - STAGE 3
EXPANSION
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
A/Manager Planning Metro South West
Director Planning Metro South West
G
23-50240-2/1
24 January 2012
Attachment A - Location Plans (2 x plans)
Attachment B - Suite of Development Plans (9 x plans)
Attachment C - Gateways Precinct Structure Plan (GPSP)
Attachment D - Existing Bus Routes & Bus Stops
Attachment E - Applicant's Proposed (Recommended)
Public Transport Access Plan
Attachment F - GPSP Public Transport Provisions
Attachment G - Map of Structure Plans
Attachment H - PTA Analysis Plan of Five Bus Routes
Urban
City of Cockburn
Regional Centre
Conditional Approval
Cockburn Regional Centre
29 March 2011
296
Development Application
Lots 202 & 203 Wentworth Parade, Success

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:

REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:

CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to approve the
application for development approval for the Gateways Shopping Centre Stage
3 Expansion at Lots 202 & 203 Wentworth Parade, Success, subject to the
following conditions:
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1.

The bus corridor containing the 'Main Street' and associated connecting
internal road system and the peripheral bus corridor along the southern
and eastern boundaries of the site, identified on the development plans,
shall be designed and constructed to accommodate public bus services
(routes) to and from the Beelier Drive bus underpass, to the satisfaction
of the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) on the advice of
the Public Transport Authority (PTA) and the City of Cockburn (City).

2.

Up to five bus routes are to be permitted to operate within the 'Main
Street' corridor to the satisfaction of the WAPC on the advice of the PTA.

3.

Road network design for the 'Main Street' corridor is to accommodate
priority movements for the required number of buses including a
minimum lane width of 3.5 metres (or 3.2 metres if there is an adjacent
central median, the median being a minimum of 2 metres in width if
containing any trees/light poles or providing pedestrian refuge, or else a
minimum of 1 metre in width if paved or containing low level
landscaping) and 14 metres radius for any roundabout (measured from
the centre point to the outside kerb). Road intersections are to be
designed to favour bus movements.

4.

Road network design for the peripheral corridor is to accommodate bus
movements, including the minimum lane widths and roundabout radius
stipulated in Condition 3 above. Road intersections are to be designed to
favour bus movements, and the design of the loading docks and
associated access/egress configurations along the eastern boundary
should not unduly impede bus movements along the peripheral corridor.

5.

Bus stops and shelter facilities shall be located, designed and
constructed along the bus corridors within the subject land, and
integrated with the proposed land use, street network, and pedestrian
movement environment, to the satisfaction of the WAPC on the advice of
the PTA and the City. The WAPC, on the advice of the PTA, envisages
the following in respect of the two individual corridors:
a)

b)

No more than two sets of stops will be required along the 'Main
Street' corridor and that the detailed design will provide the
desired bus passenger amenity and safety. The bus stops are to
be located as close as practicable to, but in any event as much as
reasonably possible within 100 metres of the main entry and
between Driveways 1 and 2, unless otherwise agreed by the PTA.
Two sets of bus stops will be required along the peripheral
corridor, with one of the pairs being as close as possible to the
southern entry of the shopping centre and the other pair being as
close as possible to the eastern end of the 'Main Street', and that
the detailed design will provide the desired bus passenger
amenity and safety. However, the installation of bus shelters and
the marking of bus stops for Transperth operation along the
peripheral corridor should not be undertaken until the PTA has
confirmed the requirement for their use.
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6.

Easements in accordance with sections 195 and 196 of the Land
Administration Act 1997 for the benefit of the State of Western Australia
are to be placed on the Certificates of Title of the lots, specifying access
rights along the public transport corridors as identified in these
conditions. Notice of these easements is to be included on the Deposited
Plan.

7.

The Gateways Local Structure Plan is to be modified in the following
manner:
a)

b)

c)

Clause 5.2.3 (b) shall include the WAPC as one of the parties
involved in any potential review of the number of bus routes
accessing the 'Main Street';
Clause 5.2.3 (b) (i) shall be modified to state that there will initially
be five bus routes along the 'Main Street' as determined by the
PTA; and
Clause 5.2.3 (b) (iv) dot point 1 shall be modified to state that there
will be no decrease below the five bus routes nominated by the
PTA along the 'Main Street' for the first five years after
commencement of operation of the bus routes.

8.

Prior to the commencement of site works a staging plan is to be
prepared to the satisfaction of the WAPC on the advice of the PTA and
the City. The plan is to address aspects and impacts of the construction
phase including arrangements to provide continuation of bus access
and operation of bus services through the site. The plan is to be
implemented during the construction phase to the satisfaction of the
WAPC on the advice of the PTA and the City.

9.

Conditions 1 to 7 inclusive shall be satisfied prior to the occupation of
the development or as may be agreed to by the WAPC.

SUMMARY:
The key points relating to this report are as follows:


The site is located within the Cockburn Regional Centre, and is designated as
an Activity Centre in Directions 2031 and State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity
Centres (SPP 4.2) (refer Attachment A - Location Plans).



The development proposal is for the construction of Stage 3 of the Gateways
Shopping Centre site (the site) accommodating new retail facilities; a new
'Main Street'; an upper-level cinema complex; a retail floor space increase
from approximately 32,500m² Net Lettable Area (NLA) to 50,000m² NLA; a
non-retail floor space increase from approximately 6,300m² NLA to 10,000m²
NLA; and a commensurate increase in car parking (refer Attachment B Development Plans).
The development proposal is consistent with the Applicant's Gateways
Precinct Structure Plan (GPSP), which was adopted by the City of Cockburn
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(the City) on 09 December 2010 (refer Attachment C - Gateways Precinct
Structure Plan).


The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) was not afforded a role
to formally consider and determine the GPSP under the provisions of the
City's Town Planning Scheme No. 3 (TPS 3). Such a role is only required
where a structure plan proposes the subdivision of land (which is not proposed
under the GPSP).



Of note, TPS 3 states that where the combined Gross Leasable Area of retail
floor space within the Gateways Precinct is proposed to exceed 35,000m², (as
was proposed by the GPSP) a review of the Gateways Shopping Centre (the
Shopping Centre) design and associated access arrangements is required, to
the satisfaction of Council. "In this respect, particular attention is to be given to
access arrangements to Beelier Drive and to the provision of a suitable public
transport corridor through the Gateways Precinct to the Town Centre Precinct
on advice from the Public Transport Authority" (emphasis added).



The Public Transport Authority (PTA) and Department of Planning (DoP)
advised the City of its objections to the GPSP prior to advertising (which
originally proposed that all public transport movements be around the
periphery of the site), principally on the basis that it did not provide for an
adequate public transport corridor through the site, connecting to the nearby
bus transfer station adjacent to the Cockburn Central Train Station (the Train
Station).



The City initially did not support advertising of the GPSP, identifying issues
relating to the provision of public transportation, pedestrian connectivity, and
urban design.



The Applicant sought the intervention of the State Administrative Tribunal
(SAT) in response to the City's position. Both the PTA and DoP assisted the
City in responding to the appeal. However, during the course of proceedings
the Applicant and the City reached a negotiated solution to enable the GPSP
to be advertised (which included the Applicant agreeing to fund a set of road
improvements along Beelier Drive, including road upgrades, the installation of
Closed Circuit Television at major intersections, and the installation of fibre
optic cabling to existing traffic signals, at an estimated cost of $2 million).



Both the PTA and DoP made submissions to the City during the advertising of
the GPSP reiterating that the GPSP did not adequately provide a suitable
public transport corridor. This was followed by a meeting with senior City staff
and a presentation by the PTA to the Cockburn Council.



The existing bus service provided by the PTA encompasses 10 routes that
traverse the site near its centre, entering via Beelier Drive and exiting via
Wentworth Parade (refer Attachment D - Existing Bus Routes & Bus
Stops).



The Applicant was initially opposed to accommodating any bus routes through
the site via the 'Main Street', as part of the GPSP, on the basis that they would
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have an adverse impact on the amenity of the proposed 'Main Street'.
Conversely, the PTA was opposed to any reduction in the existing 10 bus
routes that access the centre of the site (albeit the PTA does not presently
enjoy any legal right for its buses to access and traverse the site).


The Cockburn Council adopted the recommendations of the City's Planning
Department, that as a mediated outcome, bus access would be provided in
the form of two bus routes traversing the site via the 'Main Street', with the
remaining eight routes using the peripheral corridor along the eastern and
southern boundaries of the site (refer Attachment E - Applicant's Proposed
(Recommended) Public Transport Access Plan).



This mediated outcome also incorporates an annual review of the number of
bus routes utilising the 'Main Street'. Provisions were inserted into the GPSP
that require the City to have regard to the impact of buses on the amenity of
the 'Main Street' in determining whether the number of bus routes along the
'Main Street' should increase or decrease (refer Attachment F - GPSP Public
Transport Provisions).



In response to the decision of the Cockburn Council to adopt the GPSP, the
WAPC advised the City that it had elected to call in all development
applications for the site for its determination under the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS). This call in, pursuant to Clause 32 of the MRS, is expressed
as follows: "...the proposal may raise issues of regional importance and the
public interest, relating to the achievement of orderly and proper planning
generally, and specifically, the provision of suitable public transport corridor(s)
and facilities".



The development proposal has recently been approved by the Cockburn
Council (06 October 2011) subject to conditions, including relevantly, that all
PTA bus routes through the site shall be established and maintained in
accordance with the GPSP, and that an easement in gross shall be granted
for the use and benefit of the public at large, over all access roads into the
site.



Following receipt of the subject development application, the DoP has met
with both the Applicant and the PTA on several occasions to discuss the
differing positions of each party in regard to the number of bus routes utilising
the 'Main Street'. The outcome of these meetings is a revised development
proposal, whereby a minimum of five bus routes will access the site via the
'Main Street'. This outcome, while not the preferred outcome of either the PTA
or Applicant, is satisfactory to both parties.



The DoP considers the above outcome to be appropriate in the context of the
WAPC's relevant planning policy, State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres
(SPP 4.2), which seeks to prioritise public transport use over private vehicle
use, and locate public transport corridors to maximise public transport use.



The revised development proposal maintains the current level of public
transport access to the site, with the two designated corridors providing
flexibility for bus passengers to access different areas of the site as

AGENDA PAGE 205

appropriate. The proposal also acknowledges the desires of the Applicant (to
create a high amenity 'Main Street' not unduly impacted by high volume bus
movements). The review provisions of the GPSP (required to be updated to
reflect the outcome of this proposal) enable public transport access to and
through the site via the 'Main Street' to be reviewed once the development has
been in operation for two years and the amenity impacts of bus movements
through the 'Main Street' (if any) can be more appropriately determined.


It is recommended that the development application be approved subject to
conditions.

LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005
162. No development except with approval

Planning
Planned local communities developing a sense of place
 Develop integrated infrastructure and land use plans
for the State.
 Build infrastructure capacity and integration.
 Implement State and Regional Planning priorities.
 State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres.
 Development Control Policy 1.6 - Planning to Support
Transit Use and Transit Oriented Development.

DETAILS:
Site Description
The site comprises two adjacent lots (Lots 202 & 203 Wentworth Parade) with a total
area of 20.3774 hectares. The site extends to the adjoining road boundaries at
Wentworth Parade (west), the Kwinana Freeway (east), and north to Beelier Drive.
Existing development on Lot 203 comprises the Shopping Centre, which dates to
1999, and is surrounded by large areas of car parking. The total retail floor space
within the Shopping Centre is approximately 31,826m² NLA. Additionally, along the
Beelier Drive frontage is some 7,341m² NLA of retail floor space, including bulky
goods showrooms, located as an adjoining development with separate car parking,
known as the Southgate Commercial Complex.
Existing development on Lot 202 includes a service station, tavern, and fast food
premises, also with associated car parking.
The surrounding road network, including the Kwinana Freeway, Beelier Drive, and
Wentworth Avenue, accommodates significant regional traffic and high volumes of
vehicles gaining access to the site. Regional traffic forecasts indicate that these
levels of traffic will increase over time with the build up of land use in the locality.

AGENDA PAGE 206

Site Context
The site is located adjacent to the Kwinana Freeway and Beelier Drive access/egress
ramp, and 500 metres south of the Train Station, thereby enjoying a high level of
accessibility (refer Attachment A - Location Plans).
Currently, Transperth provides services for ten bus routes to various surrounding
urban localities from the Train Station, via the site. A bus-only underpass (presently
not utilised) exists underneath Beelier Drive, which provides an opportunity for a
direct link from the Train Station to the north-east corner of the site.
The land surrounding the site comprises three other structure planned areas,
including the Cockburn Central Town Centre (the Town Centre) to the north,
providing for the establishment of mixed use residential, commercial, and retail
development, which is partially developed and under further construction. The Muriel
Court Structure Plan (largely undeveloped) is located further to the north-west,
comprising Mixed Business land use along the southern edge of the structure plan
area, and a mixture of R20 - R160 Residential land use across the remainder. To the
east of the Town Centre, and on the opposite side of the Kwinana Freeway, is the
Solomon Road Structure Plan, which provides for Mixed Business, Light and Service
Industry, and Parks and Recreation land uses (refer Attachment G - Map of
Structure Plans).
To the south of the site is a vacant lot, which has an approved master plan detailing a
range of mixed use and medium density housing. Established residential areas are
located immediately to the west and further to the east of the site, on the opposite
side of the Kwinana Freeway.
Notably, there has been significant Government investment in public transport in the
immediate area in the form of the Train Station and associated car parking areas,
and the Beelier Drive underpass.
The Proposal
The development application proposes the following key elements (refer Attachment
B - Development Plans):


An integrated shopping area extension (approximately 17,125m² NLA) to the
north of the existing Shopping Centre, incorporating a storage area, retail
tenancies, various smaller specialty tenancies accommodating either retail or
alternative non-retail commercial uses, and a Discount Department Store with
ancillary office space.



The construction of a basement car park accommodating 710 car bays.



The construction of a roof deck car park stage accommodating 300 car bays
and with further retail/commercial tenancies on the northern side of the roof
deck.
A 'Main Street' on the northern side of the Shopping Centre, adjoined by
2470m² of specialty tenancies, and substantial areas of car parking along both
sides of the street, as well as a covered bus stop at its eastern end.
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The construction of a 1,000m² commercial tenancy on the north western side
of the proposed 'Main Street'.



The construction of a 387 bay car parking area within the north-eastern corner
of the site.



Reconfiguration of the existing vehicle and pedestrian movement network and
established car parking areas. The proposed vehicle access network
incorporates four lane access roads and a dual lane roundabout within the
north-western part of the site.



The provision of public transport corridors in accordance with the endorsed
GPSP, which incorporates the 'Main Street' and a corridor along the eastern
and southern boundaries of the site. Since the original proposal was lodged,
the Applicant and PTA have agreed that a minimum of five bus routes will
utilise the 'Main Street'.



A continuous footpath provided along all building edges with periodic
pedestrian crossing points along 'Main Street' and Driveway 1.



All bus routes are proposed to utilise the Beelier Drive bus underpass, with a
required connection to the site to be developed by the PTA (refer Attachment
E - Proposed Bus Route Plan).

GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
Nil.
CONSULTATION:
MRWA Submission
MRWA supports the proposed development in principle, subject to conditions that
primarily reflect the improvement works to Beelier Drive, which the Applicant has
agreed to fund.
Department of Planning Infrastructure Planning and Coordination Submission
The development proposal was also reviewed by the Infrastructure Planning and
Coordination (IPAC) Division of the DoP. With regard to the 'Main Street' IPAC notes
that a number of car parks have access directly off the proposed 'Main Street'. The
car park in the north east corner of the site has two accesses on to the 'Main Street'
and there are a further two car park accesses on the western section of the 'Main
Street'. The primary transport purpose of the 'Main Street', therefore, appears to be
private vehicle access to car parks. This arrangement would add a significant amount
of unnecessary traffic to the 'Main Street', adversely impacting on its amenity for
pedestrians and bus congestion/travel times.
IPAC further notes that the proposed layout of the 'Main Street'/Driveway 2
intersection gives priority to eastern movements from Driveway 2. This would
adversely impact on eastbound bus movements as these buses would need to give
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way at the intersection. This intersection should be changed to a 'T' intersection, or
possibly a roundabout, with priority given to 'Main Street' (bus) movements.
IPAC concludes that the proposed internal road layout would likely significantly
compromise the intended amenity of, and proposed bus movements along, the 'Main
Street'.
PTA Submission
The PTA did not support the development proposal, noting the following summarised
key points:


There has been significant Government investment to support public transport
infrastructure for this area in the form of the Train Station, Beelier Drive bus
underpass, and ongoing improvements to bus services to connect the
community with the Town Centre and Train Station.



The development proposal does not meet the planning ambitions for this
precinct as it is poorly integrated with surrounding land uses, particularly the
Town Centre, and does not provide an internal street network that encourages
walking, cycling, or public transport, and reduces car dependency.



For more than a decade, Government has worked to develop a public
transport network in Cockburn that provides a significant level of accessibility
to Gateways, and more recently, to the Town Centre and Train Station. At
present, all of the Transperth bus routes serving the surrounding local and
regional catchment provide a direct connection to the centre of the site and the
Train Station. The design of the bus network and Town Centre, early
investment in the Beelier Drive bus underpass, and inclusion of the provision
in TPS 3 identifying the need for a "suitable public transport corridor through
the Gateways Precinct to the Town Centre on the advice from the Public
Transport Authority", all reflect the long term strategic intent to maintain and
improve the public transport integration of the site with the Cockburn Activity
Centre and the wider regional area.



The proposed public transport corridor around the periphery of the site is not
advisable due to numerous issues including network legibility, passenger
safety (related to stop environments), journey time penalties, and poor land
use integration. Furthermore, there will be a significant reduction in the
number of bus routes providing access to the centre of the site from ten to
two, which will significantly impact on existing passengers and the ability of the
public transport network to continue to provide a sustainable alternative to car
use.



As part of the wider Cockburn Activity Centre, development on the site must
achieve good land use and transport integration. It must promote and
encourage the use of public transport by providing a bus service with a level of
competitive advantage over private vehicles. An east/west corridor suitable for
buses is required through the site between Wentworth Parade and the Beelier
Drive bus underpass, with the ability to adequately integrate the resulting
public transport stops with the surrounding land uses (as opposed to the back
of the Shopping Centre adjacent to car parks and loading docks, as
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proposed). A suitable public transport corridor on the approximate alignment
of the designated 'Main Street' is advisable as it would allow buses to service
the site with only a minimal deviation to the route for passengers who do not
wish to access the site.
Following further discussion between the PTA and the DoP, the PTA has identified
the minimum number of bus routes accessing the site via the 'Main Street' that it
considers to be acceptable. These five routes have been selected by the PTA in
order to "provide a reasonable degree of accessibility to the site for the community,
while acknowledging that this level of access is less than the current access and is
considered sub optimal".
Attachment H - PTA Analysis Plan of Five Bus Routes indicates spatially how
these five bus routes penetrate the surrounding area. The Analysis Plan identifies
that all of those households identified by the colours yellow, green, red and pink, will
remain within 500 metres of a bus stop that provides access to the site via the 'Main
Street'. This represents 77.4% of those households that currently access the centre
of the site via the existing access arrangement. Notably, these five routes have been
chosen such that access to the site via the 'Main Street' is maintained by those
households closest to the site, and who are arguably most likely to be currently
utilising the bus service to access the site.
The Applicant (Perron Investments Pty Ltd)
The Applicant has agreed to a minimum of five bus routes accessing the 'Main
Street'. However, the Applicant has stated that they do not agree with the
methodology the PTA has used in identifying the selected routes. The Applicant
considers that the PTA assessment "does not meaningfully or appropriately consider:







Actual bus patron behaviour;
The extent to which patrons are using the services as a commuter route to
and from the Cockburn Central Train Station as opposed to accessing the
Centre;
The positioning of key supermarket destinations at the southern end of the
centre and the desire of centre patrons to access these regularly to purchase
convenience goods, as opposed to irregularly accessing the non-grocery
tenancies at the northern end of the centre to purchase comparison goods.
The relatively small proportion of centre patrons that access the centre by bus
and the likelihood that this proportion will not significantly change for at least
the short to medium term; and
The lack of service that will be provided to the higher density residential
development located to the immediate south of the centre."

OFFICER COMMENTS:
Clause 30 (1) of the MRS
Pursuant to Clause 30 (1) of the MRS, the merits of the development proposal are to
be considered, having regard to the purpose for which the land is zoned, the orderly
and proper planning of the locality, and the preservation of the amenity of the locality.
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These are informed by the Planning Framework, consisting of the various structure
plans in the locality and the application of SPP 4.2 and DCP 1.6.
State Planning Policy 4.2 - Activity Centres
SPP 4.2 identifies the Cockburn Activity Centre as a Secondary Centre. SPP 4.2
anticipates that structure plans will be prepared for Activity Centres and adopted
within three years of the policy being finalised (by August 2013). Activity Centre
structure plans for Secondary Centres are to be approved by the WAPC, whereby a
determination is to be made on the regional planning aspects of the Activity Centre.
Clause 6.3.1 of SPP 4.2 states that Activity Centre structure plans should encompass
the whole of a centre as may be defined by the boundaries of the relevant zoning.
The boundaries of the Cockburn Activity Centre have not been previously defined.
However, the boundaries could be considered to include the Gateways Precinct and
Cockburn Central Town Centre, Muriel Court, and Solomon Structure Plan areas.
SPP 4.2 further states:
6.4(2)

"Activity centre structure plans should be endorsed prior to a major
development being approved to ensure a centre's development is
integrated, cohesive and accessible".

There is no proposed or adopted 'overall' structure plan for the Cockburn Activity
Centre. Therefore, the WAPC has not had the opportunity to make a determination
on the regional planning aspects relating to the build up of the site and its integration
with transportation, as intended by SPP 4.2.
It is subsequently considered appropriate that assessment of the current
development proposal incorporate a review of the key elements of the adopted
GPSP, to the extent to which it is deemed to be consistent with regional policy
objectives within SPP 4.2.
Regional Planning Objectives
The principle objectives of SPP 4.2 that are of most relevance to the GPSP, and
subsequently, the development proposal, in terms of the matters previously raised by
DoP and PTA are as follows:
Objective 7:

Maximise access to activity centres by walking, cycling and
public transport, while reducing private car trips.

Objective 8:

Plan activity centre development around an appropriate
street network and quality public spaces.

The provision of a suitable public transport corridor is a planning requirement under
TPS 3, which is consistent with the guidance provided by SPP 4.2.
SPP 4.2 references transit oriented development as "locating moderate to highintensity retail, commercial, mixed use, community and residential development close
to train stations and/or high frequency bus routes to encourage public transport use
over private vehicles". (emphasis added)
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To achieve this, the following elements are critical:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

The public transport corridors should provide scope for a projected increase in
the number of bus movements.
Bus users should be provided with the same, if not better, level of accessibility
and convenience as private vehicle users.
Public transport corridors should be as direct as possible and provide for
efficient movement and minimal congestion delays.
Bus stops should be appropriately located to provide for access options across
the site to be safe, near to key activity points, and to be of a high level of
amenity.

Currently, all of the 10 bus routes operating between the Train Station and
surrounding suburbs provide access to and through the centre of the site via Beelier
Drive and Driveway 1. One bus stop is provided, which is located approximately 115
metres from the western entrance to the Shopping Centre, and approximately 125
metres from the northern entrance to the Shopping Centre.
The development proposal will modify this arrangement, by providing for two
separate public transport corridors with four associated bus stops, both accessed via
the existing Beelier Drive underpass. The first corridor, which is restricted to
accommodate five of the existing ten bus routes, will utilise the proposed 'Main
Street'. As previously noted, the Applicant's original proposal was to restrict any bus
routes from accessing the 'Main Street' in order to protect its amenity. The current
proposal, for five bus routes to utilise the 'Main Street', is a result of several
discussions, and agreement reached, between the Applicant, the DoP and the PTA.
The second corridor proposed by the Applicant utilises an existing service vehicle
access road that runs along the eastern and southern boundaries of the site, exiting
on to Wentworth Parade. Five of the ten existing bus routes are proposed to use this
corridor.
In determining the suitability of the proposed bus route corridors, it is important to
have regard to the existing site context. Notably, the site is bordered on three sides
by an existing road network. On the eastern side, the Kwinana Freeway prevents any
direct access to the site from the east. On the northern side, Beelier Drive (an Other
Regional Road) is experiencing significant traffic volumes and associated congestion
problems.
Ideally, all bus movements could access the site via the Beelier Drive underpass, run
along a small portion of the 'Main Street' at its eastern end, and exit the site via
Driveway 2 on to Beelier Drive. This scenario would remove all bus movements from
the centre of the length of the 'Main Street' (consistent with the Applicant's
preference), while still enabling all passengers to access the bus network in close
proximity to the northern shopping centre entrance (PTA's preference).
However, given the existing traffic congestion problems on Beelier Drive, Main Roads
Western Australia will only support the existing left turn in, left turn out, traffic
arrangement. This arrangement precludes bus movements on their way to the Train
Station from the west from entering the site at this point, as well as bus movements
exiting the site and turning east, and is therefore not suitable.
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Currently, all of Transperth's ten bus routes access the site from the Train Station via
the Town Centre, which has not been designed to accommodate bus movements on
a long term basis (noting the construction of the Beelier Drive underpass). The two
bus corridors proposed by the application will enable bus routes to move between the
Train Station and the site via the Beelier Drive underpass, without having to circle
through the Town Centre. The proposed access arrangement is, therefore, consistent
with the intended use and development of the Town Centre, will provide a more
efficient public transport link between the Town Centre and the site, and is an
improvement on the current access arrangement.
The following additional comments are noted in regard to the direction provided by
SPP 4.2 in achieving Objectives 7 and 8 listed above:
(a)

The public transport corridors should provide scope for a projected increase in
the number of bus movements.

There is scope for a projected increase in bus movements along both proposed bus
corridors. However, the peripheral corridor is expected to better accommodate any
increased bus movements given it is likely to be subject to reduced traffic congestion
levels in comparison to the 'Main Street'.
(b)

Bus users should be provided with the same, if not better, level of accessibility
and convenience as private vehicle users.

Presently, private vehicle users are provided with various access and parking options
across the site, while bus passengers are provided with one bus stop located
approximately 115 metres from the western shopping centre entrance and
approximately 125 metres from the northern shopping centre entrance.
The current proposal will provide bus users with a similar level of accessibility and
convenience as private vehicle users, with four separate bus stops provided across
the site, and in close proximity to both the northern, southern, and western shopping
centre entrances, and other proposed activities within the north-western corner of the
site (e.g. cinema complex).
(c)

Public transport corridors should be as direct as possible and provide for
efficient movement and minimal congestion delays.

Both public transport corridors are considered to operate with similar efficiency of
movement. While the 'Main Street' corridor is a slightly more direct path than the
peripheral corridor in terms of distance travelled, congestion levels along the
peripheral corridor are likely to be significantly reduced.
(d)

Bus stops should be appropriately located to provide for access options across
the site to be safe, near to key activity points, and to be of a high level of
amenity.

As discussed above, bus stops will be provided in close proximity to both the
northern and southern shopping centre entrances, being key access/activity points.
Additionally, a second bus stop is provided at the western end of the 'Main Street' in
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recognition of activity associated with the existing and proposed commercial
development within this portion of the site.
Conditions of approval require the bus stops to be provided with a high level of
amenity. Outside of Shopping Centre opening hours, patrons on bus routes utilising
the peripheral corridor will likely only utilise the northern bus stop. Appropriate
lighting and possible CCTV operation in this area will assist in both real and
perceived safety levels in all bus stop locations.
In summary, the proposed public transport access arrangements are an improvement
on the current arrangements, by securing legal rights for PTA to access the site,
providing a direct connection between the site and the Train Station via the Beelier
Drive underpass, and providing flexibility in terms of bus stop locations across the
site. Additionally, and in the context of the existing site constraints referred to above,
the proposed street network is appropriate and use of public transport to access the
site has been maximised. Objectives 7 and 8 of SPP 4.2 have therefore been
satisfied.
CONCLUSION:
That the development application is consistent with the zoning of the land, orderly
and proper planning, and preservation of the amenities of the locality. Conditional
approval is recommended.
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ITEM NO: 9.10
APPROVAL OF THE OAKAJEE INDUSTRIAL ESTATE
STRUCTURE PLAN
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Manager Central Regions
Executive Director Regional Planning and Strategy
G
SPN/0303/1
10/1/2012
Attachment 1: TPS No 1. Zoning Map
Attachment 2: OIE Structure Plan
Attachment 3: Schedule of Submissions
Attachment 4: Schedule of Modifications
Nil
Shire of Chapman Valley
Industrial Investigation; General Farming; Recreation
That Council adopt the Oakajee Industrial Estate
Structure Plan subject to modifications.
Central Regions
25/11/2011
60
Structure Plan
Numerous lots bounded by the Buller River to the
south, Indian Ocean to the west, Coronation Beach
Road to the north and the Moresby Ranges to the
east.

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:
REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:
CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to:
1.

approve the Oakajee Industrial Estate Structure Plan, subject to the
schedule of modifications provided in Attachment 4;

2.

advise the applicant and the Shire of Chapman Valley that some of the
uses listed are not permitted in the Oakajee Industrial Estate buffer and
are inconsistent with uses currently permitted under TPS No. 1;
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3.

advise the applicant and Shire that an amendment to TPS 1 is considered
to ensure consistency between the Structure Plan and TPS 1.

SUMMARY:
The Shire of Chapman Valley is seeking approval of the Oakajee Industrial Estate
Structure Plan, subject to modifications adopted by Council. Development of the
proposed Oakajee port, rail and industrial estate can not proceed until a structure
plan for the area is completed. The structure plan will guide the future development
of the strategic industry area, general industry areas and buffer area of the industrial
estate and will ensure the industrial estate integrates, over the long-term, with the
port and rail developments.
BACKGROUND:
Oakajee, which is located approximately 23km north of the Geraldton CBD was
selected by the Western Australian State Government in 1992 as a site for a future
industrial estate and a deep water port. LandCorp has acquired approximately
6,400ha of land for the purposes of an industrial estate.
In 2004 the Minister for Planning approved Amendment 18 to the Shire of Chapman
Valley Town Planning Scheme No. 1 (TPS No. 1), which placed the Oakajee
Industrial Estate (OIE) within a special control area (SCA). Within the SCA a portion
of land was zoned from 'General Farming' and 'Recreation' to 'Industrial Investigation
Zone' (2,332.8ha), with the balance of the SCA being retained in the 'General
Farming Zone' (4,071.6ha) as a buffer. Within the 'Industrial Investigation Zone' three
sub areas exist, Area C - strategic industrial area (1134.6ha), Area B - coastal area
(1002.2ha) and Area A - general industry area (196ha) (Attachment 1).
The OIE, the proposed multi-user deep water port, rail network to iron ore deposits
and the Oakajee to Narngulu Infrastructure Corridor (ONIC) all form components of
the Oakajee Mid West Development project, which is being coordinated by the
Department of State Development.
Development of the proposed Oakajee port, rail and industrial estate can not proceed
until a Structure Plan for the area is completed in accordance with TPS No. 1.

LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Part 10 Subdivision and Development Control

Planning
Effective delivery of integrated plans
Develop integrated infrastructure and land use plans for
the State.
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Policy
Number and / or Name:

SPP 4.1 State Industrial Buffer (Amended) (Draft)
DC Policy 4.1 Industrial Subdivision
DC Policy 4.2 Planning for Hazards and Safety
Draft Mid West Regional Planning and Infrastructure
Framework
Greater Geraldton Structure Plan
Shire of Chapman Valley Local Planning Strategy (2008)

DETAILS:
The OIE structure plan provides a broad planning framework, setting the planning
and management context within which major development initiatives may respond.
The OIE structure plan seeks to facilitate:
 Integration with the proposed Oakajee Port and Rail infrastructure and the
Geraldton Port Authority's Oakajee Port Master Plan (2011);
 A range of heavy industries with differing land, transport, servicing
requirements and risk profiles;
 Southern, Central and Northern Port access roads;
 Southern and Central access points into the general industry areas and
strategic industry area allowing separation of light and heavy vehicles on
North West Coastal Highway;
 An underpass allowing the Central Access Road to connect North West
Coastal Highway, the strategic industry area and the Port;
 Multi-product rail corridors linking the Port and strategic industrial area with the
Oakajee-Narngulu Infrastructure Corridor (ONIC) and ultimately the state and
national rail networks;
 Integration of the transport network with future road upgrade initiatives,
including realignments of North West Coastal Highway and development of
the Geraldton Bypass;
 Transport corridors that allow for the sharing of by-products between
industries and a resultant reduction in waste;
 Productive use of the buffer area including stockpiling, by-product storage,
rural industry, forestry, renewable energy and waste water treatment; and
 Controlled recreational access to the Buller River and coastline.
The OIE structure plan consists of a report, plan (Attachment 2) and ten technical
appendices. It is expected that subdivision within the OIE will be predominantly
driven by the project specific requirements of individual proposals and as such the
structure plan is not as detailed or prescriptive as may be expected in more
conventional general industrial or urban structure plans.

GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
Existing and proposed resource projects in the Mid West, with a current emphasis on
iron ore mining, are unable to develop to optimum levels unless a rail link and
deepwater port are developed at Oakajee. The State Government appointed
Oakajee Port and Rail (OPR) in 2009 to develop the Oakajee Port and associated rail
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infrastructure. Whilst there have been some delays in delivery of the Oakajee Port
and Rail project, the State Government remains committed to working with OPR and
other interested parties in progressing the development of the Oakajee port and
associated rail infrastructure.
CONSULTATION:
The OIE structure plan has been prepared through a lengthy consultation process
with key government agencies and stakeholders commencing in November 2009 that
involved workshops, public and individual meetings, collation of information and
presentations, with the advertised document having been refined as a result of this
process.
The OIE structure plan was advertised from 11 April 2011 until 4 July 2011. Twenty
two submissions were received regarding the OIE structure plan. Eight submissions
supported the structure plan (with three of these being from landowners and five
being from organisations), three submissions objected (with two of these being from
landowners and one from an organisation) and a further eleven submissions
provided technical comment (all from government agencies). A schedule of
submissions has been prepared and is attached to this report (Attachment 3).
OFFICER’S COMMENTS:
The OIE structure plan is generally consistent with the following key planning
documents:
 SPP 4.1 State Industrial Buffer (Amended) (Draft)
 DC Policy 4.1 Industrial Subdivision
 DC Policy 4.2 Planning for Hazards and Safety
 Draft Mid West Regional Planning and Infrastructure Framework
 Greater Geraldton Structure Plan
 Shire of Chapman Valley Local Planning Strategy (2008)
In seeking consistency with SPP 4.1 the OIE structure plan recommends that within
the OIE buffer, which is zoned 'General Farming', the following uses, which are
currently permitted by TPS No. 1, should not be permitted within the buffer of the
OIE:
 Civic use
 Place of public worship
 Horse stables
 Rural pursuit
 Veterinary hospital and consulting rooms
By not permitting the above uses within the OIE buffer (which are permitted uses in
TPS No. 1) could be problematic if any such decisions are appealed to the State
Administrative Tribunal. It is therefore recommended that the Shire and the applicant
be advised that some of the uses not permitted in the OIE buffer by the structure plan
are at variance with uses currently permitted under TPS No. 1. As such, the applicant
and Shire may wish to consider an amendment to TPS No. 1 to ensure consistency
between the structure plan and TPS No. 1 for uses not permitted in the Oakajee
Industrial Estate buffer. It should be noted that this issue is expected to be
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addressed in the Shire's new Local Planning Scheme (LPS) No. 2, which was
advertised 22 November 2010.
Two submissions on the structure plan raised concerns about the possibility of
nuclear activities occurring with the industrial estate. In response, the Shire has
requested modification of the structure plan to make reference to the provisions in
TPS No. 1 that relate to nuclear activity. It is however recommended that the
structure plan not be modified to reference TPS No. 1 provisions on nuclear activity.
The Shire's LPS No. 2 as advertised 22 November 2010 did not include provisions to
control nuclear activity. Given that nuclear activities are also a matter of
Commonwealth and State significance, whether it is necessary to include nuclear
provisions within LPS No. 2 is being investigated. The decision on whether to include
provisions to control nuclear activity within LPS No. 2 will be made by the Minister for
Planning when LPS 2 is submitted for final approval.
Conclusion
A number of modifications to the structure plan have been identified and are provided
in Attachment 4. The modifications requested are generally minor and relate mainly
to updating or clarifying technical information contained within the structure plan
report and technical appendices. Updates to technical information contained within
the report is mainly to reflect additional work that the State and OPR have
undertaken in planning for the Oakajee Port and associated infrastructure, since the
structure plan was drafted. It is recommended that the OIE Structure Plan be
approved, subject to the schedule of modifications provided in Attachment 4.
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Oakajee Industrial Estate Structure Plan – Schedule of Submissions
Submission No
& Date Rec’d

1
(18/4/11)
&
(14/6/11)

Submitter &
Affected Property

Heritage Council
of WA
(PO Box 6201
EAST PERTH
WA 6892)

Nature of Submission

No objection
The subject area contains the following places
included in the Heritage Council’s Assessment
Program:
Stone Dwelling (Chinaman’s Hut);
Lime Kiln – brick lined;
Lime Kiln – stone walled;
White Peak Quarry.
The Oakajee Industrial Estate Structure Plan
(‘OIESP’) addresses the requirement to
protect, manage and incorporate heritage
values, identifying the sites as being within the
buffer zone ‘which should not be impacted by
development proposals envisaged for the
subject area’. We support this approach and
believe it to be an appropriate response.

2
(21/4/11)

FESA
(PO Box 284
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

It is recommended that reference be made in
Part 4.0 ‘Planning and Environmental Context’
to State Planning Policy 3.5 Historic Heritage
Conservation, as it gives clear guidance on the
planning and management of places of historic
heritage significance.
Comment provided
As per FESA standards we would expect a fire
management plan for this project.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

WAPC Recommendation

Uphold.

Modify Section 10.1 to include reference to
State Planning Policy 3.5 Historic Heritage
Conservation.
Comment:
The guidance provided by State Planning
Policy 3.5 Historic Heritage Conservation has
been observed during the identification and
assessment of heritage sites. As such, it is
appropriate to reflect this in Section 10.1 of
the OIESP in the context of addressing
European heritage issues.

Recommendation:
Note submission and advise applicant that it
is
considered
appropriate
that
Fire
Management Plans be required as conditions
of any approval for subdivision and
development within the Oakajee Industrial
Estate.

Uphold and advise the applicant that Fire
Management Plans will be required as
conditions of any approval for subdivision
and development within the Oakajee
Industrial Estate.

Comment:
The Oakajee site is currently governed by the
requirements of the Bush Fires Act 1954. It is
considered
appropriate
that
Fire
Management Plans be required as conditions
of any approval for future subdivision and
development within the Estate.
It is suggested that such plans might address
the following fire management measures at a
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1

Submission No
& Date Rec’d

Submitter &
Affected Property

Nature of Submission

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Attachment 3

WAPC Recommendation

subdivisional and development stage:
Subdivision
Access: multiple points of two-way access to
be provided for the project area as a whole to
ensure subdivision designs are capable of
meeting emergency access requirements,
ensuring safe evacuation of occupants as
well as access for emergency services.
Water Supply: to be provided during the
subdivision of the land and lessees or
purchasers will be responsible for meeting
fire management requirements at the site
development phase.
Development Proposals
Fire management plans to be prepared as
part of the major infrastructure development
proposals, including the port and rail facilities.
The plans will be required address the
primary fire risk mitigation measures such as
fire breaks, hazard separations, emergency
response procedures and the like.

3
(21/4/11)

Department of
Mines and
Petroleum
(Mineral House
100 Plain Street
EAST PERTH
WA 6004)

Comment provided
The Department’s database shows a number
of apparently non-operating construction
material sites within the Oakajee Industrial
Buffer (1 for granite, 2 for gravel, and 4 for
sand). These sites and the northern portion of
the Buller limesand deposit are all within the
Oakajee Buffer and thus compatible with the
current land zoning that allows for ‘IndustryExtractive Uses’.

Construction
The Building Code of Australia necessitates
minimum standards of fire management and
protection for all building construction.
Measures include fire hydrants, adequate
water
supplies,
capability
of
fire
pumps/equipment, fire detection systems and
the like.
Recommendation:
Note submission and advise the Department
of Planning, who are responsible for the
ONIC alignment definition study, of the
Department of Mines and Petroleum’s
submission.

Noted. DoP's project manager for the
ONIC project has been provided with a
copy of the submission.

Comment:
The two sites identified by the Department
are zoned ‘General Farming’ and within the
overlying ‘Oakajee Industrial Investigation
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Two abandoned lead mines are within the
Oakajee Buffer:
Grays: the exact location of the backfilled
Grays mine is uncertain, however it is within
close proximity to an area proposed for a
waste water treatment plant.
Gelirah: a total of 8 shafts and 1 open mine are
included in the Department’s inventory. A
number of these underground workings are
within 100m of the planned 90m wide service
corridor and will need to be taken into account
during future geotechnical investigations,
which may require re-routing to the north.

4
(10/5/11)

P Cooper
(17 Nagle Close
MOUNT
TARCOOLA
WA 6530)

No objection
The OIESP seems OK but it’s a lot like the
problems Eisenhower had while he was trying
to put together Operation Overlord i.e. a lot of
loose ends but at least it’s in a confined area.
To me the most important of all now is the road
and rail connections from Narngulu (ONIC). I
know that this is another body (State Planning)
and I would strongly like to speak with them
before they go too far with their ideas.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Buffer’ zone under Shire of Chapman Valley
Town Planning Scheme No.1 (‘the Scheme’).
‘Extractive Industry’ is listed as an ‘AP‘ use
for this zone, subject to the requirements of
Section 2.7.3.3.
The uses, being non-operative, have no
current approvals, and therefore cannot be
recommenced without the approval of the
Shire.
The final alignment of the Oakajee Narngulu
Infrastructure Corridor (‘ONIC’) will be subject
to site-specific investigations that may
include geo-technical work where required.
The OIESP provides an indicative alignment
only and final definition and design is subject
to a separate study being managed by the
Department of Planning.
Recommendation:
Note submission and advise the Department
of Planning, who are responsible for the
ONIC alignment definition study, of the
submission.

Noted. DoP's project manager for the
ONIC project has been provided with a
copy of the submission.

Comment:
Section 1.3 of the OIESP report outlines how
the document has been guided by a number
of objectives, including the need for a
planning framework to guide future
development. A further level of investigation
is carried out as proposals for subdivision
and development are proposed and
assessed. These proposals will be required
to address the full range of planning,
environmental, servicing and transport
considerations
necessary
to
achieve
statutory approvals.
The ONIC is the proposed rail, road and
services corridor that will link the Oakajee
Industrial Estate to the Narngulu Industrial
Estate, the Geraldton Port and the wider
road, rail and services networks. The
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5
(24/5/11)

Submitter &
Affected Property

Asmussen Family
Trust
216 (Lot 8)
White Peak Road
WHITE PEAK
WA 6530
(postal address:
PO Box 1583
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

Nature of Submission

Objection
We do not support the rezoning of the land
from industrial investigation to heavy industry
and general industry by the Shire of Chapman
Valley.
We do not support the development of the
Oakajee heavy industrial area and the
associated port by LandCorp.
We do not support the current extent of the
buffer zone, the current alignment of the
proposed ONIC and Geraldton bypass within
the buffer zone.
The planning depicting potential transport
networks to the Oakajee Port does not fully
highlight the strategic nature of the port.
Oakajee will be one of the few ports not
surrounded by a city/town which is located
south of the area affected annually by cyclones
and sufficiently north enough to allow easy
trade with Asia.
The proposed regional/state transport network
has the potential to move materials from the
Pilbara and inland of the Mid West region to
Oakajee. Those regions are abundant in
potentially toxic substances such as uranium,
vanadium, lead and others. Mounting health
concern and public pressure would encourage
the export of lead and other toxic substances
though Oakajee, which is not surrounded by
high density residential areas. Little protection
and transparency has been offered to
residents at both Esperance and Fremantle,
from both proponents and the regulating
agency. Consequently, it would be ludicrous to

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Department of Planning is currently
coordinating the ONIC study, including a
range of technical analysis reports and a
separate and specific public consultation
program.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:
Section 4.3.2 be expanded to reference the
Scheme position on nuclear activity arising
from Scheme Amendment No.33.
Section 6.2.10 be expanded to make
reference to the management responsibility
of the Geraldton Port Authority in relation to
coastal erosion.
Section 8.3.1 be expanded to make
reference to the ONIC alignment being
indicative only and subject to separate study
by the Department of Planning.
Section 11.5.5 be expanded in its reference
to the Shire of Chapman Valley Coastal
Management Plan (2007) recommendations
pertaining to recreational access in the Buller
Rivermouth area and the coast south of the
port area and further reference that achieving
these recommendations will be subject to
discussion with the Geraldton Port Authority.

WAPC Recommendation

Uphold recommended modifications with
the exception being to not require
modification of the structure plan to
reference the Shire of Chapman Valley
Scheme No. 1 (TPS 1) position on
nuclear activity. The Shire of Chapman
Valley Draft Local Planning Scheme
(LPS) No. 2 as advertised 22 November
2010 did not include provisions to control
nuclear activity. Given that nuclear
activities are also a matter of
Commonwealth and State significance,
the WAPC is investigating whether it is
necessary to include nuclear provisions
within LPS No. 2. The decision on
whether to include provisions to control
nuclear activity within LPS 2 will be made
by the Minister for Planning when LPS 2
is submitted for final approval.
DoP's project manager for the ONIC
project has been provided with a copy of
the submission.

Section 11.5.5 be expanded to reference that
details of improvements at the Buller
Rivermouth are subject to negotiation with
the Department of Environment and
Conservation in addition to consideration by
the Shire of Chapman Valley and Geraldton
Port Authority.
Section 11.5.5 be expanded to identify the
opportunity for vehicle and pedestrian
linkages to the Moresby Range as a means
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let industry move toxic substance through a
port,
with
even
less
public
pressure/awareness, as it would lead to even
lower environmental standards – both in terms
of adherence to operating conditions,
disclosure and persecution by the regulating
agency. Overall, WA in the height of the
mining boom has a pretty poor track record of
protecting the public. Oakajee will become the
transport hub for any toxic substance and any
heavy noxious industry not wanted elsewhere.
Recommendation
required
on
what
substances not to export of import, prevent our
Shire from becoming host to any noxious
substance/industry and and make a written
commitment that the export of uranium and
import of nuclear wastes will not occur.
Oppose rezoning of land to heavy industry.
Heavy industry is a loose term and could
encompass any industry and suggests that
Oakajee will become the host for any noxious
industry not wanted elsewhere. Make a written
commitment that a nuclear power station will
not be built.
In WA many projects are assessed by the EPA
for impact assessment and issued with
operating conditions. After assessment, the
proponents often applies for an extension of
the project or pledge an inability to operate to
set operating conditions and request for an
amendment
with
lower
environmental
standards.
The loose wording of the OIESP, such as
multi-product rail, toxic and heavy industry,
suggests that the Stage 1 export of iron ore via
OPR is only the beginning. The benign iron ore
industry is effectively the foot in the door to
build the port. Then once it is built a string of
industries will follow to make the port viable.
Given the current wording of the OIESP,

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

to maintain/enhance public amenity and
facilities in accordance with the Moresby
Range Management Strategy and Moresby
Range Management Plan.
Section 12.2 be expanded to make reference
to renewable energy opportunities e.g. wind,
solar and tidal.
Section 12.6 be expanded to reference that
the Water Corporation is continuing to
undertake investigations to define its
preferred location for the facility, and that any
future application for the facility will require
independent emissions modelling to be
undertaken.
Figure 5 be modified to include a notation
reading ‘Indicative Alignment – subject to
further study’ adjacent to the ONIC.
Figure 5 be modified to include a notation
reading “Indicative location – subject to
further study” adjacent to the waste water
treatment plant site.
The Landscape Report (Appendix 5) be
expanded to address assessment criteria and
potential mitigation measures in relation to
light spill/emissions.
The District Water Management Strategy
(Appendix 10) be modified to further detail
arrangements through the preparation of ‘cell’
based Local Water Management Strategies
that define best-practice solutions for
stormwater quality treatment and water
quantity/quality management, along with
water supply initiatives including use of
recycled water where appropriate, and regard
for practices including a secondary
sedimentation basin network.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Oakajee and the associated heavy industrial
estate have the potential to accommodate any
noxious substance/industry not wanted
elsewhere.
Recommend that the Estate Manager and
Government to be more transparent of future
intentions.

Provide a copy of the respondent’s
submission (including the respondent’s
suggestion that the design for the ONIC
should incorporate earth bunds, screening
landscaping and fencing) to the Department
of Planning, who are responsible for the
ONIC alignment definition study.

We reside just outside the buffer zone, in a
rain water dependent property on White Peak
Road. We utilise our shearing shed for the
collection of drinking water, it is located
adjacent to White Peak Road. Therefore our
rain water is collected just a road width away
from the buffer zone. Inside the buffer zone a
whole list of uses are not permitted, due to
health reason. However, a road width away we
are allowed to collect rainwater to drink. Our
health is also dependent upon the monitoring
of air emission, fugitive dust and stack
emission monitoring programs from individual
proponents.
Furthermore, our health is
dependent upon the disclosure of results by
individual proponents/regulating agency to
ensure our rain water quality. In WA, to date
this system of monitoring/disclosure has not
proven to be successful. In Esperance, lead
and nickel levels were exceeded and the
public was not informed. In Geraldton, despite
ongoing public concern about fugitive dust
from the port, monitoring results exceeding
operating licence conditions were not
disclosed to the public by the proponent and
regulating agency. The past actions highlight
to us that real health concerns exist for
rainwater dependent properties.

Comment:
The structure planning process does not
rezone
the
subject
land.
Scheme
Amendment No.18 to the Scheme was
approved by the Minister for Planning on 23
June 2004 and gazetted on 29 June 2004.
Scheme Amendment No.18 established the
spatial references for the Oakajee Industrial
Estate and buffer upon which the OIESP is
based. Section 4.3.2.1 of the OIESP report
outlines the sub-areas included in the
Industrial Investigation Zone.

The OIESP earmarks heavy, noxious industry
to be built at Oakajee and the proposed
transport networks could move noxious
substances such as Lead, Vanadium and
Uranium. Noxious products will be transported
along the proposed ONIC and dust will be an

WAPC Recommendation

The role of the OIESP is to provide the
planning
framework
for
the
future
development of the Strategic Industry Area,
General Industry Areas and Buffer, and to
ensure that the industrial estate integrates,
over the long-term with the port and rail and
regional developments. A Structure Plan is
not the appropriate mechanism to limit the
type of goods subject to import/export
through Oakajee.
The Scheme contains the following Scheme
provisions:
“1.3.2 (h) to prohibit the use or development
of land for certain nuclear activities
which may result in:
(i) environmental harm;
(ii) detriment to any land used for
the public benefit or from
which the public derives
aesthetic enjoyment; or
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

issue. The rail and transport corridor pass
within 1km from our shearing shed used for
rainwater
collection.
Furthermore,
the
proposed downstream processing of such
products would mean additional emissions and
air pollution. This is unacceptable for rainwater
dependent properties north of Parkfalls Estate
and south of the buffer zone, as it proposes a
health problem.
These remaining properties along White Peak
Road should be connected to scheme water by
the Shire/LandCorp to ensure health standards
are maintained. Given that walk paths are not
desirable in the buffer zone as indicated by the
Department of Health, it seems plausible that
rain water collection for drinking just outside
the buffer zone is equally unacceptable to the
Department of Health.
Recommendation that rainwater dependant
residents are connected to scheme water to
address a basic health issue associated with
the proposed industrial estate to be financed
by LandCorp as part of the infrastructure
provided for the industrial estate.
Hard to assess the cumulative impacts of the
overall Oakajee Industrial Estate, as
components are assessed in isolation. Each
project component will be assessed in isolation
by the EPA. No provision is made to assess
the cumulative impacts on the community and
environment by the overall project. This should
be rectified and a provision made for
assessment of cumulative impacts in the
development of an industrial estate.
Adjacent residents have an uncertain future,
and have to continually submit comments for
different projects as they arrive. This is
exhausting. The system does not take in
account
cumulative
impacts
on
the
environment and the nearby residents and
their capacity to understand each project and
participate in the ever ongoing process of

WAPC Recommendation

(iii) detriment to the amenity,
health or safety of the public.”
“2.2.1

The Table following this clause
indicates, subject to the provisions
of the Scheme, in particular clause
2.2.13, the uses permitted in the
various
zones
and
the
development standards that apply
to various uses specified in the
Table for each zone.”

“2.2.13

Any use or development which
constitutes or includes a nuclear
activity is not permitted on land
within the Scheme Area.”

The OIESP report can be modified at the end
of Section 4.3.2 to reference the Scheme
No.1 position on nuclear activity.
The OIESP identifies and plans for the
change in land use from rural to heavy
industry and general industry for the Oakajee
Industrial Estate, this is anticipating the future
development of the Estate. The Structure
Plan does not rezone the land. Scheme
Amendment No.18 to the Scheme was
approved by the Minister for Planning on 23
June 2004 and gazetted on 29 June 2004.
Section 4.3.2.1 of the OIESP report outlines
the sub-areas included in the Industrial
Investigation Zone. Similarly, Scheme
Amendment No.18 also established the
extent of the buffer area.
Section 12.2 of the OIESP report outlines
how power supply may be provided for the
Estate.
The proposed Management Structure of the
Oakajee Industrial Estate is outlined in
Section 13.2.2 of the OIESP report and is
based on the recommendations of the State
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

stakeholder consultation.
Recommendation that a register be prepared,
possibly by the estate manager, of
stakeholders to consult about new proposals
and vary how feedback can be collected.
After rezoning the land to industrial
investigation the Shire and its community
chose to become a nuclear free Shire. The
wish
of
the
community
should
be
acknowledged as an existing constraint under
which the whole Oakajee Industrial Estate was
rezoned and the OIESP was developed. The
decision of the Shire to be nuclear free should
be respected, noted in the OIESP and
honoured.
The OIESP should make a written to
commitment not to overturn the nuclear free
status at a later date.
Currently, a fuel storage and depot are
planned for the coastal area. This is not
acceptable as firstly, spills could occur, which
would be difficult to manage on porous sand
close to the ocean. Secondly, storage tanks on
the porous sandy coastal zone at Oakajee
would eventually leach hydrocarbons into the
ocean. Fuel can be pumped to/from vessels
over a reasonable distance and the storage
tanks can be located inland.
Recommendation to relocate the fuel
storage/depot further inland, return the
southern part of the coastal zone to the public,
remove it from Geraldton Port Authority
management and turn it into a recreational
zone. Utilise the coastal zone for more benign
infrastructure, such as lined secondary
sedimentation basins that receive off and
content of sedimentation basins of individual
industries.
The
OIESP
suggests
that
individual
proponents will monitor and manage their own

WAPC Recommendation

Heavy Industry Policy.
The existing zoning of the site controls land
use permissibility. All major industrial
development proposals for the Strategic
Industry Area are required to be referred to
the
Estate
Manager
to
determine
compatibility with modelled emission profiles
and the EPA to determine the level of
environmental impact assessment.
The Scheme contains the
provisions under Section 2.7.3.3:

following

“(g) The Estate Manager will be required to
establish an air quality monitoring
program before the establishment of the
first industrial activity to monitor
cumulative
impact
of
gaseous
emissions, odours and/or greenhouse
gases to the satisfaction of the
Department of Environment.
(h)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a program before the
establishment of the first industrial
activity for collection of baseline data
and undertake air quality monitoring for
dust and particle emissions to the
satisfaction of the Department of
Environment.

(i)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a program before the
establishment of the first hazardous
industrial
activity
for
ongoing
assessment of cumulative risk and to
undertake cumulative risk appraisal
prior to any new hazardous industry
development, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Environment.

(j)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a monitoring program before
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

stormwater runoff, clean their own operation
related effluent, content and discharge of
sedimentation basins. Existing industry in
other places continually have problems with
unauthorised discharges. The Estate Manager
should provide a common secondary
sedimentation basin to manage run-off for the
industrial area. OIESP should be updated to
accommodate effects of climate change (i.e.
stormwater/sedimentation basis management).
Often industry will negotiate with the regulating
agency to discharge pollutants at high dilution
into the sea. This is often granted, especially
during commissioning of industrial plants, as it
is deemed to be a “one off event”.
Nonetheless, it does allow pollutants to enter
the marine environment with potential flow on
effects to for example the inshore crayfish
nursery. Alternatively, industry will store
pollutants/controlled waste in sedimentation
basins to allow evaporation, to reduce the
volume which needs to be trucked away
(thereby greatly reducing costs). Some
industries appear to wait until a heavy rain
event and then discharge claiming the capacity
of sedimentation basins was exceeded, by an
act of nature (rather than poor management).
Secondary sedimentation basins provided by
the estate manager would be able to capture
water from each industry zone in conjunction
with estate managed discharge plans could
prevent such marine solution.
The proposed land uses for the coastal area
make it unlikely that the public will have much
access to the coastal zone west of the
industrial estate, given current security and
safety concerns. It will be managed by the
Geraldton Port Authority in keeping with
current security and safety policies. At other
ports, including Geraldton Port, access is only
granted to holders of MSIC cards after passing
through security. Consequently, the public will

WAPC Recommendation

the establishment of the first industrial
activity for groundwater and marine
water to collect baseline data and to
ensure water quality is maintained or
improved to the satisfaction of the
Department of Environment.
(k)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a monitoring program before
the establishment of the first industrial
activity for rainwater to collect baseline
data and to ensure that rainwater quality
is maintained or improved to the
satisfaction of the Department of
Environment.”

Monitoring requirements by industry will be
established through the environmental impact
assessment and licensing processes.
LandCorp and OPR have already collected
baseline data on the existing environment,
including
quality
of
surface
water,
groundwater and rainwater.
Whilst it is not the role of the OIESP to
determine which parties are required to make
infrastructure
upgrades,
the
Shire,
Development Assessment Panels and the
DEC/EPA in their assessment of future
developments that may impact upon
rainwater dependant properties can seek to
impose management or infrastructure
conditions on that development.
The environmental factors associated with
the Oakajee Industrial Estate were assessed
by the EPA in 1997 (Bulletin 848) with the
EPA recommendations incorporated in
Scheme Amendment No.18. The Oakajee
Buffer was guided by Bulletin 848 and
determined on the basis of site specific
modelling, factoring noise, dust and gaseous
emissions and public risk. LandCorp
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lose access to a large section of coastline.
Currently, the coastal area is composed of
high quality coastal vegetation and it is rich in
Aboriginal heritage. This area should be
retained as a recreational reserve, thereby
protecting native vegetation and Aboriginal
heritage.
The coastal zone is under threat from rising
sea levels, more frequent severe storm events
and other potential impacts of climate change.
A minimum coastal setback of 250m from the
high tide mark should be included in the
OIESP to be in keeping with state planning.
Written commitment to maintain public access
to the coastal zone west of the industrial estate
should be included in the OIESP.
The size of the coastal zone be reduced and
thereby decreasing the area managed by
Geraldton Port Authority.
The Shire should insist that the southern
section coastal zone is added to the proposed
Buller River Recreational site as recreational
offset for coastal access lost.
Cluster essential industries which cannot be
moved inland to the north, close to the port.
This would help to accommodate the
recreational offset.
As an offset for the coastal zone lost for
recreation, Buller Rivermouth recreational area
should be developed as Stage 1 of the project
and funded by the Estate Manager. This area
has been taken away from the public by
LandCorp without compensation to the rate
payers. Currently, the only beach access
within the Shire is Coronation Beach. This is
not acceptable to residents living in the
southern areas of the Shire. The development
of the Buller Rivermouth recreational area with
beach access is part of the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Plan (2007). This
should be honoured by the estate manager,
LandCorp and financial commitments made to
develop this area as a recreational offset (for

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

engaged Parsons Brinkerhoff to prepare an
Environmental Review Report to support the
development of the OIESP that confirmed the
adequacy of the buffer to contain predicted
emissions from future industry.
Section 2.7.3 of the draft Environmental
Review Report, notes that once the Industrial
Estate has been developed to a point where
there are multiple emissions from a range of
industries, it will be necessary to monitor
cumulative gaseous emissions to ensure that
limits set for the buffer are being achieved.
The establishment of a cumulative monitoring
program will be a joint responsibility between
the Estate Manager (LandCorp) and
industrial proponents with regulation provided
by the Department of Environment.
The OIESP report could be modified at the
end of Section 4.3.2 to reference the Scheme
position on nuclear activity arising from
Scheme Amendment No.33.
The extent and permitted uses of the Coastal
Zone were previously determined by Scheme
Amendment No.18. The OIESP is consistent
with this.
Development within the Coastal Zone will
also be subject to DEC/EPA requirements.
A District Water Management Strategy has
been prepared and is Appendix 10 to the
OIESP. The District Water Management
Strategy
recommends
surface
and
groundwater management strategies to
ensure the best management of water within
the
development
and
protection
of
downstream ecological communities. Water
management (quality and quantity) will be the
responsibility of each proponent for areas
located within their lot boundaries, whilst the
Estate
Manager
and/or
the
Local
Government will be responsible for water
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coastal access lost near the port/industrial
estate due to security and safety). This would
reduce current social/lifestyle impact of the
proposed industrial estate.
The Buffer Zone should be amended to
exclude the Buller Rivermouth recreational
area, and return it to the community. The
current extent of the buffer zone is not in
keeping with the Shire’s planning aspirations
nor is it in keeping with community use
patterns. The proponent also promised to
support the Shire of Chapman Valley Coastal
Management Plan (2007).
Modelling presented in the OPR Public
Environmental Review (2010) suggest that the
Buller Rivermouth recreational area will not be
adversely
affected
by
the
proposed
development, in terms of emissions such as
noise levels, NOx etc. Other recreational sites
are located near existing industrial areas, such
as Hearsons Cove at the Burrup Peninsula,
which is located within 2 km of the Burrup
Fertiliser Plant which produces deadly
ammonia gas.
The proposed alignment of the southern
access road would destroy rare coastal
vegetation, is too close to the beach and is in
an area of significant Aboriginal heritage.
Concern that it will not be open to the public.
Coronation Beach is a world class windsurfing
location visited annually by overseas visitors.
Many locals have moved to Geraldton for this
reason. The proximity of Coronation Beach to
the industrial estate will greatly detract from its
natural appeal. The breakwaters from the port
are likely to change the wave action at the
location and erosion to the north of the
breakwater of the port is likely to change
coastal processes. Another windsurfing and
surfing location, Spot X is located at the site of

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

management in public areas (road drainage).
The District Water Management Strategy can
be modified to make reference to the Estate
Manager
providing
a
secondary
sedimentation basin network for ‘cells’ within
the Oakajee Industrial Estate with these
‘cells’ to be defined as the internal road
network and lot layout within the Estate is
developed. The secondary sedimentation
basin network will serve to manage the runoff of pollutants and may require design
elements including stormwater/sedimentation
pipes/infrastructure from each proposed
industry to pass through a secondary
sedimentation basin, with appropriate valves
to allow controlled discharges.
The extent and permitted uses of the Coastal
Zone were determined by Amendment No.18
to the Scheme.
The OIESP identifies a potential campground
and day access recreation node near the
Buller Rivermouth.
The
OIESP
does
not
preclude
implementation of the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Strategy
recommendations which are referenced in
the OIESP report in Sections 4.2.3 and
11.5.5.
Section 11.5.5 of the OIESP report should be
expanded in its reference to the Shire of
Chapman Valley Coastal Management Plan
(2007) recommendations pertaining to
recreational access in the Buller Rivermouth
area and further reference that achieving
these recommendations will be subject to
further discussion with the Geraldton Port
Authority over continued 4WD access to
areas of the coast south of the port area.
The Oakajee Port Master Plan has been
developed by the Geraldton Port Authority as
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the proposed port. By giving approval to the
OIESP, the Shire will allow the Estate
Manager/State Government to destroy valued
recreational places within the Shire.
Coronation Beach is currently the only beach
access point in the Shire. Such limited beach
access is representative of poor planning
which appears to be characteristic of this
project. To date it has only taken from the
public/rate payers.
Recreational offsets should be provided by
LandCorp as part of Stage 1 of the project.
Coastal erosion is likely to occur as a result of
the port development. Erosion may occur to
the north of the Oakajee Port at Coronation
Beach and would detract from its current use
and appeal. This is currently experienced north
of the Geraldton Port and the Geraldton Port
Authority has made a commitment to move
sand from the south to the north. Furthermore,
groynes to fix the coastal process have
recently been built. Both activities are very
expensive.
Unless
a
formal
funding
commitment is made within the OIESP, the
Shire of Chapman Valley and its rate payers
will foot the bill.
The Shire should insist that the OIESP
includes monitoring of coastal erosion by the
Estate Manager.
The Shire should insist that the OIESP
includes commitment for funds to mitigate for
and address signs of coastal erosion
Exclude sites of Aboriginal heritage, especially
in coastal area from industry development and
management by Geraldton Port Authority.
Information regarding the ONIC appears to be
scattered throughout the OIESP document.
Width estimates range from 210-230m in
different locations.
This is the first time the ONIC route has been

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

a working document to guide the
development of the Oakajee Port Area which
will be located within the Coastal Zone.
The OIESP seeks to ensure buffer land uses
surrounding the industrial activity in the core
of the estate are compatible with the intended
developments. The OIESP does not preclude
implementation of the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Strategy
recommendations which are referenced in
the OIESP report in Sections 4.2.3 and
11.5.5.
Section 11.5.5 of the OIESP report should be
expanded in its reference to the Shire of
Chapman Valley Coastal Management Plan
(2007) recommendations pertaining to
recreational access in the Buller Rivermouth
area and further reference that achieving
these recommendations will be subject to
further discussion with the Geraldton Port
Authority over continued 4WD access to
areas of the coast south of the port area.
It is also appropriate to clarify in Section
11.5.5 of the OIESP report that details of
improvements at the Buller Rivermouth are
subject to negotiation with the Department of
Environment and Conservation in addition to
consideration by the Shire and Geraldton
Port Authority.
Specific proposals within the Oakajee
Industrial Estate will be subject to approval
requirements, including vegetation clearing
permits
and
compliance
with
the
Environmental Protection Act 1986 and the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.
The extent of public access within the area
gazetted under the Port Authorities Act 1989
will ultimately be for the Geraldton Port
Authority to determine.
The Shire has prepared the strategic
document the Coastal Management Strategy
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given to pass closer to White Peak Road.
Previous
plans
submitted
for
impact
assessment and provided to the public have
shown the rail and infrastructure corridor to run
parallel to one another (OPR port and rail
PER). Two rail routes are planned, one for
OPR and one multi product rail to link to the
southern rail network as part of the ONIC.
This greatly increases the potential for rail
traffic and disruption for nearby residents
(cumulative noise and light impacts).
At a later stage the ONIC will become the
Geraldton bypass catering for all northern
traffic to the north-west including the Gascoyne
and Pilbara. The rail and infrastructure corridor
are now separated and the ONIC is aligned
closer to existing residential properties along
White Peak Road. Consequently, cumulative
impacts on the residential area along White
Peak Road and south of the buffer zone are
greater than previously anticipated. To
minimise impacts on nearby residents to the
south of the buffer zone the alignment of the
ONIC should be changed to be further away.
A bunted earth wall with fence on top and
vegetation on slopes should be erected to
shield residents from cumulative impacts.
Such walls have been built at the recently
opened South West Hwy/Mandurah bypass.
OIESP should include monitoring and
amelioration of cumulative impacts resulting
from ONIC (during construction and operation).
OIESP should include a commitment that
Estate Manager will operate a complaints
register.
No formal assessment has been included to
assess noise impacts on residents along White
Peak Road from the proposed ONIC.
Construction should be limited to daytime to
reduce noise impact.
Concerns relating to light pollution from ONIC
should be addressed.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

(2007) that provides its directions following
community consultation and this document
has been provided to the Geraldton Port
Authority and Oakajee Port and Rail. The
Strategy is reference in the OIESP.
The Shire has management for the reserve
upon which Coronation Beach is sited. The
reserve is assigned the management
purpose of ‘Camping’ and the Shire of
Coastal Management Strategy (2007)
identifies that Coronation Beach should be
maintained.
Spot X is impacted by the Oakajee Port
proposal, although this is outside the scope
of the OIESP and is addressed by the
Oakajee Port Master Plan.
Management of the coastal area is the
responsibility of the Geraldton Port Authority
who are required to address any coastal
erosion issues.
It is also noted that the respondent has
raised this issue during the Environmental
Review phase of the OPR project, to which
OPR provide the following comment:
“The construction of the ODP facilities and
potential longshore drift impacts are not
within the scope of the Port Terrestrial PER.
This has been previously assessed by the
EPA under s38 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). The EPA
concluded, within Bulletin 866, that a port
could be placed in this area and managed to
ensure that unacceptable impacts to the
marine and coastal environment are avoided.
The EPA assessed these issues in its
consideration of the detailed PER for the port
proposal developed by the State Government
at the time (Alan Tingay & Associates &
Welker Environmental Consultancy, 1997).
The issue of long-shore drift and changes to
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Vibration impacts of ONIC construction should
be assessed.
Currently we are able to access the Moresby
Range park from White Peak Road. This is
part of our existing recreation. No provision
has been made to cross the ONIC from White
Peak Road. This represents another
recreational loss experienced and offsets
should be made. The Shire should examine
the
cumulative
loss
of
recreational
opportunities that arise from the currently
proposed OIESP.
The Shire should insist that the OIESP makes
written commitments to provide and fund
recreational offsets.
The OIESP should indicate how we are able to
access the Moresby Range Conservation
Park.
A wastewater treatment plant is currently
planned for the southern area of the buffer
zone, close to the residential area to the south
of the buffer zone. This is not acceptable.
Please move it elsewhere to minimise impacts
on residents.
Industries are to provide their own septic
treatment systems and leach drains etc during
the initial phases before sewage is provided.
This is not acceptable given that a large
construction camp will be built and an
apparently a large construction workforce will
be employed at the site for several years. This
is not acceptable from an environmental point
of view and better solutions should be found.
Before major construction and operation
occurs essential infrastructure such as a
sewage system and waste water treatment
plant should be in place as part of phase 1 of
the project. Such essential infrastructure
should be provided by LandCorp.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

the marine environment are addressed in
MS469 (refer consolidated commitment 8
and 9 of MS469) for the approved ODP.
The Port Terrestrial Proposal has no
additional implications for coastal processes.
Consolidated Commitment 8 and 9 of MS469
requires the preparation of a Coastal Stability
Management Plan, which includes the
development and implementation of a
program to monitor the redistribution of sand
accumulated against the port breakwater and
to minimise the possibility of shoreline
erosion. This Coastal Stability Management
Plan is currently being developed in
consultation with DEC and requires approval
from the EPA. Once approved, these plans
will be made publically available.
Furthermore, port design, as suggested in
this submission (100m jetty on piles), is not
considered a viable option. Whilst the
suggested design may allow longshore drift
in the short term, it would significantly
increase the occurrence of long-period wave
and substantially reduce harbour tranquillity.
This would result in unsafe conditions being
created within the harbour impacting on the
Port’s operability and Oakajee Beach would
unacceptably reduce the integrity of the Port
structure.
Despite the above, OPR is committed to
managing longshore drift effects, should they
occur as a result of the ODP. OPR
anticipates that longshore drift will be
minimal; however, there is currently a body of
work being undertaken to assess the
sediment transport in the region and the
effect that the port development will have on
this transport. Preliminary findings suggest
that the transport will be minimal, being
approximately 50,000m3 of sediment moving
northwards annually (with some southern
movement during winter). The northerly sand
movement may result in sand accumulating
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Submitter &
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Nature of Submission

Construction and operation will utilise a lot of
water, which is of limited supply in the region.
Before major construction and operation
occurs a desalination plant should be built.
This desalination plant should be run by
renewable energy for carbon offsets. The Shire
should insist that a desalination plant is part of
phase 1 of the project.
Renewable energy systems able to support
construction energy demands and power the
desalination and waste water treatment plant
should
be
built
before
other
construction/operation begins. The Shire
should insist that a renewable energy source is
part of phase 1 of the project. This would be in
keeping with the industrial ecology principles
cited to freely in the report. It is time for the
Shire to demand the things that consultants
promise.
Only daytime visual impacts were considered.
No mention of night time was made in both the
OIESP and Landscape Report (Appendix 5)
light pollution is a lot more invasive and far
reaching and should be considered. During
construction, light spill is generally high, as
safety concerns prevail.
Commission a visual impact of light spill to
supplement in the Landscape Report
(Appendix 5).
No mention of the proposed Oakajee work
camp, to house construction workers is made.
Its location is not disclosed.
Planning
and
rezoning
decision
with
cumulative, long term impacts should be made
elsewhere, not by small shires.
People with conflict of interest should declare
such interests and abstain from voting.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

against the breakwater. It is anticipated that
accumulated sand bypassing will need to be
implemented, the details of which will be
discussed within the Coastal Stability
Management Plan required by Consolidated
Commitment 8 and 9 of MS469.”
It is considered that a Section 6.2.10 should
be inserted into the OIESP report that makes
reference to the management responsibility
of the Geraldton Port Authority in relation to
coastal erosion
Section 10.3 of the OIESP and the
accompanying technical report ‘Aboriginal
Heritage Management Plan’ addresses
Aboriginal Heritage within the subject area.
The subject area is also governed by the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.
The final alignment and design of the ONIC is
subject to a separate study being led by the
Department of Planning. The OIESP seeks to
have regard for, and ensure integration with
this infrastructure corridor.
However, given that the final alignment and
design are subject to a separate study that
has not been completed or made available
for formal public consultation at this time it is
appropriate that Figure 5 of the OIESP
should identify the ONIC alignment as being
indicative only and subject to separate study.
Section 8.3.1 should be expanded to make
reference to the ONIC alignment being
indicative only and subject to separate study
by the Department of Planning.
The respondents suggestion that the design
for the ONIC should incorporate earth bunds,
screening landscaping and fencing will be
forwarded to the Department of Planning for
consideration in the ONIC Study.

Although this is not part of the scope of this
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environmental assessment, a comment should
be noted in your “submissions received” that
the port approval is outdated. The Ministerial
approval 469 was granted in 1998. It has been
extended on numerous occasions and now
features a totally different project, with a
differently designed port and it is simply
outdated. Twelve years ago, less was known
about the environment (i.e. climate change and
increases of natural events/catastrophes).
Geraldton and Chapman Valley Shire have
changed in terms of social composition and
population size. Since 1998 a lot of residential
land has been released and a lot of people
taken up the opportunity to live in our beautiful
region.
This region has a documented history of strong
community
opposition
to
the
overall
development. The State Government is
attempting to force upon the community a
decision made over a decade ago in 1998
when Geraldton was smaller and composed of
different
socioeconomic
composition.
Naturally, over time public opinion and values
also change. The current residents of this
region should be able to comment on the port
development. Many residents live here to
pursue lifestyle and recreational opportunities,
which are often associated with the beach.
The OIESP has wrongly depicted our property
as ‘General Farming’ we are zoned as ‘Special
Rural’.
We purchased the property, when the buffer
zone did not extend as far south as White
Peak Road and before the area was rezoned
Industrial Investigation. It was during this
rezoning that the buffer zone was also
extended to White Peak Road adjacent to our
property.
The Shire if it rezones the land to heavy
industrial as proposed within the OIESP will

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

The final alignment and design of the ONIC is
subject to a separate study being led by the
Department of Planning.
It is understood that noise modelling will be
undertaken during the planning and design
process by the Department of Planning as
part of the ONIC Study.
However, the respondent’s suggestion that
the ONIC Study should incorporate noise,
vibration and light modelling for the
construction and operation phases of the
ONIC, construction be limited to daytime
operation only, and that a complaints register
be established, will be forwarded to the
Department of Planning for consideration in
the ONIC Study.
Exact detail on how access to the Moresby
Range from White Peak Road might be
achieved is beyond the scope of OIESP to
determine. This is an issue that the Shire, the
DEC/EPA,
LandCorp
and
the
landowners/community must pursue through
the ONIC Study and in discussions with OPR
and the Department of Planning.
However, it is considered appropriate that
Section 11.5.5 of the OIESP should be
expanded to reference the opportunity for
recreational
pursuit
opportunities
and
community access to the Moresby Range as
an offset.
It is also noted that the Moresby Range
Management Plan (2010) seeks to create a
significant regional recreation area on the
south side of White Peak Road in the
Moresby Range and this document has been
provided to OPR (and would be provided to
future proponents of industry within the
estate) and the Department of Planning as it
establishes community driven and endorsed
environmental and recreational objectives
that are considered appropriate as offsets for
projects within the Oakajee Estate.
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detract from the value of our property in terms
of life style, opportunities and value.
The Shire is effectively not protecting its
residents from negative impacts, including
potential health impacts; we are after all a
rainwater dependent property.
The cumulative impacts of this project have not
been assessed and it is stressful time
consuming and costly for stakeholders such as
us to repeatedly engage in yet another process
of environmental impact assessment for each
future proponent (see ongoing cumulative
impacts). We intend to recover such costs in
terms of compensation. The value of our
property has for us decreased.
The Shire will be held responsible for the
rezoning decision, and thereby the adverse
affects incurred on our life style, health,
opportunities and resultant financial loss.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

The ultimate location of the wastewater
treatment plant is subject to continued
investigations by the Water Corporation. The
Water Corporation will be required to go
through a separate consultation and
approvals process prior to any development
of the site.
It is therefore appropriate for the OIESP
(Figure 5) to identify the location of the
treatment plant as indicative only and subject
to further study.
Further, Section 12.6 should be expanded to
reference that the Water Corporation is
continuing to undertake investigations to
define its preferred location for the facility,
and that any future application for the facility
will require independent emissions modelling
to be undertaken.
Domestic waste will be managed as per the
requirements of the Water Corporation,
Department of Health and Shire.
Industrial liquid waste will be managed by
industry as per the requirements set during
the environmental approvals and licensing
processes regulated by the EPA.
Section 12.4 and 12.5 of the OIESP
addresses matters regarding water supply.
It is understood that Commonwealth
legislation has and will encourage renewable
energy providers to investigate the Oakajee
site and other locations in the greater Mid
West. The role of the OIESP should be to
make allowance for such operations to
become established within/or link into the
Estate.
Section 11.3.1 of the OIESP addresses
renewable energy but Section 12.2 should be
expanded to make reference to renewable
energy opportunities e.g. wind, solar and
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

WAPC Recommendation

tidal.
The impact of light overspill and the
management response will be considered
through the planning approval, environmental
impact assessment and licensing processes
for individual proponents.
These assessments will have regard for light
emissions and potential impact on the
surrounding locality. Factors that are to be
taken into account in this regard include
topography (visibility), separation distances
(buffers) and any consequential screening or
light shading that may be appropriate.
It is appropriate for the Landscape Report to
be expanded to address these matters
accordingly.
Section 2.7.3.3(c) of the Scheme requires
that a temporary accommodation camp for
workers must be prior to the establishment of
the first industry within the Strategic Industry
zone. This Scheme provision means that any
such camp must be temporary in nature and
removed prior to the establishment of
industry at Oakajee. It is unclear therefore
what benefit would be gained to the OIESP
by identifying a preceding/temporary use.
The process for the assessment and
approval of structure plans and rezonings is
multi-tiered with the final approval of such
decisions not made by the Local Government
but by the Minister of Planning.
This aspect of the submission is outside the
scope of the OIESP.
The respondent’s property is zoned ‘General
Farming’ under the Scheme.
The Oakajee Industrial Estate and buffer has
been established, acquired and rezoned by
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Submission No
& Date Rec’d

6
(26/5/11)

7
(7/6/11)

8
(30/6/11)

Submitter &
Affected Property

B Carter
(PO Box 145
KALBARRI
WA 6536)
Subject Property:
Lot 15
North West
Coastal Highway
BULLER

Coogee
Chemicals
(PO Box 5051
ROCKINGHAM
WA 6969)

Parkfalls
Residents
Association
(PO Box 3396
BLUFF POINT
WA 6531)

Nature of Submission

Support
The coast of WA south of Oakajee has a
myriad of shallow inshore reefs and corals
which could be threatened by heavy shipping.
Oakajee is the obvious place for unrestricted
access for large ships having relatively deep
water close to the coast.
The port of Geraldton is inadequate as the
required depth and safety margins are
inadequate.
Geraldton already has problems with dust from
the mineral sands and high lead levels in the
water. This is unacceptable in a high
population density area.
Geraldton has also got traffic and access
problems to the port.
The OIESP would enhance the region and is
paramount to the future of the region.
Support
Expression of interest in the development of a
Bulk Liquids Tank Terminal and distribution
facility at the Oakajee Port.
Facility would reduce long haul truck
movements of bulk liquids from Kwinana into
the Mid West and from Port Hedland into the
far Mid West.
Support
Concern
is
expressed
regarding
the
realignment of the North West Coastal
Highway for the following reasons:
The proposed realignment will mean new road
construction through extremely difficult terrain
at the northern end (south of White Peak
Road). The realignment would also require a
new bridge over the Buller River. The section
of the proposed realignment south of White
Peak Road is not essential to the realignment
north of White Peak Road.
This area also contains a substantial amount

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

the State Government over a lengthy period
and following considerable study. The OIESP
document has been prepared following this
previous work and decisions.
Recommendation:
Note submission.

WAPC Recommendation

Noted.

Comment:
No additional comment.

Recommendation:
Note submission.

Noted.

Comment:
No additional comment.

Recommendation:
Note submission

Noted.

Comment:
The OIESP reflects Main Roads WA’s current
planning for the proposed Geraldton NorthSouth Highway. This Main Roads WA
planned alignment is also identified on the
Department of Planning’s Greater Geraldton
Structure Plan (2011). The realignment was
also shown in the Geraldton Region Plan
(1999) and Parkfalls Estate Subdivision
Guide Plan (1999) both prepared prior to the
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Submission No
& Date Rec’d

Submitter &
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Nature of Submission

of natural bushland that should be retained
given the concerns about development
impacting on areas of high biodiversity and the
visual impact on the area.
As the section of the North West Coastal
Highway south of White Peak Road will be
downgraded, presumably because traffic
numbers will be substantially reduced when
the bypass road east of the Moresby Range is
constructed. There seems little sense in
creating a new road when the existing
Highway is currently coping with the
substantial numbers of heavy vehicles per day
that will be redirected via the bypass road.
The proposed realignment will also pass
through the Parkfalls Estate and our
Association is opposed to the construction of a
new road that would, in our opinion, adversely
affect the Estate.
Concerns that the power requirements in the
initial stages will be supplied by an extension
of the Western Power line from the Chapman
Valley sub-station. This would require
substantial poles through or adjacent to the
Estate if overhead power supply was chosen
as the option. We would strongly object to this
option as substantial costs by the developers
were incurred to place the existing Kalbarri
overhead line underground to improve the
aesthetics of the area thus encouraging people
to purchase properties in the Estate.
Concerns about the possibility the route for the
500mm water supply pipe to the Oakajee
Industrial site may go through the Parkfalls
Estate following a similar route to the
Northampton pipeline. The installation of the
Northampton pipeline created a number of
problems some ongoing, for example damage
to road surface, drainage issues and damage
to established trees.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

rezoning and subdivision of the Parkfalls
Estate.
However, the presented argument that the
cost
and
complication
involved
in
constructing
the
proposed
highway
realignment would not be offset by resolving
transport or safety considerations has some
merit. The construction of the ‘Parkfalls’
highway realignment would not result in any
heavy vehicle movements being removed
from the urban Geraldton area (i.e.
past/through Wandina, Tarcoola, Wonthella,
Bluff Point, Spalding, Waggrakine). The
construction of the Oakajee-Narngulu
Infrastructure Corridor would create a bypass route around Geraldton that would
remove heavy vehicles associated with both
Oakajee and projects further north in the
Pilbara. The ONIC would better address
safety and amenity issues, and potentially
reduce the need for the ‘Parkfalls’
realignment. The ONIC would lower the
hierarchical role of the existing North West
Coastal Highway (particularly thought the
Buller area) to servicing local/domestic
vehicular trips and some tourist traffic.
The alignment of the proposed 132kV
transmission line is shown along the existing
North West Coastal Highway (as opposed to
the old rail alignment) upon the OIESP.
The ultimate alignment (either highway
alignment or old rail alignment) and a design
decision over underground or above-ground
construction for the proposed 132kV
transmission line will be determined by
Western Power and will be subject to a
separate process that is beyond the scope of
the OIESP to address, and will need to be
commented upon separately at the
appropriate juncture by the Shire and
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

residents.
The Shire and the community will also have a
role to play in the discussion with Western
Power over the earliest provision of the
330kV transmission line from Eneabba, so
that Stage 2 is firstly constructed and
secondly does not cease simply at
Moonyoonooka but continue into Oakajee.

9
(1/7/11)

I Goloborodko
(PO Box 737
NARRABEEN
NSW 2101)

Support
Mandate usage of green roofs through the
industrial park as they cost approximately 50%
less to maintain over a 45 year building life, up
to 30.5% average summer cooling load
reduction, up to 40.7% reduction of flooding
and pressure on drainage infrastructure during
heavy rains, generate 46% less emissions
over a 45 year building lifespan, and can
absorb air pollutants and suppress dust.
Place strong emphasis on the development of
clean technology cluster, due to immense
environmental and economic benefits to the
area.

10
(1/7/11)

Department of
Environment and
Conservation
(PO Box 72

Comment provided
The DEC has previously reviewed a range of
modelling and other reports relating to the
environmental impact of the proposed strategic

The alignment and detailed construction
issues of future water supply infrastructure
are beyond the scope of the OIESP to
address, and will be determined by the Water
Corporation
The Shire and the community will have a role
to play in the discussions with Water
Corporation over any alignments impact upon
existing features and improvements.
The ONIC is subject to separate study being
conducted by the Department of Planning,
and the design width for the corridor makes
allowance for a water pipeline.
Recommendation:
Note submission

Noted.

Comment:
The
benefits
of
green
roofs
are
acknowledged,
however,
whilst
not
dismissed, the purpose of the OIESP is not to
control built form. This will be undertaken by
the Estate Manager to the approval of the
Shire through the subsequent preparation
and
implementation
of
Development
Guidelines.
The principle of Industrial Ecology is
discussed in Section 7.0 of the OIESP report.
Opportunities for ‘clean technology’ clusters
can be explored as development arises.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold in part. The modifications
proposed to section 6.3 OIESP and the
Environmental Review Report (Appendix
2 of the OIESP) to require the preparation
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GERALDTON
WA 6531)

Nature of Submission

Oakajee port and industrial area. In relation to
air and noise issues DEC considers that the
OIESP is generally consistent with the
previous studies.
A range of biodiversity studies has also been
carried out. However, the significance of
remnant vegetation and native fauna habitat in
Area B is minimally addressed. DEC
recommends that a clear framework for the
protection of regionally significant and locally
significant biodiversity values for the entire
OIESP area be set out.
However, the OIESP does not address all
portions of the Structure Plan area in relation
to biodiversity values.
Focus appears to be on Areas A and C and to
a lesser extent the buffer, with Area B scarcely
addressed
which
contains
significant
biodiversity values.
Important for Biodiversity Strategy to consider
entire area and its context is prepared to
clearly identify those areas that have a
significant value at the regional and local
levels, including supplementary studies, areas
to
be
retained,
and
complementary
mechanisms for addressing biodiversity
conservation.
Proposed Offset strategy needs to be
considered as part of an overarching
biodiversity protection strategy
Environmental Review Report and Landscape
Report should be amended to show remnant
vegetation in Areas A, B and C.
Area B coastal contains restricted flora and
fauna – minimising fragmentation is desirable.
Area A General Industry – the ERR indicates
80 ha of remnant vegetation may require
clearing. The GRFVS should be used to
determine areas for conservation such as plant
communities 4, 11 and 12.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Section 2.1.1 of the Environmental Review
Report be amended to include a “Coastal”
sub-heading
and
include
information
regarding OPR Terrestrial Port PER and
management plans relevant to the Coastal
Zone.

WAPC Recommendation

of a biodiversity conservation and offsets
strategy should be expanded to recognise
that
the
proposed
biodiversity
conservation and offsets strategy should
also
address
issues
related
to
identification
and
conservation
of
Carnaby's black cockatoo habitat.

Section 3.3.1 of the Environmental Review
Report (Appendix 2 to the OIESP) be
amended to include a requirement to
undertake surveys for Graceful sun-moth
host
plants
as
a
pre-construction
management measure as the responsibility of
the Estate Manager.
Section 3.3.1 of the Environmental Review
Report be expanded to include requirement
to undertake surveys for Caladenia hoffmanii
and other DRF species in October as a preconstruction management measure as the
responsibility of the Estate Manager.
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 be amended to
make reference to the Management Plans
identified in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.1 of the
Environmental Review Report, given that
these Management Plans guide the
biodiversity conservation measures for Area
B–Coastal Zone and include offsets and
revegetation in the Buffer.
Section 6.3 of the OIESP and Sections 2.1.2
and 2.2.2 of the Environmental Review
Report (Appendix 2 of the OIESP) be
amended to reflect the requirement and
timing for the preparation of the biodiversity
conservation and offsets strategy as a future
opportunity.
Section 6.3 be amended by adding the
following point:
“The
biodiversity
framework
and
management measures for Area B – Coastal
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Sandplain and riparian communities likely to
be important for fauna, such as Carnaby’s
black cockatoo. All potential Carnably’s black
cockatoo roosting and foraging habitat should
be preserved and identified in the structure
planning stage.
Host plants for the Graceful sun-moth were
recorded in the area by Ecologia. As the ERR
does not consider host plants lomandra
maritina, a Graceful sun-moth survey is
recommended.
Concern over timing of targeted surveys for
DRF carried out in October. Caladenia
hoffmanii would not have been detected at this
time.
Revegetation with endemic species is
supported however clearer guidance is
required. Page 13 of the OIESP is vague and
refers only to “areas for potential vegetation”.
Noise modelling – DEC review of noise
modelling found Herring Storer Acoustics
modelling appropriate and reliable.
Cumulative noise predictions indicate an area
outside southern buffer boundary will exceed
35dB(A) levels. DEC recommends that a 10m
high noise bund will be required and should be
set out as a required action in the OIESP.
DEC has expressed concern over the camping
ground to the north of the Buller River, within
the buffer boundary. The DEC acknowledges
however the further consultation to be
undertaken between LandCorp, DEC and the
Shire to address the nature of occupancy of
the camping area to ensure acceptability of
night-time noise levels.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Zone will be implemented through the
Coastal Management Strategy (Koltasz
Smith 2007), OPR Terrestrial Port PER
conditions (and associated management
plans) and the Oakajee Port Master Plan.”
Section 6.3 (a) and (b) of the OIESP be
amended
as
recommended
by
the
Department
of
Environment
and
Conservation.
Section 11.6.1 be amended to include the
following uses as not permitted within the
Buffer:
Places of Assembly; and
Commercial Centres.
Section 13.1 be amended to address report
appendices.
Figure 4 be amended to remove the word
‘heavy’ from description of southern General
Industry Area A.
Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the Landscape
Report (Appendix 5) be amended to include
complementing biodiversity and natural area
values and retention and reinforcement of
ecological corridors.
Provide a copy of the respondent’s
submission (including the respondent’s
comments concerning biodiversity protection,
and cumulative noise predictions indicating
an area outside the southern buffer boundary
will exceed 35dB(A) levels that may require
10m high noise bund) to the Geraldton Port
Authority who are responsible for the
Oakajee Port Master Plan.
Comment:
The Environmental Review Report (ERR)
included an overview of the Geraldton
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DEC has reviewed the OPR PER and other
reports and confirms that no new air quality
concerns are identified.
DEC notes the ERR recommends the
formation of an industry council to manage and
coordinate air quality monitoring in and
surrounding the estate. DEC notes the models
working well in Kwinana and Port Hedland
industrial area in this regard.
DEC supports the commitment to best practice
and sustainability in the planning and
development of the estate.
The potential land use category as “power
generation” needs to be clarified as some
categories (e.g. 20MW gas fired) require
separation distances that would not be
satisfied (Section 4.3.2.1). Distance separation
for green energy power generation may not be
an issue.
Uses being considered such as abattoir, power
generation and extractive industry require
distance separation from sensitive premises
and would not be appropriate if they have
impacts outside the buffer.
DEC supports the general thrust of the
management
measures,
with
some
enforceable under the Scheme. However,
measures relating to loss of remnant
vegetation and fauna habitat are worded
vaguely
and
are
not
sufficiently
comprehensive.
It is insufficient to state on page 21 that “these
impacts will be adequately managed through a
range
of
environmental
management
measures that are typically applied throughout
the approvals and licensing process.
Portions of the OIE-SP area are subject to
formal environmental impact assessment and

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Region Flora and Vegetation Study (GRFVS)
and OPR survey reports prepared for their
Public Environmental Review. The GRFVS
provided the regional context and was
supported with the outcomes of previous flora
surveys (Mattiske, Dames and Moore, Muir
etc) and site information on vegetation
condition.
The Shire of Chapman Valley Coastal
Management Strategy (2007) offers a basis
for management of the coastal area (also
refer to Landscape Report). This document,
together with the Geraldton Port Authority’s
Oakajee Port Master Plan and OPR’s
Terrestrial Port PER Management Plans, are
the primary documents which will inform
management of the Coastal Area B.
The framework for protecting biodiversity
values in Area B is provided in the Terrestrial
Port PER (and associated management
plans) and the Oakajee Port Master Plan. It is
not the role of the OIESP to provide a
biodiversity framework for this area as this
responsibility rests with OPR and GPA.
The ERR recommends that a Biodiversity
Offsets Strategy be prepared. LandCorp
proposes that this recommendation be
expanded to include the preparation of a
“Biodiversity Conservation and Offsets
Strategy”.
The OIESP does not override the ordinary
approval requirements such as vegetation
clearing permits.
In giving effect to the OIESP, the ERR
identifies
that
LandCorp
will
assist
proponents through the identification of areas
suitable for the provision of biodiversity
offsets. Part of this role includes preparing a
biodiversity offsets strategy with supporting
information to accompany any vegetation
clearing permit application.
The ERR contains numerous figures showing
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it is recommended that the these be referred to
in the OIESP report as outcomes likely to
affect planning for the estate
Section 6.2.1 Flora and Vegetation - does not
address the Coastal area within the OIESP
area and should clearly acknowledge the
Coastal Area contains significant biodiversity
conservation values and that conservation and
management measures include retention of
key natural areas.
This section requires amendment as the only
management measure referred to relate to
revegetation to offset clearing.
DEC recommends that OIESP clearly
recognises that confirmation of the Buffer to
contain predicted emissions based on
particular development scenarios.
DEC
recommends the Section 6.3(a) of the report
be amended to clearly reflect this.
DEC recommends that Section 6.3(b) of the
report be amended to read:
“Confirmation that the General and Strategic
Industry Areas are largely unconstrained by
environmental factors”
Industrial ecology –
Inconsistencies in Figure 4 and page 38
description of Area A need to be rectified
Power generation does not generally suit this
land. DEC licensed and registered power
generation facilities are best suited for Area C
It is recommended that objectives of the draft
Landscape report are expanded to include
“complementing biodiversity and natural area
values.
It is recommended that “retention of remnant
vegetation and reinforcing ecological corridors”
are referred to as objectives.
DEC notes that the OIESP provides little

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

the extent and type of vegetation
associations in Areas A, B and C. Figure 4 of
the ERR and Figure 8 of the Landscape
Report present ‘post development’ landscape
scenarios.
Further approvals are required to achieve
subdivision approval, site works (including
vegetation
clearing)
approvals
and
development approvals.
The guidance
provided by the ERR and Landscape Report
will be taken into account during the
assessment of applications for approvals.
General Industry Area A contains 18ha of
remnant vegetation (plant communities 10 Near Coastal and 12-Limestone Ridge) and
does not include plant community 4 (Swale–
Ficinia nodosa) (Section 2.1.1 of the ERR)
which is located in Area B-Coastal Zone. The
Strategic Industry Area C contains 80ha of
remnant vegetation, noting that the majority
of this vegetation is impacted by the OPR rail
alignment.
The GRFVS was used to determine
conservation
significance
of
remnant
vegetation in Area A and C, noting that the
vegetation in Areas A and C will require
clearing to accommodate general and heavy
industries respectively.
The sandplain vegetation within the Areas A
and C is highly modified and degraded, with
very limited live Banksia species present, and
therefore represents low value roosting and
foraging habitat for Carnaby’s black
cockatoo. All riparian zones are located in the
Buffer and therefore will not be developed
and are the focus for revegetation and the
establishment of wildlife corridors. OPR has
undertaken further assessment on Carnaby’s
habitat and offsets as part of their Flora and
Vegetation
Management
Plan
offset
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information and guidance for Area B – Coastal
and refers to the Oakajee Port Master Plan.
Biodiversity protection needs to be addressed
in the Oakajee Port Master Plan and link to a
biodiversity conservation strategy for the
OIESP to ensure satisfactory framework in
place for the protection of significant values
Section 11.5 Landscape Treatments - DEC
recommends some specific outcomes be
achieved in relation to existing remnants,
waterways and foot slopes of Moresby Range,
as current wording “potential” does not set
clear commitments in relation to these areas.
Section 11.6 Provisions - DEC supports
restricted uses in the Buffer, and recommends
further uses be included within the uses not
permitted: ‘places of assembly, commercial
centres, and eating establishments’.
Only 2 management plans (Aboriginal Heritage
and Landscape Report) are “adjuncts” to the
OIESP. The status of these adjuncts is not
clear.
Section 13.2.1 needs to make it clearer that
development in accordance with the OIESP
and all 10 management plans.
Does the “associated management plans”
referred to in 13.2.1 relate to plans released in
the draft OIESP and other plans referred to in
the Scheme section Special Control Areas?

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

strategy).
LandCorp has advised that it supports the
recommendation and proposes to survey
remnant vegetation within the Areas A and C
prior to the preparation of biodiversity
conservation and offsets strategy. It is also
relevant to note that Graceful sun-moth
survey information will also be required to
support any vegetation clearing permit
applications.
LandCorp has advised that it supports the
recommendation and proposes to undertake
surveys for Caladenia hoffmanii and other
DRF species, at a time of year specified by
the DEC, i as a pre-construction measure.
The rate of revegetation will be linked to the
rate of industrial development at the OIE, as
funding for revegetation works is proposed to
be supported with financial contributions from
industry proponents. For example, OPR has
committed to undertake revegetation as part
of the OPR Terrestrial Port PER, which
includes revegetation of the riparian zones
and other high priority areas to address
biodiversity offsets.
No additional comment
The predicted noise exceedance derives
from potential stockpiling within the Port Area
which is the responsibility of the Geraldton
Port Authority through its Oakajee Port
Master Plan.
A copy of the DEC’s comments in relation to
this matter and the suggested management
measure should be provided to the GPA.
Noise monitoring will be required to be
undertaken by OPR, GPA and LandCorp to
confirm noise levels along the southern buffer
boundary.
If
monitoring
indicates
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

unacceptable impacts as a result of activities
in the Port Area or the SIA, the responsible
organisation will put in place mitigation
measures to achieve required noise
standards. The DEC will apply appropriate
noise management conditions to any
proposals with the potential to generate noise
impacts and it will be the responsibility of
proponents to manage their own noise
impacts.
It is noted that the requirement to provide a
10m high noise bund (or some other noise
mitigation measures) to achieve acceptable
noise levels along the southern buffer will be
dependent upon the need to extend the
southern stockpile and the results of noise
monitoring.
Noise monitoring will be undertaken by
LandCorp at key stages in the development
of the OIE to ensure that noise levels are in
accordance with required standards and the
proposed classification of the camping
ground. The results of the noise monitoring
will inform the possibility, location and level of
facilities provided and the nature of
occupancy permitted at the camping ground.
No additional comment.
Noted, although it is recognised that the EPA
and DEC are responsible for setting industry
proponent EIA approval conditions and
licence conditions respectively and that these
requirements form the principle regulatory
tools for air quality monitoring.
No additional comment.
Power generation facilities that require
significant separation from other users would
not be permitted within Area A but should fit
within Area C, with this distinction assured
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

through the determination of separation
(buffer) requirements in the preparation and
assessment of individual proposals. OPR is
proposing to establish a power station in the
OIE, however this is located in Area C –
Strategic Industry Area where adequate
separation distances can be achieved.
Buffer requirements are addressed in the
context of preparation and assessment of
individual development proposals where it
will need to be demonstrated that regulatory
requirements are satisfied.
The remnant vegetation and fauna habitat
requiring clearing in Areas A – General
Industry and Area C – Strategic Industry is
predominantly degraded due to grazing over
a long period of time, of limited conservation
value and well represented and in better
condition outside these areas. The
framework for protecting biodiversity values
in Area B is provided in the Shire of
Chapman valley Coastal Management
Strategy, OPR’s Terrestrial Port PER (and
associated management plans) and the
GPA’s Oakajee Port Master Plan.
The ERR recommends that a Biodiversity
Offsets Strategy be prepared. LandCorp
proposes that this recommendation be
expanded to include the preparation of a
“Biodiversity Conservation and Offsets
Strategy”. In addition, all developments
requiring the clearing of vegetation will need
to obtain a Vegetation Clearing Permit from
the DEC and will also be subject to referral of
proposals to the EPA to determine level of
impact assessment required. LandCorp
considers that these processes are adequate
to manage biodiversity issues.
The formal impact assessments related to
the OPR Terrestrial Port and Rail PER’s deal
mainly with the Coastal Zone, which is not
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

WAPC Recommendation

specifically addressed by the OIESP.
LandCorp considers that the formal impact
assessments under way will not affect the
outcomes for the planning of the estate which
needs to progress regardless of current
proposals under assessment.
The
conservation
and
management
measures for the Coastal Area are
addressed by the Shire of Chapman Valley
Coastal Management Strategy, GPA’s
Oakajee Port Master Plan and OPR’s
Terrestrial Port PER Management Plans. It is
appropriate to reference these documents
within the ERR.
LandCorp has committed to prepare a
Biodiversity Conservation and Offsets
Strategy to identify measures other than
offsets to protect biodiversity values.
It is noted that updated air, noise and risk
modelling based on prospective industries
likely to establish within the OIESP has
confirmed adequacy of the Buffer. The
OIESP report should be modified as
recommended by the DEC relevant to this
issue.
The inconsistency identified by the DEC is
noted and should be corrected.
Any proposals for power generation will be
subject to compliance with required
separation distances. Further prescription is
not required within the OIESP.
The Landscape Report will benefit from
inclusion of further details addressing
biodiversity and natural area values.
Amendment to the Landscape Report
objectives to address vegetation as
ecological corridors is supported.
The

OIESP

is

not

required

to

define
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

requirements for the Coastal Area B as the
Shire
of
Chapman
Valley
Coastal
Management Strategy and the GPA’s
Oakajee Port Master Plan and OPR’s
Terrestrial Port PER (and associated
management plans) are the principal guiding
documents for this area.
The OPR Terrestrial Port PER (and
management plans) and GPA Oakajee Port
Master Plan will be finalised prior to the
biodiversity conservation and offsets strategy
for the OIE being completed. The biodiversity
conservation and offsets strategy prepared
by LandCorp for the OIE will take into
account the outcomes of the GPA and OPR
approvals requirements as well as the
progress on implementation of the Shire of
Chapman Valley Coastal Management
Strategy recommendations.
The revegetation of the existing remnants,
waterways and foot slopes of the Moresby
Ranges will be dependent upon the rate of
development of the OIE and contributions
from OPR and pioneer industries establishing
in the estate.
Revegetation works will be dependent on the
nature of offset requirements associated with
these developments and the terms of offset
proposals prepared by individual proponents.
Notwithstanding this, LandCorp has agreed
to expand the recommendation of the ERR to
include the preparation of a “Biodiversity
Conservation and Offsets Strategy” to guide
the preparation and implementation of offset
arrangements.
In these circumstances, it is not appropriate
for the OIESP to pre-empt outcomes of the
further processes associated with individual
development initiatives.
Support for the terms of the OIESP in relation
to provisions governing land use is noted.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Prohibition of sensitive uses including ‘places
of assembly’ and ‘commercial centres’ is
supported. Eating establishments however
should remain discretionary as appropriately
sited premises can provide services to local
workers.

11
(4/7/11)

S & T Jeeves
(PO Box 3315
BLUFF POINT
WA 6531)
Subject Property:
Lot 30 White
Peak Road
WHITE PEAK

Object
As residents living on White Peak Road in the
area designated as SR10 it appears we are in
the closest residential area on the OIE border.
We have some major concerns with regard the
location of the highway bypass, the 330kV
power line and the waste water treatment
plant.
We also have concerns regarding the type of
industry permissible in the OIE.
The building and location of the new road will
have a major impact on our lives, by having
the bypass going through the Wokatherra Gap
the noise and light pollution will be enormous
for residents on White Peak Road.
In 2000 when we purchased our block the
services corridor was approximately where the
rail corridor is now proposed. But there was no
mention of the highway bypass or the 330kW
power lines, apart from the noise and light
pollution this will have visual impact.
Headlights and vehicle noise will affect our
health and devalue our property. The outlook
will go from rural farmland with a hill backdrop
to looking at a highway bypass, power lines,
railway lines and a possible wastewater
treatment plant all spread throughout the buffer
across from our house.

It is appropriate to amend Section 13.1 of the
OIESP report to reference all appendices,
identifying strategies, management plans and
reports along with the relationship of these
documents to the OIESP.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:
Section 4.3.2 be modified to reference the
Scheme position on nuclear activity arising
from Scheme Amendment No.33.
Section 8.3.1 be expanded to make
reference to the ONIC alignment being
indicative only and subject to separate study
by the Department of Planning.
Section 12.6 be expanded to reference that
the Water Corporation is continuing to
undertake investigations to define its
preferred location for the facility, and that any
future application for the facility will require
independent emissions modelling to be
undertaken.
Figure 5 be modified to include a notation
reading ‘Indicative Alignment’ adjacent to the
services corridor.

Uphold recommended modifications with
the exception being to not require
modification of the structure plan to
reference the Shire of Chapman Valley
Scheme No. 1 (TPS 1) position on
nuclear activity. The Shire of Chapman
Valley Draft Local Planning Scheme
(LPS) No. 2 as advertised 22 November
2010 did not include provisions to control
nuclear activity. Given that nuclear
activities are also a matter of
Commonwealth and State significance,
the WAPC is investigating whether it is
necessary to include nuclear provisions
within LPS No. 2. The decision on
whether to include provisions to control
nuclear activity within LPS 2 will be made
by the Minister for Planning when LPS 2
is submitted for final approval.
DoP's project manager for the ONIC
project has been provided with a copy of
the submission.

Figure 5 be modified to include a notation
reading “Indicative location – subject to
further study” adjacent to the waste water
treatment plant site.
The Landscape Report (Appendix 5) be
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The wastewater treatment plant will be in full
view of nearly all the residents in White Peak
Road. This is not acceptable and a location in
the northern section of the buffer zone should
be considered as it will have less of an impact.
Vehemently oppose the destruction of the
Wokatherra Nature Reserve for the ONIC. The
reserve is one of the last accessible natural
bush areas in the Moresby Range and has an
abundance of flora and fauna unique to this
area and the Shire has an obligation to current
and future generations to preserve it. The
original corridor was for a rail and powerlines
and was 50m wide, the current proposal is for
a 230m wide corridor that would totally destroy
the nature reserve.
It would be possible for the rail and powerlines
to utilise the current White Peak Road clearing
for as much as possible then head north along
the proposed route for the rail lines, meaning a
minimal amount of the reserve would be
affected.
Appears the Visual Impact Study was done
with total disregard for the residences in White
Peak Road. Want to know what the Shire
intend to do to rectify this.
Would like the Shire to protect the ratepayers
by restricting the type of industries to clean low
emission, low noise industries and allow only
raw product export through the Port. This
would mean the Shire will need to reiterate its
no nuclear stance and forbid the export of
uranium from the port.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

expanded to address assessment criteria and
potential mitigation measures in relation to
light spill/emissions.
The Landscape Report (Appendix 5) which is
referenced in Section 9 of the OIESP shall
incorporate viewshed analysis for White Peak
Road comparable to those points which
formed part of the Oakajee Landscaping
Strategy (1993).
Provide a copy of the respondent’s
submission to the Department of Planning,
who are responsible for the ONIC alignment
definition study.
Comment:
The final alignment and design of the ONIC is
subject to a separate study being led by the
Department of Planning. The OIESP seeks to
have regard for, and ensure integration with
this infrastructure corridor.
However, given that the final alignment and
design are subject to a separate study that
has not been completed or made available
for formal public consultation at this time it is
appropriate that Figure 5 of the OIESP
should identify the ONIC alignment as being
indicative only and subject to separate study.
Section 8.3.1 should be expanded to make
reference to the ONIC alignment being
indicative only and subject to separate study
by the Department of Planning.
It is understood that noise modelling will be
undertaken during the planning and design
process by the Department of Planning as
part of the ONIC Study.
However it is considered appropriate that the
Landscape Report should be expanded to
reference cumulative light emissions.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

A copy of the respondent’s concerns will be
forwarded to the Department of Planning for
consideration in the ONIC Study.
The ultimate location of the wastewater
treatment plant is subject to continued
investigations by the Water Corporation, with
some further consideration being given by
the Water Corporation to an alternate
location west of the existing highway
alignment. The Water Corporation will be
required to go through a separate
consultation and approvals process prior to
any development of the site.
It is therefore appropriate for the OIESP
(Figure 5) to identify the location of the
treatment plant as indicative only and subject
to further study.
Section 12.6 be expanded to reference that
the Water Corporation is continuing to
undertake investigations to define its
preferred location for the facility, and that any
future application for the facility will require
independent emissions modelling to be
undertaken.
The alignment of the ONIC as shown upon
the OIESP does not encroach into the
Wokatherra Nature Reserve. The OPR rail
alignment may encroach into the southwestern corner of the reserve to a minimal
extent to achieve grade and curvature
requirements and this has been assessed by
the EPA separately as part of OPR’s
Environmental Review for the rail component.
Any clearing of native vegetation will be
subject to DEC assessment and requirement
for environmental offsets.
It is also noted that the Moresby Range
Management Plan (2010) seeks to create a
significant regional recreation area that would
include significant vegetation rehabilitation
areas on the south side of White Peak Road
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

WAPC Recommendation

in the Moresby Range and this document has
been provided to OPR (and would be
provided to future proponents of industry
within the estate) and the Department of
Planning as it establishes community driven
and endorsed environmental and recreational
objectives that would are considered
appropriate as offsets for projects within the
Oakajee Estate.
The viewshed analysis which forms part of
the 1993 Oakajee Landscaping Strategy is
referred to in the Appendices of the
Landscape Report at Section 9. This analysis
includes two views in close proximity to White
Peak Road and is included in the Landscape
Report.
It is considered that the Landscape Report
(2011) which accompanies the OIESP and is
referenced in Section 9 of the OIESP Report
shall incorporate viewshed analysis for White
Peak Road comparable to those points which
formed part of the Oakajee Landscaping
Strategy (1993).
The Scheme
provisions:

contains

the

following

“1.3.2 (h) to prohibit the use or development
of land for certain nuclear activities
which may result in:
(i) environmental harm;
(ii) detriment to any land used for
the public benefit or from
which the public derives
aesthetic enjoyment; or
(iii) detriment to the amenity,
health or safety of the public.”
“2.2.1

The Table following this clause
indicates, subject to the provisions
of the Scheme, in particular clause
2.2.13, the uses permitted in the
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

WAPC Recommendation

various
zones
and
the
development standards that apply
to various uses specified in the
Table for each zone.”
“2.2.13

12
(5/7/11)

Mid West
Development
Commission
(PO Box 238
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

Comment provided
An officer from the Works Approval and
Emissions Licensing section of the Geraldton
Regional Office of the Department of
Environment and Conservation should be
consulted to determine if an emission of noise,
odour, or electromagnetic radiation would
unreasonably interfere with the health, welfare
convenience, comfort or amenity of any
person.
In reference to Section 5.2 of the OIESP
report,
the
Mid
West
Development
Commission would welcome the opportunity to
be involved in the preparation of an industry
attraction strategy.
The Mid West Development Commission has
secured $220million over 4 years beginning
2011/12 FY (from Royalties for Regions) to
implement the Mid West Investment Plan. The
Plan assist regional communities to capture
the opportunities presented by the mining
sector and will assist in stimulating regional
economic development.
Supports the attraction of a diverse range of
industries to the OIE and encouraging them to
adopt the principles of sustainability and
innovation.

Any use or development which
constitutes or includes a nuclear
activity is not permitted on land
within the Scheme Area.”

The OIESP report can be modified at the end
of Section 4.3.2 to reference the Scheme
position on nuclear activity.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold.

Section 5.2 be amended to read ‘Mid West
Investment Plan’.
Section 12.2 be expanded to reference that
renewable energy projects which are
generating power and new industries which
are using power are unlikely to be able to
locate at Oakajee without the development of
the 330kV transmission line from Eneabba
(and Moonyoonooka).
Comment:
Operational impacts of industries are
required to be considered during the course
of assessing site specific applications.
The Environmental Protection Act 1986
contains the authority to review applications
in the Oakajee Industrial Estate and in
addition to this Section 2.7.3.3(d) of the
Scheme requires that:
“All applications for development of land
within the strategic industrial core (Area C)
shall be referred to the Environmental
Protection Authority.”
It would be appropriate for the Mid West
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Will renewable energy be the only potential
consumer of power supplied by the 132kV
transmission line? If it is not built, then what
impact will this have on industrial ecology and
the overall capacity of the OIE to reach its
maximum operating potential?
How does the exclusion of high voltage power
lines from the ONIC impact on the OIE.
Suggest that this section be expanded to
illuminate the reader on the significance of this
issue.

13
(28/6/11)

Department of
Indigenous Affairs
(PO Box 7770
CLOISTERS
SQUARE
WA 6850)

Comment provided
Understood that the Aboriginal Heritage
Management Plan for the OIESP is a draft and
will be refined as the project develops and
further heritage surveys are conducted.
The Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan
should include:
summary of consultation and key stakeholder
list;
summary of heritage work so far conducted;
assessment and statement of significance of
the area and the sites it contains;
proposed activity description
specific management recommendations for
each site to be impacted;
permits/protocols in use by the company or in
agreement between company and their agents
and contractors to trigger reviews of all ground

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Development Commission to be a key
agency in the formulation of the Oakajee
Industrial Estate and Port - Industry Attraction
Strategy.
Section 5.2 be amended to read ‘Mid West
Investment Plan’.
It is considered that renewable energy
projects which are generating power and new
industries which are using power are unlikely
to be able to locate at Oakajee without the
development of the 330kV transmission line
from Eneabba (and Moonyoonooka). Without
the 330kV transmission line, the 132kV
transmission line will have limited capacity.
Section 12.2 of the OIESP report needs to be
expanded to emphasise this point.
It is understood that the 330kV transmission
line is not located within the ONIC alignment
as transmission lines have the ability to take
a more direct route whilst minimising impact
on surrounding land uses.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold.

Finalise the Aboriginal Heritage Management
Plan (Appendix 7) in accordance with the
requirements and recommendations of the
Department of Indigenous Affairs.
Comment:
The draft Aboriginal Heritage Management
Plan should be finalised in accordance with
the requirements and recommendations of
the Department of Indigenous Affairs.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

disturbance activities prior to commencement;
maps of sufficient quality to clearly identify the
activity area and the Aboriginal cultural
heritage of the area.
Should be stated that Aboriginal heritage sites
are protected under the provisions of the
Aboriginal Heritage Act whether registered or
known to DIA or not.

14
(7/7/11)

City of Greater
Geraldton
(PO Box 101
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

The DIA, the WA Police and Yamatji Marlpa
Aboriginal Corporation (representing the
Traditional Owners) have entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding which sets in
place protocols for the discovery of Ancestral
remains in the Murchison Gascoyne region.
This document details an agreed process
following any discovery and considers all
relevant legislation and policies by all
signatories.
These
processes
provide
guidance and should be acknowledged in the
Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan.
Object
Firstly the City wishes to express its concern at
the fact that it was not formally advised that the
draft OIESP was going to be presented to the
Shire of Chapman Valley Council Meeting held
on 16 February 2011 as we may wish to attend
and peruse the agenda item.
It is considered that the OIESP is highly
deficient and an inadequate document given
the local, state, national and international
significance of the project. It appears to
represent an attempt by the proponent to:
Restrict consideration of a very narrow range
of issues within a strictly defined project
boundary;
Only consider infrastructure issues that relate
directly to the operation of the Industrial
Estate;
Avoid any consideration of corporate social
responsibility or interaction with the wider

Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold.

Part 1 – Introduction be expanded with a new
section, headed “Role of the Structure Plan”
to explain and illustrate the intents of the
OIESP.
Update references within the OIESP report to
reflect current documents’ status e.g.
Oakajee Port Master Plan and Section 4.1.4
to reflect the endorsed status of the Greater
Geraldton Structure Plan (2011).
Section 3.3 be expanded to identify the
relationship of greater Geraldton to the
Oakajee Industrial Estate.
Section 5.4 be amended to identify the
application of environmental sustainability
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Geraldton and Mid West community;
Seeks only to abide by the letter of the law as
contained in existing policies, planning
documentation or environmental clearances;
Makes no commitments that may bind itself in
any way to behave in a manner that is
accountable; and
Seeks to ensure
that any future review or
changes to planning processes are done
purely with the objective of maximising the
proponent’s interest into the future with little
interest or concern for the wider context of the
City, the Mid West or the State.
In essence this is a document that may have
been appropriate for the 1980’s, however in
the City’s opinion, an organisation such as
LandCorp should produce documentation that
reflects its stated commitment to be a leader in
the areas of sustainability, supporting local
development, integration into communities etc.
Section 1.2 Vision - makes no indication of
how the OIE is to mesh with the future
direction of the City of Greater Geraldton. This
is a worst case example of planning within
boundaries with no attention to the impact of
the development on the surrounding context.
The OIE and the City of Greater Geraldton
can be considered as two major “industrial”
entities that both use/produce energy,
use/produce water and waste, utilise public
transport
networks,
require/provide
employment, have social and cultural impacts
on each other.
Into the future these two entities will be
ultimately linked and this report provides no
indication of any thought about:
how the infrastructure will be linked;
how the natural ecosystems will be linked;
impact and benefits for community services
housing or workers accommodation.
The City has been advocating the need for this
type of integration within the OIE and

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

principles and environmental performance
requirements
through
the
industrial
nomination and approvals processes.
Section 6.2.5 be expanded to identify the
measures proposed by the Industrial Ecology
Strategy.
Section 7 be expanded to reference the
implementation recommendations contained
within the Industrial Ecology Strategy.
Section 7.2.5 be amended by deleting the
heading ‘Implementation’ and substituting the
current
text
for
‘The
suggested
implementation of the identified principles is
addressed in Section 4 of the Industrial
Ecology Strategy (Appendix 3).’
Section 10.1 be amended to delete the
sentence:
‘While a future infrastructure corridor entering
Oakajee from the east may impact on the
culvert, it is deemed to be in very poor,
irredeemable condition’
and replaced this with the following:
‘The final alignment of the ONIC will need to
consider the Geraldton Northampton Railway
Reserve and will need to be formally referred
to the Office of Heritage under the provisions
of the Governments Heritage Property
Disposal Process.’
Section 11.5.1 be amended to explain the
implementation of revegetation works by way
of environmental offset arrangements
associated with specific approvals.
Section 11.5.5 be expanded in its reference
to the Shire of Chapman Valley Coastal
Management Plan (2007) recommendations
pertaining to recreational access in the Buller
Rivermouth area and the coast south of the
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associated OIESP throughout its involvement
and considers that these issues have been
conveniently pushed aside by the proponent in
its preparation of this document with the
singular objective of getting a timely approval
for the OIESP.
Whilst it is likely that the proponent will
consider that the above issues should be
managed by other parts of State Government it
is really that there has been no political or
administrative leadership in these areas. In
addition, this document represents the worst of
the old planning approach and does not
recognise the WAPC’s commitment to using
the planning process as an integrative tool to
benefit the whole community.
Section 1.3 Objectives - absence of any
significant consideration of the issues outlined
above in the Objectives, apart from integration
of the OIE and Port into the State and National
transport networks.
Point a) of the Objectives focuses on heavy
industry only and neglects the fact that there
are likely to be other types of industry that will
also require land to be internationally
competitive.
Section 1.4.1 - The Guidelines for Industrial
Development May 2010 address many issues
that have been outlined above. It is considered
that the proponent has simply “cherry picked”
the Guidelines and labelled the process as
‘Best Practice’.
Section 1.6 Related Initiatives - There are a
number of initiatives that the City and other
agencies such as the WAPC are party to that
directly relate to the OIE, selectively picking
only major infrastructure related projects
appears to be a blatant attempt to narrow the
focus of the OIESP.
Some other initiatives include:

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

port area and further reference that achieving
these recommendations will be subject to
discussion with the Geraldton Port Authority.
Section 11.5.5 be expanded to reference that
details of improvements at the Buller
Rivermouth are subject to negotiation with
the Department of Environment and
Conservation in addition to consideration by
the Shire of Chapman Valley and Geraldton
Port Authority.
Section 12.2 be expanded to reference that
renewable energy projects which are
generating power and new industries which
are using power are unlikely to be able to
locate at Oakajee without the development of
the 330kV transmission line from Eneabba
(and Moonyoonooka).
Section 13.1 be amended to include
reference to all appendices, with Appendix 5
and 7 being identified as adjuncts for the
purposes of the Scheme.
Section 13.2.2 be amended to remove
reference to individual stakeholder interests
in favour of the description provided by the
State Heavy Industry Policy.
Section 13.2.2 be amended to incorporate
the diagram contained within the Appendix 1
–
Sustainability
Report
‘Proposed
Management Structure for the Oakajee
Industrial Estate’.

Comment:
The City’s interest and contribution to the
project is welcomed. City officers have been
involved in formal and informal engagements
during the formulation of the OIESP, and City
Councillors were briefed by LandCorp and its
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the strategic location of the Narngulu Industrial
area and its servicing potential for both the
Port and the Industrial Estate;
the number of renewable energy initiatives that
are either committed or planned that if linked to
Oakajee could assist in achieving a
significantly reduced carbon footprint;
the 330kv power line if stage two was
extended from its current planned terminus at
Moonyoonooka to Oakajee;
existing and potential to a regional city with
significant potential to sustain a population
over 100,000 people without the land use
planning difficulties experienced in the Pilbara;
access to good airport links with an extending
range of routes available including interstate.
Section 1.7 Role of LandCorp - a one line
comment about the role of LandCorp in such a
major development such as the OIE
demonstrates a serious lack of corporate
citizenship. It is considered that none of the
major miners, or OPR would accept such a
dismissive description of their role in such a
major project.
Much more emphasis and detail of the role of
LandCorp needs to be included in accordance
with their own Policy Statement.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

appointed consultants.
Where matters have not, in the opinion of the
City, been suitably addressed during the
formulation of the plan, it, like any other
agency, may make submission (as it has
done so) during the advertising period. The
agenda and minutes of the Shire Council
meeting dealing with the OIESP are publicly
available. Given these opportunities, the City
was comprehensively informed and was not
in any disadvantaged position.
The opening comments of the submission
may be considered as subjective and
emotive observations that are both irregular
and unprofessional for a government agency
to make.
Notwithstanding,
the
comments
are
satisfactorily addressed in the responses to
the points contained in the balance of the
submission.

Sections 3.1 to 3.3 Context - the document
only talks about connection with transport
infrastructure. There is no mention of energy,
water, waste water, carbon reduction
strategies, interface with human communities,
interfaces with ecology or landscape.
With respect to the City, the OIESP seems to
be cursory and almost dismissive of the whole
relationship of the OIE to the City of Greater
Geraldton. The document has been written as
if the only issues that need to be covered are
the routes of major transport corridors.
It is requested that there be greater emphasis
in the context on the true relationships with the
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

City in all
infrastructure.

areas

not

just

WAPC Recommendation

transport

Section 4.1.4 - This section needs to be
updated now that the Greater Geraldton
Structure Plan has been endorsed and is no
longer a draft.
Sections 4.2.1 & 10 Geraldton-Northampton
Railway - Section 4.2.1(b) states that the
railway “has little or no heritage value”. This is
totally in contrast with Section 10.1 that
acknowledges that the railway reserve is listed
for possible inclusion on the State Register.
The significance of the railway should be
acknowledged in the OIESP and every effort
made to enhance that reserve or alternatively
provide some interpretation (possible off-site)
in conjunction with another walk or trail
alignment.
Section 4.3.2 Amendment No.18 - the OIESP
relies heavily upon the previous planning
approval contained within this Amendment.
The OIESP process represents an opportunity
to review the provisions and provide a more
constructive and flexible framework for industry
to locate into the Estate. The OIESP should
reflect a more intelligent and best practice
approach of assigning location performance
criteria to areas within the estate rather than
assigning activities. The Industrial Ecology
Strategy appears to move towards this
approach but still somewhat constrained by the
statutory framework of Amendment No.18.
The OIESP should contain performance
criteria (or a commitment that these will be
provided prior to any subdivision/development)
that can then be used in conjunction with the
Zoning Table to assess discretionary activities.
Section 5.2 Sustainability Summary - despite
the statements of intent in this section very

The remarks reflect a misunderstanding of
the role of the OIESP. The Structure Plan
must be viewed in the context of the broader
planning framework for Geraldton and the
Mid-West Region.
The OIESP serves to give effect to the
strategic planning of the State Government
for a major industrial development area and
deep water port facility at Oakajee. At a
regional level, the Structure Plan provides a
framework to implement the strategic
intentions of the greater Greater Geraldton
Region, including the consolidation and
expansion of economic activity and
associated investments that facilitate the
growth and development of the region as a
whole.
The OIESP and associated appendices
recognise the strategic planning context and
further explain the means to achieve a
successful estate by setting out:
objectives for the industrial estate and the
form of intended development;
principles for the integration of planning,
engineering, sustainability, heritage and
landscape factors;
a spatial framework to optimise industrial
development opportunities; and
mechanisms that will provide for the
protection of environmental, heritage and
community values.
The nature of heavy industrial developments
is such that estates are driven by the special
needs of activities in terms of land area,
buffer requirements, servicing needs and the
like. Recognising this the Structure Plan
provides a broad planning framework, setting
the planning and management context within
which major development initiatives may
respond.
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little in the rest of the OIESP appears to
understand or incorporate the thinking in this
report. Neither are there any commitments by
the proponent in the OIESP to actually
undertake or create these initiatives. Similarly
key strategy documents identified including the
Industrial
Ecology
Strategy
and
the
Environmental Review Report are not
considered to be adjuncts to the OIESP.
Section 5.4 Implications for Governance - this
section is particularly important if the estate is
to become sustainable. The OIESP makes no
commitments
to
the
recommendations
contained in the Sustainability Report neither
does it create a framework for setting up
sustainability KPI’s for the Estate and its
operation.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

In view of the potential for misunderstanding
of the role of the OIESP, as demonstrated by
this submission it is considered that a new
section could be included within part 1
addressing this matter. It is recommended
that the new section include text and an
explanatory diagram.
Recognising that the OIESP is prepared in
response to higher level strategic planning,
and focuses on specific purposes, the Plan
does not attempt to manage matters that are
outside its proper scope. It is also noted that
the Plan provides in precincts A and the
buffer for industries and uses other than
heavy industry.

Section 6.1 - The OIESP is solely reliant on
managing environmental impacts via typical
approval and licensing processes applied to
industrial development.
There are numerous cases whereby the
existing approvals and licensing process has
failed in controlling the environmental impacts.
If the OIESP is true to its objectives and vision
then greater commitment needs to be given on
this issue.

The Guidelines for Industrial Development
produced by the Federal Government identify
the role of the structure plan as a ‘statutory
tool’ and a ‘delivery mechanism’ i.e. a means
to achieve strategic purposes. The guidelines
fundamentally aim to improved environmental
outcomes and promote the concept of
industrial ecology.
The OIESP fulfils its identified role as a
statutory tool, and incorporates the concept
of industrial ecology in Section 7 as a means
to implement best practice.

Section 6.2.5 - The OIESP makes very limited
comment on liquid and solid waste facilities
(most heavily on the City’s Meru Landfill site)
to manage short-term liquid and solid waste.
There should be commitments made in the
OIESP to explore alternative waste treatment
facilities in the OIE.
There is nothing that correlates the Industrial
Ecology Strategy to the waste hierarchy or ties
it in with the State’s vision of Towards Zero
Waste. The document makes reference to
waste management but it does not speak
anything about not generating waste in the first

Selection of the Oakajee site in 1992 was
influenced by, amongst other factors, the
considerations identified in the submission.
The OIESP identifies the context of Oakajee
in relation to state and regional mineral
provinces and mining activity in Section 3. It
is appropriate to expand the OIESP report to
provide references to the greater Geraldton
area that provides essential support to the
estate. This includes the capacity to sustain a
substantial
resident
population
with
associated services such as an airport with
potential for international servicing capacity,
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instance.
In Section 2, point 5 Methodology of the
Industrial Ecology Strategy, waste is listed as
an output and this should be seen as a
possible input.
Section 6.2.7 Dust and Particulate emissions this represents potentially the most significant
local impact from the operation of the Port and
the OIE. There are no commitments within the
OIESP to address this issue and indeed the
statement that “this will be a key compliance
issue for the managers for the stockpiles” is
again evidence of the narrow focus of the
OIESP.
Section 7.2 - as with other sections, the OIESP
is a bland green wash with many over arching
statements of aspirational ideas but absolutely
no commitment by the Estate Manager to
implement or adopt these statements.
This is evidenced by the one line statement for
Section 7.2.5 that refers to an Appendix report
(which is not even listed in Section 13 as an
adjunct to the OIESP).
Section 9.2 - Reference to a computer model
is made in the OIESP. If there are any
graphics that can be generated from this
model then they should form part of the Visual
Impact Assessment.
Section 9.3 Landscape Report - the OIESP
makes
no
significant
recognition
or
commitment to restoring the ecological
integrity of the Buller or Oakajee Rivers, which
would be quite feasible even in the context of
the creation of an industrial estate.
Section 11.1 Land Use - the land use table
uses the traditional planning approach of
designating uses to areas. It is recommended
that this should be combined with a more

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

and synergies with industrial areas such as
Narngulu, and servicing issues.
The role of LandCorp is elaborated in Section
13.2 in the context of implementation of the
OIESP. In addition to this, the Appendix 1 –
Sustainability Report further sets out a range
of sustainability initiatives to be implemented
through LandCorp in its role as ‘Estate
Manager’. Reference and attention has been
given to the governance structure that will
enable effective stakeholder engagement
and implementation of the plans objectives.
The design principles described in the
Industrial Ecology Strategy (Appendix 3) that
have influenced the preparation of the OIESP
and will continue to influence the
implementation and review of the OIESP
address this point.
The ‘best practice’ approach that has been
pursued as the basis of the OIESP is
expressed in Section 1.4.
It is appropriate to update references to
reflect current document status.
The Heritage Impact Assessment –
Geraldton Northampton Railway Reserve
(the Reserve) was undertaken in response to
a request from the Heritage Council of WA.
The findings of this report do not change that
the Reserve is part of the Heritage Council’s
Assessment Program and any impact on the
Reserve, like the ONIC, will need to be
formally referred to the Office of Heritage
under the provisions of the Governments
Heritage Property Disposal Process. During
this process, LandCorp will work with the
proponent to explore ways to recognise the
historical significance of the Reserve.
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extensive use of performance, rather than
activity, based assessment of sustainability in
industries. Taking this approach would open
up the Estate for multiple uses and allow better
use of the site. It would also provide a
framework in which industrial innovation could
create new clean and green industries that
could locate where previous similar industries
would have considered inappropriate.
Section 11.2 Transport and Rail - it appears
that the difficult topography of the site has
required the creation of many circuitous routes
for road and rail links to achieve grade
separation and to get transport infrastructure
into and out of the site. It appears that some of
these routes have been shoe-horned into
available corridors and this may create future
difficulties for expansion. This may be
particularly true for the creation of rail
marshalling yards. This is particularly relevant
as the OIESP map shows a relatively small
amount of land available between the core of
the Estate and the Oakajee Valley and the
particularly difficult terrain contained with the
Indicative Future Port Area containing the
entry of the rail routes into the estate.
In addition if the Port is to realise its true
potential there needs to be adequate land
available for potential direct port to rail
container/material transfer without replicating
the mistakes of planning at existing Ports
where the land backed components have
proven to be in adequate to cater for demand.
Inefficiencies require modal transfer then occur
making the Port less efficient than comparable
Ports overseas.
Section 11.3 Sustainability - much of the move
towards sustainability is about how industry,
local and state government and the community
work together to achieve sustainable outcomes
from which all parties benefit. It also requires a

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

The following factors were taken into account
when considering an earlier submission from
the City that made similar points:
The land use classes contained in the Local
Planning Scheme No.2 are generally
consistent with those provided by the Model
Scheme Text. The LPS No.2 is anticipated to
be finalised in the foreseeable future.
The definitions are considered sufficiently
broad to accommodate the range of industrial
activity predicted to be attracted to the estate;
and
The definitions are similar to those which
apply to other estates locally and nationally.
The OIESP has been developed following a
review of international best practice in order
to understand the key factors which
contribute to global competitive advantage.
The plan is based on best practice
understandings, with the principles of
industrial ecology forming part of the OIESP.
Commitments to environmental management
(performance) requirements will be secured
through the approvals processes associated
with specific proposals.
An important role of the OIESP is to provide
a framework for industrial development,
including complementary activities as
addressed by the Industrial Ecology Strategy.
Within this context, the OIESP provides the
framework for the initial consideration of
proposed
industries
against
the
environmental
sustainability
objectives.
Once nominated, further work will be required
to be undertaken to investigate the
environmental impact of specific proposals.
Ultimately, the Minister for Environment will
approve environmental management plans
containing performance requirements. It is
appropriate for the OIESP report to further
describe these arrangements.
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commitment to agreed KPI’s and strategies.
None of this is mentioned in this section and
sustainability is addressed through a narrow
definition of renewable energy, multimodal
transport (which is not identified on the map),
and water recycling which is only presented as
a concept to be considered in the future in a
later section of the OIESP.
Section 11.4 Industrial Ecology - the OIESP
does not appear to have recognised the major
initiative proposed by the Industrial Ecology
Strategy and rather makes a bland reference
to possibilities. Some positive indication of how
the Estate Manager would incentivise these
initiatives for potential clients would create a
greater confidence that LandCorp was serious
in its commitment to creating a sustainable
industrial estate which is not what the OIESP
currently demonstrates.
Section 11.5 Landscape Treatments - this
section should contain a map that indicates
what is proposing to be restored and what will
be lost as a result of the OIE. It presents a
vague concept for an entry statement but little
else. It is notes that the Oakajee and Buller
Rivers and their valleys represent unique
landscapes that could be easily, ecologically
restored even within the context of the
development of the OIE.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

The arrangements identified in the OIESP
are consistent with the ‘management of
strategic industry areas’ as set out within the
1998 State Heavy Industry Policy as
prepared by the Department of Industry &
Resources. This involves a distinction
between the roles and responsibilities of the
estate manager and individual proponents.
Section 11.1 of the OIESP report makes
particular reference to the storage of byproducts (waste) within the buffer area. The
intention of this is to provide opportunity for
re-use as set out within the Industrial Ecology
Strategy.
While Appendix 3 to the OIESP addresses
industrial ecology, it is appropriate for the
OIESP report to address further detail of the
intentions of this initiative.
This matter is specifically addressed in
Section 6.2.7 of the OIESP report. It is noted
that OPR’s Submission 16 expresses the
counter view that management of this issue
is adequate to the point of not requiring
reference within the OIESP report itself. The
text at Section 6.2.7 however appropriately
recognises the responsibilities of managers
of stockpiles (proponents) to manage dust
emissions.
The reference to management plans as
adjuncts to the report in Section 13 is limited
to two documents due to the specific
references and terminology utilised with the
Scheme. It is appropriate however to list all
appendices in this Section, making a
separate note concerning those that
represent ‘adjuncts’ under the terms of the
Scheme.
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Section 11.5.5- while the recreation areas are
within the Shire of Chapman Valley the City
recognises that this section of coast is
particularly important for recreation and the
creation of the Port and OIE will have a major
impact on the recreational uses of the area.
The City would like to see stronger
commitments in the OIESP to preserving and
continued enhancements of the Buller River
and Coronation Beach.
Section 12.0 - all comments in the OIESP are
purely focused upon how to service the Estate.
There is no indication or consideration of how
the City and the Estate could mutually benefit
from their inter-linkages.
Sections 12.2 & 3 Power and Gas Supply –
there is no indication of how the supply of
electricity and gas to the OIE could integrate
with the future planned expansion of the City of
Greater Geraldton or how this could integrated
in to the City’s plans for renewable energy
hubs within the regions.
Section 12.4 Potable Water Supply - there is
no indication of how the supply of potable
water to the OIE could integrate with future
planned expansion of the City of Geraldton
Greenough.
Section 12.5 Process and Cooling Water while it is acknowledged that the OIE will have
a high demand for feedwater there is no
discussion of how the OIE may impact on the
demands from other water users e.g. the City
or
agriculture.
There
is
considerable
discussion within the Midwest about the
allocation of water to some of the magnetite
miners which indicates a significant regional
concern about major resources being sterilised
by industry to the detriment of the local
community.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Additional images can be found within
Appendix 5 – Landscape Report as
referenced in the OIESP report.
Section 11.5.1 references the Buller and
Oakajee Rivers as potential environmental
offset opportunities that may be utilised by
proponents as individual proposals are
prepared.
The land uses within Section 11.1 provides
for sufficient flexibility to accommodate a
range of activities that suitably meet the
Estate’s objectives. Further, the Department
of State Development and LandCorp (as
Estate Manager) will determine the actual
proponents who may advance proposals for
assessment by the Local Government in this
regard.
Determination of rail routes into the port is
still the subject of separate work by OPR in
consultation with the State. The OIESP
simply reflects the indicative alignments of
the iron ore and multi-product rail lines.
The northern breakwater has provision for a
rail link with potential container traffic.
Importantly, the function of the port area
itself, including container/material transfer, is
subject to the Oakajee Port Master Plan and
not the OIESP.
The OIESP provides a sound basis to pursue
more
efficient
operations
through
collaboration as identified in the submission.
Section 7 of the OIESP report should be
expanded to reference the implementation
recommendations contained within the
Industrial Ecology Strategy.
Section
7.2.5
should
clarify
the
implementation is addressed in Section 4 of
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

the Industrial Ecology Strategy.
Section 12.6 Waste Water Disposal - this
section only appears to consider sewage
related wastewater in any detail. There is one
paragraph statement about industrial effluents
which will be much larger and well in excess of
any sewage related wastewater. Some of the
supporting reports appear to indicate the need
for ocean outfalls etc. The OIESP only makes
passing reference to on-site treatment with the
possibility of recycling or a central water
treatment facility. The major issue of disposal
of industrial effluents should have a more
comprehensive consideration of the OIESP.
Section 12.7 Groundwater Management - The
OIESP does not indicate how high rainfall
events will impact on the Port or how the
ecological functions of both these Rivers could
be enhanced through better management of
the rivers’ catchments.
Section 13.1 Adjuncts to the OIE-SP - It is not
indicated why 2 management plans are
adjuncts to the OIESP. Other technical report
appendices should form part of the OIESP as
these provide very good directions relating to
engineering and road layouts, recreation
areas, use of the internal parts of the site that
will guide many planning and other related
activities that may occur on and around the
site.
The OIESP refers to the details in the technical
appendices and in most instances relies on
their content, therefore they must form part of
the OIESP and it should make a clear
statement that they form part of the OIESP.
Section 13.2 Implementation Roles - This
section gives a very deficient description of
how the Estate will be managed. There is
cursory reference to an Advisory Board and
Community Committee with no indication of

The Landscape Report (Appendix 5) makes
reference to landscaping that will largely
occur as biodiversity offsets are required in
association with future developments. These
include existing remnant vegetation, rivers
and tributaries, rock outcrops, footslopes of
the Moresby Range and ecological corridors.
Detail on the entry statement will be
developed at the next level of planning and
design, when initial subdivision at the
Oakajee Industrial Estate occurs.
While biodiversity offset opportunities that
can be taken up by proponents are identified,
the actual locations for revegetation are
subject to individual proposals. As such,
inclusion of a map of specific areas may lead
to inappropriate expectations of works. It is
appropriate however, to further explain the
implementation of revegetation works
through environmental offset arrangements
within Section 11.5.1.
The OIESP reflects the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Strategy (2007)
recommendations. Coastal access and
management north of the Buller Rivermouth
and south of Coronation Beach campground
is the responsibility of the Geraldton Port
Authority. The future directions for this issue
have been addressed elsewhere in relation
to Submission 5.
The OIESP serves to give effect to the
strategic planning of the State and Local
Government
for
a
major
industrial
development area and deep water port
facility at Oakajee. At a regional level, the
OIESP provides a framework to implement
the strategic intentions of the greater
Geraldton Region, including the consolidation
and expansion of economic activity and
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the makeup of this Board or Committee. The
City considers that this section should
demonstrate much clearer analysis and though
as to how such an Advisory Board could
develop the interconnections and opportunities
for mutual benefit that could be obtained
through cooperation between the City and the
Estate.
Camping Area - Whilst the OIESP may be
reflective of the Shire of Chapman Valley
Coastal Management Strategy, the City feels
that there is an opportunity for the OIESP to
review this Plan and its recommendations. In
particular there is the opportunity to relocate
the proposed campground closer to the coast.
It is common that recreational users of the
coast will often camp illegally for better access
to the coastline. The current camp ground
(some 800m from the coast) will no doubt bring
with it a serious management issue for the
Shire in terms of illegal camping.
Land to the South of Buller River - There is
little detail in terms of development for the land
south of the Buller River. It has been reported
to the City that this land is not owned by the
State and may be surplus to the buffer
requirements, however it forms part of the
Special Control Area in the Scheme and
therefore must be included in the OIESP.
The land offers considerable opportunity to
accommodate recreational and tourism
pursuits. The campground could be moved to
this landholding closer to the coast and form
part of an eco-tourism venture. Additionally
there is a substantial sand dune which could
be investigated for formal ORV use.
This area should be designated on the OIESP
as requiring further local structure/detail
planning
prior
to
any
further
development/subdivision.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

associated investments that facilitate the
growth and development of the region as a
whole.
The OIESP and associated appendices
recognise the strategic planning context and
further explain the means to achieve a
successful estate by setting out:
objectives for the industrial estate and the
form of intended development;
principles for the integration of planning,
engineering, sustainability, heritage and
landscape factors;
a spatial framework to optimise industrial
development opportunities; and
mechanisms that will provide for the
protection of environmental, heritage and
community values.
The nature of heavy industrial developments
is such that estates are driven by the special
needs of activities in terms of land area,
buffer requirements, servicing needs and the
like. Recognising this the OIESP provides a
broad planning framework, setting the
planning and management context within
which major development initiatives may
respond.
In view of the potential for misunderstanding
of the role of the OIESP, it is recommended
that a new section be included within part 1
addressing this matter. It is recommended
that the new section include text and an
explanatory diagram.
The OIESP has identified options for power
supply to the OIE. The initial source of power
(SWIS or gas fired power plant) will be driven
by OPR’s requirements. If a gas fired power
plant is developed, gas will be transported
from the DBNGP via a gas lateral following
an existing easement. Possible sites for
renewable energy projects have been
identified within the OIE buffer. Like other
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Beach Access - There is no commitment in the
OIESP to retain beach access to the north of
the Buller River. Although it may be ultimately
the responsibility of the Port to manage this
land there is no reason why the OIESP cannot
reflect its intention (as evidenced in earlier
drafts) to have beach access afforded to the
community.
Geraldton Port Master Plan - Integration of this
OIESP with the GPA’s planning is critical and
there should be a commitment made that the
OIESP will be updated once the GPA work is
completed.
Critical Factors - The City has on a number of
occasions raised the issue of ‘critical factors’
that are required to be resolved/integrated with
the Oakajee project in order for it to be
successful and therefore need to be
highlighted in the structure planning process.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the issues are
unlikely to be resolved via the OIESP, they
should be clearly documented so that the
OIESP can be used in a coordinated and fully
integrated manner by all stakeholders.
A separate section on critical factors is
suggested which should include the following:
ONIC, this is a key link that needs to be
established
concurrently
with
any
Port/Industrial area development(s). Poor
planning of key infrastructure corridors is
evident at all the existing ports and retrofitting
such as corridors results in significant
community angst or no or limited opportunities
to create such corridors.
Geraldton Port Authority Area, as identified
above this area needs to be fully integrated
into the development of the adjoining industrial
area without being impeded by private
infrastructure. The strategic advantages of an
integrated port and industrial area should not

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

renewable energy projects in the region they
will be reliant on connection to suitable
transmission infrastructure and increased
capacity through the proposed 330kV
transmission line.
The Water Corporation has been provided
with the forecast potable water demands for
the OIE which they have considered in their
future planning for the Geraldton area.
At this point in time it is uncertain what
amount of feedwater will be required and
when within the estate, and what water
supply options will be available. As described
in Section 12.5, process and cooling water
could be supplied by one or a combination of
options including desalination, groundwater
sources, treated waste water and/or recycled
feedwater.
Detailed water management solutions will be
developed with the preparation of proposals
for the estate, which at this stage, are not
known. Consistent with this, the OIESP
report identifies the expectations for solutions
that industries may employ, and does not
provide detail that can only be speculative at
this stage.
Groundwater and surface water management
issues are to be addressed through a
local/urban water management strategy to be
prepared in association with subdivision
proposals. The issue of impact on the port of
rainfall events and associated flows in the
Oakajee River is, however, for OPR and the
GPA to address, and not the OIESP.
LandCorp’s role as the Estate Manager will
be prepare and adhere to local/urban water
management strategies that meet with the
requirements of the Department of Water and
the Shire.
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be lost.
It is essential for the success of the industrial
area that the provision be made to extend the
proposed 330kv power line from Eneabba
through to Oakajee in a single stage. The risk
for the estate is the proponents considering
locating at Oakajee would be faced with the
need to not only provide their own power within
the estate but also to fund the power
infrastructure potentially all the way from
Eneabba. Instantly, (given that Oakajee is
competing with similar estates in South East
Asia/India where proponents just need to plug
into key infrastructure) the potential of Oakajee
is lost and the State of WA remains as a mine
with no downstream processing.
The OIESP is considered to be lacking much
of the necessary detail that is needed in order
to
facilitate
future
subdivision
and
development. It is considered that there is not
enough detail in the OIESP to assess any type
of subdivision or development proposal and
that further local structure planning is required.
It is suggested that there be reference made in
the OIESP that local structure plans and/or
detailed area plans are required prior to any
subdivision/development.
It is considered that in the light of the above,
there are serious deficiencies in the current
OIESP and the City requests that the Shire of
Chapman Valley not endorse the current
OIESP until the issues identified above are
addressed.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

The reference to management plans as
adjuncts to the report in Section 13 is limited
to two documents due to the specific
references and terminology utilised within the
Scheme. It is appropriate however to list all
appendices in this Section, making a
separate note concerning those that
represent ‘adjuncts’ under the terms of the
Scheme.
The implementation framework provided by
the
OIESP
accords
with
the
recommendations of the 1998 State Heavy
Industry Policy. This includes an Advisory
Board playing a central role in the
management of the estate. While the
Sustainability Report (Appendix 1) described
the management structure in detail, it would
assist the reading of the OIESP to include the
‘Proposed Management Structure for the
OIE’ diagram within the OIESP report in
Section 13.2.2.
To provide further clarity in regards to the
management arrangements and composition
of committees, it is appropriate to amend
Section 13.2.2 to remove the references to
three stakeholder groups in favour of the
description as stated in the State Heavy
Industry Policy as follows:
”Where a strategic industry area requires
broader community input than will be
available through its Advisory Board, a
Community Committee will also be appointed
for each strategic industry area. Its role will
be to consider, in a local community context,
any issue that arises out of the establishment
and operation of the strategic industry area.
The Committees will be modelled on those
used in the Rockingham and the Kemerton
areas which have considered many
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

significant
social,
environmental
and
economic development issues and provided
regular and helpful feedback to the agencies
and to the Minister for Resources
Development.”
This aspect of the submission reflects a lack
of understanding on the background and
content of the Shire of Chapman Valley
Coastal Management Strategy, the specifics
of the site, and the evolving issues
concerning the Oakajee industrial estate and
port. A review of the Coastal Management
Strategy recommendations is beyond the
scope and purposes of the OIESP. It should
be noted that a series of management plans
are being developed by OPR and GPA with
input from the Shire that will address
recreation in this area.
This aspect of the submission reflects a lack
of understanding on the background and
content of the Shire of Chapman Valley
Coastal Management Strategy, the specifics
of the site and its ownership, and the
evolving issues concerning the Buller
‘Development’ zone, and the Oakajee
industrial estate and port. A review of the
Coastal
Management
Strategy
recommendations is beyond the scope and
purposes of the OIESP. It should be noted
that a series of management plans are being
developed by OPR and GPA with input from
the Shire of Chapman Valley that will address
recreation in this area.
Noise modelling has been undertaken for
potential extensions to stockpiles within the
Port Area. The modelling findings indicate
that the buffer should not be contracted, and
that this area must be retained as provided
for by the OIESP.
The Oakajee coastline is under the control of
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

the GPA who has responsibility for its
management and to determine coastal
access.
Part of the purpose of the OIESP is to ensure
buffer land uses surrounding the industrial
activity in the core of the estate are
compatible with the intended developments.
The
OIESP
does
not
preclude
implementation of the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Strategy
recommendations which are referenced in
the OIESP report in Sections 4.2.3 and
11.5.5.
Section 11.5.5 of the OIESP report could be
expanded in its reference to the Shire of
Chapman Valley Coastal Management Plan
(2007) recommendations pertaining to
recreational access in the Buller Rivermouth
area and further reference that achieving
these recommendations will be subject to
further discussion with the Geraldton Port
Authority over continued 4WD access to
areas of the coast south of the port area.
It is also appropriate to clarify in Section
11.5.5 of the OIESP report that details of
improvements at the Buller Rivermouth are
subject to negotiation with the Department of
Environment and Conservation in addition to
consideration by the Shire of Chapman
Valley and Geraldton Port Authority.
The OIESP will be reviewed periodically,
taking account of further planning work
undertaken such as the Oakajee Port Master
Plan.
The role of the ONIC is covered in Sections
8.3.1 and 12.1.1 of the OIESP report. At the
request of MRWA, Section 8.3.4 on the
Geraldton Bypass Road is to be combined
with Section 8.3.1. This will assist in clearly
explaining why the development of the OIE is
dependant on the Geraldton Bypass Road
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

and the ONIC.
The Oakajee Port Master Plan and the
OIESP are integrated planning documents.
The need for the 330kV transmission to
ultimately service the OIE is explained in
Section 12.2 of the OIESP report. Western
Power has been provided with the forecast
power demands of the OIE and has
considered this in their planning.
Section 12.2 of the OIESP report can be
expanded to emphasise that renewable
energy projects which are generating power
and new industries which are using power
are unlikely to be able to locate at Oakajee
without the development of the 330kV
transmission line from Eneabba (and
Moonyoonooka).
Without
the
330kV
transmission line, the 132kV transmission
line will have limited capacity.
The OIESP report provides a level of detail
that is commensurate with the particular
characteristics of heavy industrial activity. By
its nature, heavy industry subdivision is
predominantly driven by project-specific
requirements of individual proposals. In this
context, the terms of the OIESP will not be as
detailed or prescriptive as may be expected
in more conventional light/general industrial
or urban structure plans to which the
respondent may be familiar.
The role of the Estate Manager , the Shire
and the Department of Planning serves to
facilitate the further investigation, design and
development work necessary to implement
the recommendations of the OIESP.
Having regard for these circumstances and
its status as a document to be regularly
reviewed, and subject to the modifications
recommended
in
this
Schedule
of
Submissions, it is considered that the OIESP
provides sufficient guidance for its intended
purpose.
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15
(7/7/11)

T & T Davies
(PO Box 3396
BLUFF POINT
WA 6531)
Subject Property:
Lot 80
Hester Place
WHITE PEAK

16
(7/7/11)

Oakajee Port &
Rail
(PO Box 767
WEST PERTH
WA 6872)

Nature of Submission

Support
Support the development of the Oakajee
Industrial Estate however have concerns
regarding the realignment of NWCH through
Parkfalls Estate and oppose the realignment of
that section south of White Peak Road. Also
opposed to overhead powerlines along either
the current NWCH corridor or the proposed
NWCH realignment corridor.
Comment provided
OPR wishes to ensure that the provisions of
the OIESP do not compromise the ability to
obtain approval for the quarry development
within the OIE Buffer. Request that paragraph
in Section 4.3.2.2 be removed relating to
permissibility of uses that generate emissions
within the buffer (i.e. ‘Industry – Extractive’),
given that it will be subject to EIA and Shire
approval.
OPR considers EPA Bulletin 849 and OEPA
Report 1387 relevant to development within
the OIE and Buffer and recommends
consideration is given to their inclusion in
Section 6 of the OIESP.
Discrepancies between the OIESP and the
OPR
Port
Area
Footprint,
however
acknowledges that negotiations with the State
regarding determination of the GPA Port Area
are ongoing.
Many of the land uses defined within the
Scheme which are likely to be situated within
the Oakajee Industrial Investigation Zone or
Buffer as part of the OPR project are either not
permitted or require the discretion of the Shire
to grant approval to develop. OPR considers
that some of these uses should be permitted,
in particular within LPS No.2.
Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 of the OIESP discuss
the opportunity for revegetation with specific

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Recommendation:
As per Submission 8.

WAPC Recommendation

Noted.

Comment:
Submission 15 raises the same issues of
concern as Submission 8 and the comment is
as per that submission.

Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold.

Modify to ensure that the ‘footprint’ for the
Oakajee Port area (i.e. the area to be
gazetted under the Port Authorities Act)
correlates with the latest negotiations
between the State, the GPA and OPR.
Modify to ensure that the ‘Indicative Location
of Road over Rail’ and ‘Indicative
Underpass/Overpass’ for the Oakajee Port
area correlates with the latest negotiations
between the State, the GPA and OPR.
Modify to ensure that the ‘Proposed Quarry’
and ‘Proposed Quarry Haul Road’’ correlates
with the latest applications and negotiations
between the Shire, Estate Manager, the GPA
and OPR.
Modify Section 9.2(d) to read:
”views from the highway where it passes by
the proposed quarry site are softened by the
distance to the SIA and intervening terrain
and vegetation. Tall buildings and chimney
stacks within the SIA may be partially visible”.
Comment:
The land use ‘Industry-Extractive’ is identified
as an allowable use and as such, the OIESP
does not compromise such uses.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

reference to the Oakajee and Buller River
corridors and the foothills of the Moresby
Range.
OPR
recommends
that
the
establishment of any rehabilitation plans
should be made in consultation with OPR,
giving consideration to the OPR development
and any environmental conditions (State and
Federal) regarding revegetation and offset
programs.
Section 11.5.1 should be reviewed to ensure
any future revegetation does not contradict
OPR’s State and Federal environmental
conditions relating to revegetation and
environmental offset strategies.

Report 1387 addresses OPR proposals to
construct and operate iron ore handling and
storage facilities, while Bulletin 849 provides
advice to the Minister in regard to the port
facility itself, concluding that the development
is capable of implementation.
While these documents relate to, and are
complementary to the OIESP, these
documents are specific to the projects
identified and are an adjunct to the OIESP
itself. Section 6 of the OIESP report does
identify relevant environmental issues as
applicable to the Plan, and is considered to
be adequate.

OPR recommends that the statement in
Section 6.2.7 of the OIESP regarding the
potential for stockpiles to elevate dust
emissions be removed. OPR has undergone
rigorous environmental impact assessment,
which has included the assessment of dust
emissions from the proposed stockpiles, and
OPR’s ability to comply with the dust emission
limits is not relevant to the OIESP and should
not be made by a third party.

The OIESP should be modified to ensure that
the ‘footprint’ for the Oakajee Port area (i.e.
the area to be gazetted under the Port
Authorities Act) correlates with the latest
negotiations between the State, the GPA and
OPR.

OPR recommends that Section 9.2(d) of the
Report be modified so as to remove reference
to tall buildings and chimney stacks located at
the quarry site, as there will be none.
Recommended that the OIESP is not finalised
until GPA Port Area is confirmed and that the
quarry road/quarry location be updated as per
OPR’s most recent plans.
Section 11.2.5 of the OIESP discusses the
provision of a multi-product railway line to the
SIA. OPR has concerns that the proposed
multi-product rail facility is not consistent with
OPR’s design and as such, could impact
OPR’s proposed rail alignment/infrastructure.
Discussions are currently ongoing between

WAPC Recommendation

The submission does not identify particular
uses that should be addressed differently
within the OIESP. As such, no basis for
change is presented. This is a matter more
appropriately addressed and considered in
the OPR submission on LPSNo.2.
General rehabilitation works will be overseen
by the Estate Manager with consultation
undertaken during preparation of proposals.
Rehabilitation works specific to OPR
proposals
will
be
subject
to
condition/overseen by the Estate Manager,
Shire and GPA as appropriate with
consultation undertaken during preparation of
proposals This level of detail is outside the
scope of the Structure Plan to address.
It is noted that OPR has demonstrated
capacity to manage dust emissions. Dust
emissions are, nonetheless, a relevant
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OPR and the State regarding third party
access issues, with designs for third party
infrastructure to be finalised in due course.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

environmental consideration in the context of
a Structure Plan, and it is appropriate for the
report to identify the need for this issue to be
suitably managed.
It remains a factual statement that taller
buildings or chimney stacks located within
the SIA may be partially visible from the
North-West Coastal Highway.
There may be some confusion that this is
referring to chimney stacks within the quarry
site which needs to be addressed Section
9.2(d).
The boundaries of the Port Area cannot be
finalised until the final design of OPR’s rail
and the realigned NWCH are completed and
approved by the State. The indicative nature
of boundaries should not delay the
finalisation of the OIESP.
At this time, the final area of the quarry site is
still to be approved by the relevant
authorities. The indicative nature of
boundaries of the quarry site and alignment
of the haul road should not delay the
finalisation of the OIESP.
The OIESP should be modified to ensure that
the ‘Proposed Quarry’ and ‘Proposed Quarry
Haul Road’’ correlates with the latest
applications and negotiations between the
Shire, Estate Manager, the GPA and OPR.

17

Water

Comment provided

Issues of rail design and access are subject
to ongoing considerations, and are not
matters that warrant a delay in the finalisation
of the OIESP, the rail alignments shown on
the OIESP are for indicative purposes only.
The OIESP should be modified to ensure that
the ‘Indicative Location of Road over Rail’
and ‘Indicative Underpass/Overpass’ for the
Oakajee Port area correlate with the latest
negotiations between the State, GPA & OPR.
Recommendation:

Uphold.
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(8/7/11)

Submitter &
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Corporation
(PO Box 100
LEEDERVILLE
WA 6007)

Nature of Submission

Section 12.4 of the OIESP report contains
advice that potable water requirements are
expected to be approx 108ML/yr (30kL/day).
The Water Corporation has scheduled reviews
to both its source and conveyance planning to
determine
long
term
infrastructure
requirements, and will ensure sufficient water
supply is incorporated in these reviews.
The Water Corporation will consider need for
allocation of funds on its 5 years Capital Works
Program,
should
the
construction
of
infrastructure items be deemed necessary
within this timeframe.
The indicative Water Corporation Tank Site
depicted on the draft plan is consistent with
previous advice provided by the Corporation
and satisfies its operational requirements.
Over recent months the Water Corporation has
been liaising with LandCorp to investigate
potential sites for a future wastewater
treatment plant within the OIE.
The positioning of a WWTP should consider a
range of factors including appropriate
topography to maximise gravitational flow and
reduce capital and operational pumping costs,
soil conditions are amenable to the infiltration
of treated wastewater and the avoidance of
major conveyance mains traversing major
transport or infrastructure corridors.
The Corporation has identified an alternative
site which presents the following benefits:
a soil profile which is conducive to the on-site
infiltration of treated wastewater;
a soil profile which is compatible with the
construction of wastewater infrastructure;
a more appropriate topographic position that
will reduce pumping requirements;
proximity to potential reuse options in the form
of existing and proposed plantation and
revegetation areas;
avoidance of the need for major conveyance
and transfer mains to traverse major transport

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:
Section 12.6 be expanded to reference that
the Water Corporation is continuing to
undertake investigations to define its
preferred location for the facility, and that any
future application for the facility will require
independent emissions modelling to be
undertaken.
Figure 5 be modified to include a notation
reading “Indicative location – subject to
further study” adjacent to the waste water
treatment plant site.
Comment:
The acknowledgement of water supply
requirements and the incorporation into
future works programs is noted.
In respect to the wastewater treatment and
disposal site, it is noted that the Water
Corporation is continuing to undertake
investigations to define its preferred location
for the facility. Noting that the OIESP is
capable of amendment where detailed
proposals warrant such, and that an
alternative is not finalised, and independent
emissions
modelling
has
not
been
undertaken for the alternative site, the current
location on the OIESP is considered to be
suitable.
Figure 5 of the OIESP could be modified to
include a notation reading “Indicative location
– subject to further study” adjacent to the
waste water treatment plant site.
Further, Section 12.6 of the OIESP should be
expanded to reference that the Water
Corporation is continuing to undertake
investigations to define its preferred location
for the facility, and that any future application
for the facility will require independent
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18
(11/7/11)

Submitter &
Affected Property

Department of
Agriculture &
Food
(PO Box 110
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

Nature of Submission

and infrastructure corridors;
compatibility with uses expected to occupy the
nearby General Industry areas of the estate;
sufficient separation from future residential
uses to the south.
Digital data defining the detailed location (and
extent) of the alternative site subject to
finalisation of geotechnical investigations.
Comment provided
Water availability for future development of the
industrial estate may be a problem. This
includes water for dust suppression, which will
be a major issue both in the construction and
operational phases of the estate.
The current fresh water supply will not meet
the total water demands of the proposed
development. Some of this shortfall may be
met by desalinated water, on-site capture and
recycling. Climate change may contribute to a
shortfall in projected available water out of
2060.
Preliminary results of the ‘Identification and
Protection of High Quality Agricultural Land in
the Mid West’ project identifies the eastern
margin of the Oakajee estate as High Quality
Agricultural Land. This area has a relatively
high growing season rainfall and rich loamy
soils making it amongst the highest yielding
country in the district.
Monitoring of dust and other emissions needs
to be ongoing to ensure surrounding
agricultural land is not impacted by activities
on the estate.
Biosecurity needs to be maintained to
standards consistent with DAFWA protocols
throughout the establishment phase and
continued into the operational phase. This is
important to ensure a minimal biosecurity risk
for the landowner on site and in the buffer
zone as well as the adjoining farms and along

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

emissions modelling to be undertaken.

Recommendation:
Note submission.

Uphold.

Comment:
Section 12.4 of the OIESP report notes that
the Water Corporation are aware of the water
requirements of the OIE and are including
this demand in their future planning. Section
12.5 identifies potential options for the supply
of feedwater to the OIE.
Land use permissibility within the buffer is
outlined in Section 4.3.2.2 of the OIESP
report. Given potential impacts within this
buffer area (i.e. noise, dust, gaseous
emissions and public risk), sensitive uses
have been reviewed and the use of “intensive
agriculture”, for example, is recommended to
be limited to non-food production.
Amendment No. 18 to the Scheme included
specific provisions relating to the Special
Control
Area,
including
monitoring
requirements and provision of an Estate
Manager. LandCorp, as Estate Manager, will
be required to work with proponents in the
monitoring of cumulative emissions.
Section 2.7.3.3 of the Scheme requires that:
“(h) The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a program before the
establishment of the first industrial
activity for collection of baseline data
and undertake air quality monitoring for
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Nature of Submission

the transport routes.

WAPC Recommendation

dust and particle emissions to the
satisfaction of the Department of
Environment.
(j)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a monitoring program before
the establishment of the first industrial
activity for groundwater and marine
water to collect baseline data and to
ensure water quality is maintained or
improved to the satisfaction of the
Department of Environment.

(k)

The Estate Manager will be required to
establish a monitoring program before
the establishment of the first industrial
activity for rainwater to collect baseline
data and to ensure that rainwater quality
is maintained or improved to the
satisfaction of the Department of
Environment.”

Monitoring requirements by industry will be
established through the environmental impact
assessment and licensing processes. As a
precursor to this, LandCorp has already
collected wide-ranging baseline data on the
existing environment, including quality of
surface water, groundwater and rainwater.

19
(12/7/11)

Department of
Regional
Development &
Lands
(PO Box 1143
WEST PERTH
WA 6005)

Support
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the OIESP notionally
indicate that the OIE will be linked to the
national rail network via a Goldfields link. This
is consistent with the Portlink Project. Portlink
is a new initiative to link the ports of Oakajee,
Port Hedland, Kwinana/Perth and Esperance
with the Eastern States. It is the key to
integrating these WA ports with each other and

Biosecurity is a factor outside the scope of
the OIESP and will be a matter that is
handled by the Estate Manager (LandCorp)
and the Department of Agriculture and Food.
Recommendation:
As per Submission 12.

Noted.

Comment:
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the OIESP outlines
the key transport linkages at a National,
State, District and Local level.
The Integrated Transport Strategy is included
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the rest of Australia. The project seeks to
develop freight corridors with a mix of road and
rail with a strategic intermodal freight logistics
hub constructed in Kalgoorlie.
Portlink is being primarily driven by the
Goldfields-Esperance, Pilbara, Mid West and
Wheatbelt Development Commissions while
RDL supports the concept and is assisting the
Regional Development Commissions to
progress it.
RDL notes that Section 8 refers to the
Integrated Transport Strategy that LandCorp
commissioned
GHD
to
develop. The
development of this strategy is vital, not only to
ensure that the OIE is connected to the State’s
transport network in an optimal way but it also
addresses some of the negative impacts on
the North West Coastal Highway and its road
traffic to the Gascoyne, Pilbara and beyond.

20
(21/7/11)

Main Roads WA
(PO Box 165
GERALDTON
WA 6531)

RDL supports the Mid West Development
Commission’s requirement that the OIE has
access to adequate electricity supplies.
Comment provided
Section 8.3.4 should be combined with Section
8.3.1. This reflects the fact that the Geraldton
Bypass is part of the ONIC.
Remove “MRWA propose to construct” and
replace with “high priority to construct”.
Section 8.3.5 - remove the reference to
classification and downgrading of NWCH realignment as it may infer that NWCH will no
longer be a State Road. It is more appropriate
to refer to the amendment as being a change
from the primary freight route to an important
commuter and commercial traffic route.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

as Appendix 4 to the OIESP.
This aspect of Submission 19 raises the
same issue as Submission 12 and the
comment is as per that submission.

Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:

Uphold in part. Section 11.2.3 should be
modified to remove reference to 'MRWA'
and 'MRWA plans' and replace with
'Geraldton Region Plan'.

Section 8.3.4 be combined with Section 8.3.1
to provide an coherent overview of the ONIC.
Section 8.3.4 be modified to refer to the
construction of the Geraldton Bypass being a
high priority.
Section 8.3.5 be modified to include
reference to the change in function of NWCH
whilst reiterating its function as a primary
regional road.

Section 8.4: remove reference to Roads 2025
to determine traffic generation.

Point (a) of Section 8.4, which refers to
Roads 2025 be removed.

Section 11.2.2: indicate that the Central

Figure 5 be modified to reflect the re-aligned
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Access Road/Northern Access Road and
suggested staging is subject to review.
Section 11.2.3: remove reference to “MRWA”
and “MRWA plans” and replace with
“Geraldton Region Plan”.
The Transport Strategy may require updating
regarding the access corridors in light of the
decision for OPR to construct the Northern
Access Road initially.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

central access road (including the location of
the proposed road and rail under/overpass)
and identify the two possible northern access
roads identified on the Oakajee Port Master
Plan.
Section 11.2.3 (third sentence) be modified to
remove reference to MRWA.
Section 11.2.3 (last paragraph) be modified
to substitute “MRWA plans” for “Greater
Geraldton Structure Plan”.
Comment:
The Geraldton Bypass Road will form part of
the ONIC and given that Section 8.3.4 of the
report summarises Appendix 4, the details of
the Geraldton Bypass can be included in
Section 8.3.1 to reinforce that it will form part
of the wider ONIC.
It is appropriate to reflect the agencies
intention to construction of the Geraldton
Bypass as a high priority.
The use of the word classification may infer
that the designation of the NWCH under the
Scheme as ‘Primary Regional Road’ is being
amended. This is not the intention of the
OIESP, nor is it being proposed by MRWA. It
is recommended that Section 8.3.5 be
amended to include reference to its change
in function in context of the new Bypass,
however still reiterate its function as a
primary regional road.
Roads 2025 is a Road Development Strategy
which identifies upgrading requirements and
realignment opportunities. It is not considered
relevant in regards to traffic generation, and
therefore any reference to it within Section
8.4 should be removed.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
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WAPC Recommendation

Following the receipt of the submission from
Main Roads, the Central Access Road has
been confirmed as forming part of the initial
port development. Further design work has
been undertaken in relation to the Central
Access
Road
and
associated
under/overpass.
This has resulted in a
realignment of the road that optimises
earthwork requirements.
In addition, the Oakajee Port Master Plan
reflects two possible alignments of the
Northern Access Road. Although ultimately
only one Northern Access Road is required, it
is appropriate for the OIESP to reflect the 2
possible alignments.
The first reference to “MRWA” in Section
11.2.3 refers to an expected requirement of
this agency in regards to staging of road
construction. As the staging and timing
decision may be subject to various agencies
and considerations, it is recommended that
this reference to the “MRWA” be removed.

21
(11/8/11)

Department of
Health
(PO Box 8172
PERTH
WA 6849)

Comment provided
All developments are required to comply with
the provisions of the draft Country Sewerage
Policy. In this regard, it is to be noted that until
reticulated
sewerage
is
established,
developments using on-site wastewater
treatment and disposal can be very limited in
order to comply with this Policy.
Potable water must be of the quality as
specified in the Australian Drinking Water
Guidelines 2004.

The Integrated Transport Strategy identifies
the preferred staging of roads servicing the
OIE and Port. As design and approval of the
initial road servicing the Port have not been
completed, there is no value in making
changes to the Integrated Transport Strategy
Recommendation:
Note submission.
Comment:
Section 12.6 of the OIESP report discusses
future waste water disposal methods.
Proponents will need to liaise with the Local
Government, Water Corporation, Department
of Water and Department of Health where
reticulate sewerage is not available.
Section 12.4 of the OIESP report discusses
future potable water supply. The Water
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22
(1/11/11)

Submitter &
Affected Property

LandCorp
(Level 3
Wesfarmers
House
40 The Esplanade
PERTH WA
6000)

Nature of Submission

Comment provided
Following a further review of the OIESP, and
the received submissions, LandCorp has
submitted
a
range
of
recommended
modifications that address typographical
points, clarifications and/or reflections of
further work undertaken following initial
adoption of the OIESP for advertising. The
particulars of the changes are set out within
the table immediately following this schedule.
Table of Contents - Update as required to
reflect
agreed
amendments,
including
correction of the spelling of the word ‘Industrial’
within the heading of 5.3.
List of Appendices - Verify/update web
references.
Document Status - Update as required.
Section 3.0 (page 3) - Delete words ‘recently
published’ and add brackets around ‘2008’.
Section 4.1 (page 10) - Amend 3.3.2 to read
4.3.2.
Section 4.1.4 (page 11) - Update status
references to the Greater Geraldton Structure
Plan.
Section 4.2.1 (page 13) - Update heritage
reference to the Geraldton-Northampton
Railway.
Section 4.2.4 (page 14) - Delete last sentence
due to perceived inaccuracy of remark.
Section 4.3.1 (page 14) - Amend reference to
Section 5 to read Section 6.
Section 4.3.2 (page 14) - Delete the word ‘the’
prior to ‘Industrial Investigation Zone’
Section 4.3.2 (page 14) - Amend the word
‘area’ to ‘Estate’
Section 4.3.2.1 (page 15) - In second sentence
within paragraph under the heading ‘Area A:
General Industry’, deleted the word ‘estate’

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

Corporation recognise the requirement to
upgrade water supply infrastructure. The
planned upgrades considered the potable
water needs of the OIE.
Recommendation:
Note submission and undertake the following
modifications to the OIESP:
Table of Contents - Update as required to
reflect agreed amendments, including
correction of the spelling of the word
‘Industrial’ within the heading of 5.3.
List of Appendices - Verify/update web
references.
Document Status - Update as required.
Section 3.0 (page 3) - Delete words ‘recently
published’ and add brackets around ‘2008’.
Section 4.1 (page 10) - Amend 3.3.2 to read
4.3.2.
Section 4.1.4 (page 11) - Update status
references to the Greater Geraldton Structure
Plan.
Section 4.2.1 (page 13) - Update heritage
reference to the Geraldton-Northampton
Railway.
Section 4.2.4 (page 14) - Delete last
sentence due to perceived inaccuracy of
remark.
Section 4.3.1 (page 14) - Amend reference to
Section 5 to read Section 6.
Section 4.3.2 (page 14) - Delete the word
‘the’ prior to ‘Industrial Investigation Zone’
Section 4.3.2 (page 14) - Amend the word
‘area’ to ‘Estate’
Section 4.3.2.1 (page 15) - In second
sentence within paragraph under the heading
‘Area A: General Industry’, deleted the word
‘estate’ and insert ‘Strategic Industrial Area’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the second
sentence add a comer after the word ‘dust’,
delete the following word ‘and’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the last
sentence of the first paragraph, change the
word ‘and’ to ‘which’.

WAPC Recommendation

Uphold.
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

and insert ‘Strategic Industrial Area’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the second
sentence add a comer after the word ‘dust’,
delete the following word ‘and’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the last
sentence of the first paragraph, change the
word ‘and’ to ‘which’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the
sentence
beginning
‘Nevertheless,
as
explained above …’ delete the word ‘above’
and insert ‘in 4.1.6’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part a) remove
the second ‘the.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) remove
‘was’ and ‘in.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) add a
closed quotation mark.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) add ‘ing’
onto the end of ‘Zone.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) replace
‘area’ with Estate.
Section 5.3 (page 19) - Correct the spelling of
the word ‘Industrial’ within the heading.
Section 5.4 (page 19) - Within the first
sentence, delete the words ‘relevant agency’
and insert the word ‘key’.
Section 6.2.1 (page 22) - Within the italic
quote, correct the spelling of the word ‘habitat’.
Section 7.1 (page 25) - At point e), delete
existing words ‘Governance, policy and
administration
framework‘
and
insert
‘Implementation’.
Section 7.2.2 (page 25) - Within the first
sentence, delete the words ‘land uses’ and
insert the word ‘users’.
Section 7.2.2 (page 25) - Within the last
sentence of the last paragraph, delete the
word ‘may’ and insert the word ‘can’.
Section 7.2.3 (page 26) - In the last sentence,
delete the number ‘11’ and insert ’11.3 and
11.4’.
Section 7.2.4 (page 27) - Within point ‘d’,
delete the words ‘for materials’.

Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - Within the
sentence beginning ‘Nevertheless, as
explained above …’ delete the word ‘above’
and insert ‘in 4.1.6’.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part a) remove
the second ‘the.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) remove
‘was’ and ‘in.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) add a
closed quotation mark.
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) add
‘ing’ onto the end of ‘Zone.’
Section 4.3.2.2 (page 16) - At part b) replace
‘area’ with Estate.
Section 5.3 (page 19) - Correct the spelling
of the word ‘Industrial’ within the heading.
Section 5.4 (page 19) - Within the first
sentence, delete the words ‘relevant agency’
and insert the word ‘key’.
Section 6.2.1 (page 22) - Within the italic
quote, correct the spelling of the word
‘habitat’.
Section 7.1 (page 25) - At point e), delete
existing words ‘Governance, policy and
administration
framework‘
and
insert
‘Implementation’.
Section 7.2.2 (page 25) - Within the first
sentence, delete the words ‘land uses’ and
insert the word ‘users’.
Section 7.2.2 (page 25) - Within the last
sentence of the last paragraph, delete the
word ‘may’ and insert the word ‘can’.
Section 7.2.3 (page 26) - In the last
sentence, delete the number ‘11’ and insert
’11.3 and 11.4’.
Section 7.2.4 (page 27) - Within point ‘d’,
delete the words ‘for materials’.
Section 8.1 (page 28) - At part c), place the
acronym ‘ONIC’ within brackets.
Section 8.1 (page 28) - Within the last
sentence, delete the words ‘carried out
jointly’ and insert the word ‘undertaken’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - Within the first

WAPC Recommendation
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Shire of Chapman Valley
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Section 8.1 (page 28) - At part c), place the
acronym ‘ONIC’ within brackets.
Section 8.1 (page 28) - Within the last
sentence, delete the words ‘carried out jointly’
and insert the word ‘undertaken’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - Within the first
sentence, insert the word ‘the’ prior to ‘OIE’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - At point d), prior to
the word ‘heavy’, add the words ‘their vehicles
and’ and delete the words ‘and other traffic’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - At point f) prior to the
last sentence.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - At point e), delete
the word ‘underground’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Delete the word
‘WestNet’ and insert ‘Brookfield’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Add a capital ‘P’ to
the word ‘Port’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Within the last
sentence, delete the words ‘will also’ and
change the word ‘pass’ to ‘passes’.
Section 8.3.2 (page 30) - Delete the last
sentence from ‘to resolve’ onwards and
replace with ‘the development of a structure
(underpass or overpass) to allow the Central
Access Road to connect the SIA with the Port.’
Section 8.3.4 (page 30) - Replace ‘likely’ and
with ‘possible.’
Section 8.3.4 (page 30) - Replace ‘’corridor’
with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part d), ‘corridor’
with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part e), ‘corridor’
(appears twice) with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part f), replace ‘most
likely’ with ‘possibly.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part f), replace
‘corridor’ with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - Under ‘Roads, ‘at part
c) add an ‘s’ on the end of ‘require.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - Under ‘Roads, ‘at part
c) add a comma after ‘review.
Section 9.3 (page 35) - At park b) add a

sentence, insert the word ‘the’ prior to ‘OIE’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - At point d), prior to
the word ‘heavy’, add the words ‘their
vehicles and’ and delete the words ‘and other
traffic’.
Section 8.2.1 (page 28) - At point f) prior to
the last sentence.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - At point e), delete
the word ‘underground’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Delete the word
‘WestNet’ and insert ‘Brookfield’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Add a capital ‘P’ to
the word ‘Port’.
Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - Within the last
sentence, delete the words ‘will also’ and
change the word ‘pass’ to ‘passes’.
Section 8.3.2 (page 30) - Delete the last
sentence from ‘to resolve’ onwards and
replace with ‘the development of a structure
(underpass or overpass) to allow the Central
Access Road to connect the SIA with the
Port.’
Section 8.3.4 (page 30) - Replace ‘likely’ and
with ‘possible.’
Section 8.3.4 (page 30) - Replace ‘’corridor’
with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part d), ‘corridor’
with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part e), ‘corridor’
(appears twice) with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part f), replace
‘most likely’ with ‘possibly.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - At part f), replace
‘corridor’ with ‘road.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - Under ‘Roads, ‘at part
c) add an ‘s’ on the end of ‘require.’
Section 8.5 (page 31) - Under ‘Roads, ‘at part
c) add a comma after ‘review.
Section 9.3 (page 35) - At park b) add a
comma after ‘northern.’
Section 10.3 (page 37) - The second
paragraph (Feedback from DIA and Yamatji
Land & Sea Council) needs to be updated.

WAPC Recommendation
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Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

comma after ‘northern.’
Section 10.3 (page 37) - The second
paragraph (Feedback from DIA and Yamatji
Land & Sea Council) needs to be updated.
Section 11.1 (page 38) - In the table change
the four header blocks currently in blue to
white.
Section 11.2 (page 38) - On the cover to the
map entitled “Oakajee Industrial Estate
Structure Plan’, include the description “Figure
5” underneath the title.
Section 11.2.2 (page 39) - Replace
‘connection’ with ‘link.’
Section 11.2.2 (page 39) - Remove ‘the
broader OIE’.
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - Amend the
heading to read ‘Underpass/Overpass: High
Wide Load Access.’
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - Insert “planning’
in-between ‘strategic documents.’
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - On the cover to
the map entitled ‘Indicative Staging Plan’,
include the description “Figure6” underneath
the title.
Section 11.2.3 (page 40) - In the first
paragraph after ‘materials’ insert ‘and
products.’
Section 11.2.3 (page 40) - In the third
paragraph replace ‘will’ with ‘may’ and the
second ‘will’ (line 3) with ‘could.’
Section 11.2.4 (page 40) - In the third
paragraph replace the first ‘OIE’ with ‘SIA and
Port.’
Section 11.2.6 (page 41) - On the bottom line
of the first paragraph replace ‘OIE’ with ‘SIA.’
Section 11.3.3 (page 42) - Begin the
paragraph with ‘An indicative location for a....’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - Remove ‘SIA, the
Port and.’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - End the second
paragraph with ‘, the SIA and Port.’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - In the third
paragraph replace ‘which’ with ‘to.’

Section 11.1 (page 38) - In the table change
the four header blocks currently in blue to
white.
Section 11.2 (page 38) - On the cover to the
map entitled “Oakajee Industrial Estate
Structure Plan’, include the description
“Figure 5” underneath the title.
Section 11.2.2 (page 39) - Replace
‘connection’ with ‘link.’
Section 11.2.2 (page 39) - Remove ‘the
broader OIE’.
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - Amend the
heading to read ‘Underpass/Overpass: High
Wide Load Access.’
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - Insert “planning’
in-between ‘strategic documents.’
Section 11.2.2.1 (page 39) - On the cover to
the map entitled ‘Indicative Staging Plan’,
include the description “Figure6” underneath
the title.
Section 11.2.3 (page 40) - In the first
paragraph after ‘materials’ insert ‘and
products.’
Section 11.2.3 (page 40) - In the third
paragraph replace ‘will’ with ‘may’ and the
second ‘will’ (line 3) with ‘could.’
Section 11.2.4 (page 40) - In the third
paragraph replace the first ‘OIE’ with ‘SIA
and Port.’
Section 11.2.6 (page 41) - On the bottom line
of the first paragraph replace ‘OIE’ with ‘SIA.’
Section 11.3.3 (page 42) - Begin the
paragraph with ‘An indicative location for a....’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - Remove ‘SIA, the
Port and.’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - End the second
paragraph with ‘, the SIA and Port.’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - In the third
paragraph replace ‘which’ with ‘to.’
Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - Remove the ‘s’ on
the end of ‘reduces.’
Section 12.0 (page 47) - At part a) replace
‘OIE’ with ‘SIA.’

WAPC Recommendation

AGENDA PAGE 304

66

Submission No
& Date Rec’d

Submitter &
Affected Property

Nature of Submission

Section 11.4.1 (page 42) - Remove the ‘s’ on
the end of ‘reduces.’
Section 12.0 (page 47) - At part a) replace
‘OIE’ with ‘SIA.’
Section 12.1.2 (page 47) - At part a) replace
‘estate’ with ‘SIA.’
Section 12.1.2 (page 47) - On the cover to the
map entitled ‘Indicative Infrastructure Corridor,
include the description “Figure7” underneath
the title.
Section 12.1.2 (page 48) - Delete the word ‘
estate’ and insert ‘SIA’.
Section 12.4 (page 50) - Correct typo in the first
line from ‘fro’ to ‘for.’
Section 12.4 (page 50) - At part b) replace
‘SWRP’ with ‘Sea Water Reverse Osmosis.’
Section 12.5.5 (page 50) - Update the first
paragraph to reflect the outcomes of the
Department of Water investigations.
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At the third paragraph
replace ‘preferred’ with ‘indicative.’
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At the third paragraph
replace ‘indicated’ with ‘shown.’
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At the firth paragraph
replace ’Aerated’ with ‘Aerobic.’
Section 12.7 (page 52) - Replace ‘DWMS’ with
‘District Water Management Strategy.’
Section 12.7 (page 52) - At the sub-headings
replace ‘ARI’ with ‘Average Recurrence
Interval.’
Section 13.1 (page 53) - Include reference to
all appendices, highlighting appendix 5 and 7
which are referenced by Scheme No 2 as
adjuncts.

Shire of Chapman Valley
Recommendation/Comment

WAPC Recommendation

Section 12.1.2 (page 47) - At part a) replace
‘estate’ with ‘SIA.’
Section 12.1.2 (page 47) - On the cover to
the map entitled ‘Indicative Infrastructure
Corridor, include the description “Figure7”
underneath the title.
Section 12.1.2 (page 48) - Delete the word ‘
estate’ and insert ‘SIA’.
Section 12.4 (page 50) - Correct typo in the
first line from ‘fro’ to ‘for.’
Section 12.4 (page 50) - At part b) replace
‘SWRP’ with ‘Sea Water Reverse Osmosis.’
Section 12.5.5 (page 50) - Update the first
paragraph to reflect the outcomes of the
Department of Water investigations.
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At
the
third
paragraph replace ‘preferred’ with ‘indicative.’
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At
the
third
paragraph replace ‘indicated’ with ‘shown.’
Section 12.6 (page 51) - At
the
firth
paragraph replace ’Aerated’ with ‘Aerobic.’
Section 12.7 (page 52) - Replace
‘DWMS’
with ‘District Water Management Strategy.’
Section 12.7 (page 52) - At the sub-headings
replace ‘ARI’ with ‘Average Recurrence
Interval.’
Section 13.1 (page 53) - Include reference to
all appendices, highlighting appendix 5 and 7
which are referenced by Scheme No 2 as
adjuncts.
Comment:
The proposed modifications are considered
to be relatively minor in nature and should be
incorporated into the OIESP.
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Attachment 4

Schedule of Modifications: Oakajee Industrial Estate Structure Plan
Modifications to the structure plan report:
1. Update references within the Structure Plan report to reflect current
documents’ status e.g. Oakajee Port Master Plan and Section 4.1.4 (page 11)
to reflect the endorsed status of the Greater Geraldton Structure Plan (2011).
2. Section 1.0 (page 1) - Introduction to be expanded with a new section,
headed “Role of the Structure Plan” to explain and illustrate the intents of the
OIESP. Key matters that should be outlined in this section include:
 The nature of heavy industrial estates is such that estates are driven by
the special needs of activities in terms of land area, buffer requirements,
servicing needs etc.
 Recognition that the structure plan provides a broad planning framework,
setting the planning and management context within which major
development initiatives may respond.
 Recognition that heavy industry subdivision is predominantly driven by the
project specific requirements of individual proposals and as such the
OIESP will not be as detailed or prescriptive as may be expected in more
conventional general industrial or urban structure plans.
3. Section 3.2 (page 8) - modify first sentence of second paragraph to include
after the Geraldton Bypass '(which forms part of the Oakajee Narngulu
Infrastructure Corridor)'.
4. Section 3.3 (page 9) - Expand to identify the relationship of greater Geraldton
to the Oakajee Industrial Estate.
5. Section 4.1.4 (page 11) - Update status references to the Greater Geraldton
Structure Plan.
6. Section 4.1.6 (page 12) - modify heading of 4.1.6 to read 'Draft State Planning
Policy 4.1 - State Industrial Buffer Policy (Amended) 2009'.
7. Section 4.1.6 (page 12) - In the last paragraph replace 'SPP 4.1 was recently'
with 'Since the approval of Amendment No. 18, SPP 4.1 was'
8. Section 4.2.1 (page 13) - Update heritage reference to the GeraldtonNorthampton Railway.
9. Section 5.2 (page 18) - Modify to read ‘Mid West Investment Plan’.
10. Section 5.3 (page 19) - Correct the spelling of the word ‘Industrial’ within the
heading.
11. Section 5.4 (page 19) - Modify to identify the application of environmental
sustainability principles and environmental performance requirements through
the industrial nomination and approvals processes.
12. Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 (page 22) – Modify to make reference to the
Management Plans identified in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.1 of the Environmental
Review Report, given that these Management Plans guide the biodiversity
conservation measures for Area B–Coastal Zone and include offsets and
revegetation in the Buffer.

AGENDA PAGE 306

-2-

13. Section 6.2.5 (page 23) - Expand to identify the measures proposed by the
Industrial Ecology Strategy (Appendix 3).
14. Section 6.2.10 (page 23) – Insert coastal environment section that makes
reference to the management responsibility of the Geraldton Port Authority in
relation to coastal erosion.
15. Section 6.3 (pages 23-24) – Modify
the preparation of the biodiversity
future opportunity. The proposed
strategy should also address issues
of Carnaby's black cockatoo habitat.

to reflect the requirement and timing for
conservation and offsets strategy as a
biodiversity conservation and offsets
related to identification and conservation

16. Section 6.3 (page 24) – Adding the following point: “The biodiversity
framework and management measures for Area B – Coastal Zone will be
implemented through the Coastal Management Strategy (Koltasz Smith
2007), OPR Terrestrial Port PER conditions (and associated management
plans) and the Oakajee Port Master Plan.”
17. Sections 6.3 (a) and (b) (page 24) – Modify as recommended by the
Department of Environment and Conservation.
18. Section 7.0 (page 25) - Expand to reference the implementation
recommendations contained within the Industrial Ecology Strategy (Appendix
3).
19. Section 7.2.5 (page 27) – Modify heading to reference ‘Implementation’ and
substitute the current text for ‘The suggested implementation of the identified
principles is addressed in Section 4 of the Industrial Ecology Strategy
(Appendix 3).’
20. Section 7 Figure 4 - Remove the word ‘heavy’ from description of southern
General Industry Area A.
21. Section 8.3.1 (page 29) - remove and replace with the following:
'The ONIC has been outlined in the Geraldton Region Plan since 1999, and in
2009 the Department of Planning (DoP) commenced a review and more
detailed planning for the ONIC. It is proposed that the ONIC will be
approximately 34km long, generally 250m wide and will accommodate a road,
rail line and services corridor linking the Oakajee Port and Industrial Estate to
the Narngulu Industrial Estate and Geraldton Port.
The road portion of the ONIC will ultimately be a four lane, controlled access,
rural highway which will allow heavy freight vehicles to by-pass the built up
areas of Geraldton. This portion of the ONIC is being planned in collaboration
with Main Roads WA and will include consideration of first stage bypass road.
The first stage bypass road being planned and considered by Main Roads
WA will utilise the proposed ONIC alignment from North West Coastal
Highway through to Chapman Valley Road and then utilise the existing
Moonyoonooka - Yuna Road (Morrell Road and Moonyoonooka - Narra Tarra
Road) through to the Geraldton-Mt Magnet Road.
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-3The rail portion of the ONIC will be a dual gauge rail line that will service the
Oakajee Port and Industrial Estate and join Brookfield’s existing narrow
gauge rail line to the east of the Narngulu Industrial Estate.
The services portion of the ONIC is being designed to allow space for future
service and utilities requirements such as water, slurry pipelines, and
telecommunications.
The northern portion of the corridor passes through the Wokathera Gap in the
Moresby Range where it splits into a number of segments just west of the
Gap. One corridor will accommodate the regional road and services, and the
other will accommodate the rail lines. The OPR heavy duty standard gauge
rail line will also pass through the Wokathera Gap parallel to the alignment of
the ONIC before proceeding north and linking into the port on the western
boundary of the SIA.
The alignment of the ONIC as depicted in this structure plan is indicative only
and is subject to further studies and consideration by the State Government
prior to progressing development of the ONIC beyond the planning phase.'
22. Section 8.3.4 - delete as content from this section has been integrated into
Section 8.3.1 by modification 21.
23. Section 8.3.4 (page 30) - be modified to refer to the construction of the
Geraldton Bypass being a high priority.
24. Section 8.3.5 (page 30) - be modified to include reference to the change in
function of NWCH whilst reiterating its function as a primary regional road.
25. Section 8.4 (a) (page 31) - remove reference to Roads 2025.
26. Section 8.4 (h) (page 31) - remove and replace with the following text 'It is
possible that the Geraldton Bypass could initially consist of a link from the
NWCH through to Chapman Valley Road and then utilise the existing
Moonyoonooka - Yuna Road (Morrell Road and Moonyoonooka - Narra Tarra
Road) through to the Geraldton-Mt Magnet Road. The long-term Geraldton
Bypass would be within the ONIC.'
27. Section 9.2 (d) (pages 33-35) - Modify to read “views from the highway where
it passes by the proposed quarry site are softened by the distance to the SIA
and intervening terrain and vegetation. Tall buildings and chimney stacks
within the SIA may be partially visible”.
28. Section 10.1 (page 36) – Modify to include reference to State Planning Policy
3.5 Historic Heritage Conservation.
29. Section 10.1 (page 36) - Delete the sentence ‘While a future infrastructure
corridor entering Oakajee from the east may impact on the culvert, it is
deemed to be in very poor, irredeemable condition’ and replaced with ‘The
final alignment of the ONIC will need to consider the Geraldton Northampton
Railway Reserve and will need to be formally referred to the Office of
Heritage under the provisions of the Governments Heritage Property Disposal
Process.’
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-430. Section 11.0 Figure 5 – Modify to include a notation reading ‘Indicative
Alignment’ adjacent to the services corridor.
31. Section 11.0 Figure 5 - Modify to include a notation reading “Indicative
location – subject to further study” adjacent to the waste water treatment plant
site.
32. Section 11.0 Figure 5 - Modify to reflect the re-aligned central access road
(including the location of the proposed road and rail under/overpass) and
identify the two possible northern access roads identified on the Oakajee Port
Master Plan.
33. Section 11.0 Figure 5 - Modify to ensure that the ‘footprint’ for the Oakajee
Port area (i.e. the area to be gazetted under the Port Authorities Act)
correlates with the latest negotiations between the State, the GPA and OPR.
34. Section 11.0 Figure 5 - Modify to ensure that the ‘Indicative Location of Road
over Rail’ and ‘Indicative Underpass/Overpass’ for the Oakajee Port area
correlates with the latest negotiations between the State, the GPA and OPR.
35. Section 11.0 Figure 5 - Modify to ensure that the ‘Proposed Quarry’ and
‘Proposed Quarry Haul Road’’ correlates with the latest applications and
negotiations between the Shire, Estate Manager, the GPA and OPR.
36. Section 11.2.3 (third sentence) (page 40) - be modified to remove reference
to MRWA.
37. Section 11.2.3 (last paragraph) (page 40) - be modified to substitute “MRWA
plans” for “Greater Geraldton Structure Plan”.
38. Section 11.5.1 (page 43) – Modify to explain the implementation of
revegetation works by way of environmental offset arrangements associated
with specific approvals.
39. Section 11.5.5 (page 45) - Expand in its reference to the Shire of Chapman
Valley Coastal Management Plan (2007) recommendations pertaining to
recreational access in the Buller Rivermouth area and the coast south of the
port area and further reference that achieving these recommendations will be
subject to discussion with the Geraldton Port Authority.
40. Section 11.5.5 (page 45) - Expand to reference that details of improvements
at the Buller Rivermouth are subject to negotiation with the Department of
Environment and Conservation in addition to consideration by the Shire of
Chapman Valley and Geraldton Port Authority.
41. Section 11.5.5 (page 45) - Expand to identify the opportunity for vehicle and
pedestrian linkages to the Moresby Range as a means to maintain/enhance
public amenity and facilities in accordance with the Moresby Range
Management Strategy and Moresby Range Management Plan.
42. Section 11.6.1 (pages 45-46) – Modify to include the following uses as not
permitted within the Buffer: Places of Assembly; Commercial Centres.
43. Section 12.2 (page 49) - Expand to reference that renewable energy projects
which are generating power and new industries which are using power are
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-5unlikely to be able to locate at Oakajee without the development of the 330kV
transmission line from Eneabba (and Moonyoonooka).
44. Section 12.2 (page 49) - Expand to make reference to renewable energy
opportunities e.g. wind, solar and tidal.
45. Section 12.5.5 (page 50) - Update the first paragraph to reflect the outcomes
of the Department of Water investigations.
46. Section 12.6 (page 51) - be expanded to reference that the Water Corporation
is continuing to undertake investigations to define its preferred location for the
facility, and that any future application for the facility will require independent
emissions modelling to be undertaken.
47. Section 13.1 (page 53) - Include reference to all appendices, highlighting
Appendices 5 and 7 which are referenced by Scheme No.2 as adjuncts.
48. Section 13.2.2 (page 54) - Remove reference to individual stakeholder
interests in favour of the description provided by the State Heavy Industry
Policy.
49. Section 13.2.2 (page 54) - Modify to incorporate the diagram contained within
the Appendix 1 – Sustainability Report ‘Proposed Management Structure for
the Oakajee Industrial Estate’.
50. Modify document to address minor editorial changes as identified by
LandCorp
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-6Modifications to appendices/technical reports:
51. Environmental Review Report (Appendix 2) – Modify Section 2.1.1 to include
a “Coastal” sub-heading and include information regarding OPR Terrestrial
Port PER and management plans relevant to the Coastal Zone.
52. Environmental Review Report (Appendix 2) – Modify Sections 2.1.2 and 2.2.2
to reflect the requirement and timing for the preparation of the biodiversity
conservation and offsets strategy as a future opportunity.
53. Environmental Review Report (Appendix 2) – Modify Section 3.3.1 to include
a requirement to undertake surveys for Graceful sun-moth host plants as a
pre-construction management measure as the responsibility of the Estate
Manager.
54. Environmental Review Report (Appendix 2) – Modify Section 3.3.1 to include
requirement to undertake surveys for Caladenia hoffmanii and other DRF
species in October as a pre-construction management measure as the
responsibility of the Estate Manager.
55. Landscape Report (Appendix 5) - Expand to address assessment criteria and
potential mitigation measures in relation to light spill/emissions.
56. Landscape Report (Appendix 5) – Expand to incorporate viewshed analysis
for White Peak Road comparable to those points which formed part of the
Oakajee Landscaping Strategy (1993).
57. Landscape Report (Appendix 5) - Sections 2.0 and 4.0 be amended to
include complementing biodiversity and natural area values and retention and
reinforcement of ecological corridors.
58. Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan (Appendix 7) - finalise in accordance
with the requirements and recommendations of the Department of Indigenous
Affairs.
59. District Water Management Strategy (Appendix 10) - Modify to further detail
arrangements through the preparation of ‘cell’ based Local Water
Management Strategies that define best-practice solutions for stormwater
quality treatment and water quantity/quality management, along with water
supply initiatives including use of recycled water where appropriate, and
regard for practices including a secondary sedimentation basin network.
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ITEM NO: 9.11
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION - LOT 126 (8) KEAL
STREET, BALCATTA
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Manager, Metropolitan Central
Planning Director, Metropolitan Central
G
681-11
12 January 2012
1 - Subdivision Plan
2 - Summary of Submitted Examples
MRS: Urban
City of Stirling
Residential (R20)
Refusal
Metropolitan Central
29th November 2011
39
Request for Reconsideration
Lot 126 (8) Keal Street, Balcatta

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:

REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:

CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to reiterate its
decision dated 31 October 2011 to refuse the application for subdivision of Lot
126 (8) Keal Street, Balcatta.
This report is presented to the Committee for determination as the gazetted
Instrument of Delegation does not provide for exercise of delegated authority (Does
not provide delegation where it is recommended that a reconsideration request be
refused).

SUMMARY:
The WAPC has received a request for reconsideration against its decision of 31
October 2011 to refuse an application to create two survey-strata lots which do not
comply with the minimum and average site area requirements under the applicable
R20 Code.
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The request for reconsideration does not include sufficient information to justify
approval for the proposal, and it is recommended that the WAPC reiterate its
decision of 31 October 2011 to refuse the proposed subdivision.
BACKGROUND:
On 31 October 2011 the WAPC refused an application for subdivision to create two
survey-strata lots of 418m2 each (Attachment 1 - Plan of subdivision refused on
31 October 2011). The proposed lots do not comply with the applicable R20 Code,
and represent variations of approximately 5% and 14.5% from the minimum and
average site area requirements respectively (minimum of 440m2 required, 418m2
proposed; and average of 500m2 required, 427m2 proposed).
The subdivision was refused for the following reasons:
"1.

The proposed survey strata subdivision does not comply with the Western
Australian Planning Commission's State Planning Policies 1.3 (Strata Titles) and
2.2 (Residential Subdivision), the Residential Design Codes and the City of
Stirling Local Planning Scheme No.3, by reason that the proposed lots do not
fulfil the minimum and average lot size requirements for Single Dwellings in an
R20 coded area."

and
"2.

Approval to the subdivision would set an undesirable precedent for the further
subdivision of other lots of a similar size in this locality which would undermine
the objectives and provisions of the City of Stirling Local Planning Scheme No.3
for lots subject to the same density coding."

The applicant has submitted a request for reconsideration against the refusal, citing
seventeen subdivisions approved within the City of Stirling that the applicant submits
created lots that do not comply with the site area requirements of the Residential
Design Codes (Attachment 2 - Report prepared by Habitat International
submitted with request for reconsideration).
LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Sections 142-144

Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Planning
Planned local communities developing a sense of place.
To develop connected and accessible communities.

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Statement of Planning Policy No. 3.1 Residential Design
Codes
Development Control Policy 2.2 Residential Subdivision
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DETAILS:
The examples of subdivisions in the request for reconsideration include proposals
that:


incorporate common property and comply with acceptable development
provision A3 iv in clause 6.1.3 of the Codes which requires an average site area
of 450m2 with no minimum site area requirement (Survey-Strata Plan 54582,
57907, 50421, 50154, 48407, 55376, 60776, 52810, 50182, 60310, 60549 and
55951);



complies with performance criteria P3.2 in clause 6.1.3 of the Codes which
relate to lots for existing authorised developments that are below the minimum
and average site area requirement where in the opinion of the WAPC the
development on the resulting lots is consistent with the relevant design
elements of the Codes, and the orderly and proper planning of the locality
(Survey-Strata Plan 61188);



complies with the minimum and average area requirements (Deposited Plan
40901);



comply with the minimum and average site area requirements, and variation
from the site area requirements in accordance with WAPC policy operative at
the time that the applications were determined (Diagram 99878 and Deposited
Plan 36418); and



relates to the conversion of two strata lots and common property into surveystrata lots under Part III, Division 3 of the Strata Titles Act 1985 (Survey-Strata
Plan 20260).

GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS:
None.
CONSULTATION:
The City of Stirling did not support the proposal due non-compliance with the
minimum and average site areas required under the R20 Code.
OFFICER'S COMMENTS:
The subdivisions referred in the request for reconsideration relate to proposals that
comply with the Codes, and do not justify approval of the current proposal.
The proposal does not comply with the minimum (440m2 required, 418m2 provided)
and average (500m2 required, 427m2 provided) site areas required under the R20
Code. This represents variations of 5% (22m2) and 14.5% (73m2) from the minimum
and average site areas respectively.
The 5% variation from the minimum site area requirement can be supported under
performance criteria P3.1 in clause 6.1.3 of the Codes. However, the proposed
average lot area variation (14.5%) represents a significant departure from the 5%
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variation permissible under the Codes and WAPC Policy 2.2, Residential
Subdivision.
CONCLUSION:
The proposal does not comply with the City of Stirling Local Planning Scheme No. 3
and WAPC Policy 2.2 Residential Subdivision. The request for reconsideration does
not justify approval of the application. Approval would set an undesirable precedent
for similar subdivision.
Accordingly, it is recommended that WAPC reiterates its decision to refuse the
proposed subdivision, and advise the applicant that the examples of other
subdivisions within the City of Stirling submitted with the request for reconsideration
relate to proposals that comply with the local planning scheme and Residential
Design Codes operative at the time of the application.
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ITEM NO: 9.12
CREATE 191 SURVEY STRATA LOT(S) FOR RESIDENTIAL
PURPOSE INCLUDING COMMON PROPERTY: KURRA
STREET, NEWMAN
WAPC OR COMMITTEE:

Statutory Planning Committee

REPORTING AGENCY:
REPORTING OFFICER:
AUTHORISING OFFICER:
AGENDA PART:
FILE NO:
DATE:
ATTACHMENT(S):

Department of Planning
Planning Officer, Northern Regions
Planning Director, Northern Regions
G
388-11
17th January 2012
Attachment 1 - Plan of Subdivision
Attachment 2 - Development Plan
Attachment 3 - 2007 Plan of Subdivision
Attachment 4 - Shire of East Pilbara DA
Attachment 5 - Highlighted Additional Lots
Attachment 6 - Structure Plan
Attachment 7 - Assessment of Proposed Road
Network
Nil
Shire of East Pilbara
Abuts
Community
&
Cultural
Purposes,
Residential
Conditional Approval
Regional Northern (Perth Based)
27th April 2011
98
Survey Strata
Create 191 Survey Strata Lot(S) For Residential
Purpose Including Common Property.
Kurra Street , Newman

REGION SCHEME ZONING:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
LOCAL SCHEME ZONING:
LGA RECOMMENDATION:
REGION DESCRIPTOR:
RECEIPT DATE:
PROCESS DAYS:
APPLICATION TYPE:
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL:
CADASTRAL REFERENCE:

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Western Australian Planning Commission resolves to approve the
application for subdivision of Lot 510 Kurra Street, Newman subject to the
following conditions and advice:
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Condition(s)
1.

Those lots not fronting an existing road being provided with frontage to
a constructed road(s) connected by a constructed road(s) to the local
road system and such road(s) being constructed and drained at the
applicant/owner's cost. As an alternative the WAPC is prepared to
accept the applicant/owner paying to the local government the cost of
such road works as estimated by the local government subject to the
local government providing formal assurance to the WAPC confirming
that the works will be completed within a reasonable period as agreed by
the WAPC. (Local Government)

2.

Suitable arrangements being made with the Water Corporation so that
provision of a suitable water supply service will be available to lot(s)
shown on the approved plan of subdivision. (Water Corporation)

3.

Suitable arrangements being made with the Water Corporation so that
provision of a sewerage service will be available to the lot/s shown on
the approved plan of subdivision. (Water Corporation)

4.

Arrangements being made to the satisfaction of the Western Australian
Planning Commission and to the specification of BHP Billiton for the
provision of an underground electricity supply service to the lot(s)
shown on the approved plan of subdivision. (BHP Billiton)

5.

The land being graded and stabilised. (Local Government)

6.

The land being filled and/or drained. (Local Government)

7.

An Urban Water Management Plan being prepared by the subdivider to
the satisfaction of the WAPC on advice from the Department of Water.
(Department of Water)

8.

An area(s) of land at least 10 per cent of the gross subdivisible area, in a
position to be agreed with the WAPC, being shown on the Deposited
Plan as a "Reserve for Recreation" and vested in the Crown under
Section 152 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, such land to be
ceded free of cost and without any payment of compensation by the
Crown.

9.

Widening of the proposed road reserve servicing proposed lots 43 - 52,
71 - 73, 98, 99, 100 - 109, 128 - 140 and 149 - 179 from 6.5m to 10m, and
the road reserve servicing proposed lots 35 - 42, 110 - 114 and 148 from
6.5m to 7.2m, and reconfiguration of adjacent lots as required to comply
with site area requirements under the Residential Design Codes (as
amended). (WAPC)

10.

A Management Statement being prepared and submitted for the WAPC's
consideration and written confirmation in accordance with Section 5c of
the Strata Title Act 1985 (as amended), to include the following additions
to the by-laws contained in Schedules 1 and 2 of that Act:
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-

Development or redevelopment of the strata lots must comply with
a development approval issued by the Shire of East Pilbara.

-

Amendment to, or repeal of, the above provision cannot be effected
without the approval of the WAPC.

-

The development and ongoing maintenance of the proposed
Common Property lots to the satisfaction of the Shire of East
Pilbara.
(WAPC)

Advice
1.

Water Corporation has offered the following advice in relation to
Conditions 2 and 3:
Where required, the subdivider shall provide service connections, make
financial arrangements, set aside land, grant easements, apply notices
or other requirements, to protect existing and proposed Corporation
assets to the satisfaction of the Water Corporation.
Upon the receipt of a request from the subdivider, a Land Development
Agreement under section 67 of the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984,
will be prepared by the Water Corporation which will document the
specific requirements for the proposed subdivision.

2.

The Department of Environment has noted that native vegetation may be
present on the proposed development site. Should any disturbance to
the vegetation be required, the applicant will need to ensure that the
provisions of the Environmental Protection (Clearing of Native
Vegetation) Regulations 2004 (the Regulations) are adhered to. General
information on the Regulations and exemptions for clearing native
vegetation are available online from http://environment.wa.gov.au/.

3.

With regard to Condition 8, the WAPC hereby approves of a cash-in-lieu
contribution in accordance with Section 153 of the Planning and
Development Act, 2005. Up to 50 per cent of the required area may also
be provided as private open space.

SUMMARY:
The application proposes the subdivision of Lot 510 Kurra Street, Newman into 190
survey strata lots and two common property 'open space' lots in accordance with a
structure plan endorsed by the WAPC in October 2011.
Approval is recommended subject to conditions including selective road widening to
satisfy WAPC policy requirements.
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LEGISLATION / STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY:
Legislation
Section:
Strategic Plan
Strategic Goal:
Outcomes:
Strategies:

Policy
Number and / or Name:

Planning and Development Act 2005
Part 10: Subdivision and Development Control

Regulation
Effective, consistent and enforceable regulation
Develop agreed standards aligned to national standards
and legislation

State Planning Policy 3.1 Residential Design Codes

INTRODUCTION:
The application proposes the survey-strata subdivision of Lot 510 Kurra Street,
Newman into 190 residential lots ranging from 196m2 to 552m2 and two common
property (CP) ‘open space’ lots measuring 3031m2 and 1190m2. (Attachment 1 Plan of Subdivision)
The two common property lots will include play equipment and picnic facilities, visitor
car bays (20 each) and pad mount sites.
Access to the proposed lots will be via a combination of Kurra Street (Lots 1 – 13), a
future extension to Les Tutt Drive (Lots 14 – 17 and 180 – 190) and private (common
property) internal roads (Lots 18 – 179).
The internal communal roads are 6.5m wide (71 lots), 8.9m wide (2 lots) and 10m
wide (91 lots).
Plans showing the proposed arrangement of buildings, fences, driveways and other
development on lots under 350m2 have also been provided to enable assessment of
the relationship between the subdivision and the development. The plans show the
proposed dwellings for these lots are two storeys in height and include double
garages fronting the street at ground level. They are generally set back between 1.5 3m from the road and 1 - 2.5m from the side boundaries. (Attachment 2 Development Plans)
CONSULTATION:
The Shire of East Pilbara advised support for the proposed subdivision subject to
standard conditions including the preparation of a management statement requiring
compliance with the Shire's Development Approval, and the development and
ongoing maintenance of common property lots to the Shire's satisfaction.
The Department of Environment and Conservation has advised that native vegetation
may be present on the proposed development site and that should any disturbance
to the vegetation be required, the applicant will need to ensure that the provisions of
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the Environmental Protection (Clearing of Native Vegetation) Regulations 2004 (the
Regulations) are adhered to.
The Department of Water recommended the preparation and implementation of an
Urban Water Management Plan.
Other referral agencies made no objections or comments.
COMMENTS:
Background
Lot 510 was zoned 'Residential Development' via Amendment 13 to the Shire of East
Pilbara’s Town Planning Scheme No.4 in June 2011. The site was previously zoned
Residential (R15) in 2007 and owned by the State. The rezoning to 'Residential
Development' was instigated by Kurra at Newman Pty Ltd who purchased the land
from the State in 2011. The purpose of the rezoning was to increase the allowable
density of residential development and maximise the capacity of the land for housing.
Prior to the rezoning the WAPC approved an application to subdivide the land into 68
green title lots and three drainage corridors. (Attachment 3 - 2007 Plan of
Subdivision) No lots were created under this approval.
On 7 September 2010, the Shire of East Pilbara issued a development approval for a
grouped dwelling development over the land at an R15 density. This development
approval shared the same road layout as the structure plan. (Attachment 4 - Shire
of East Pilbara Development Approval) The applicant's intention was to obtain
development approval and commence construction of the roads and services while
seeking a density increase via Amendment 13. It can be seen by comparing
Attachments 1 and 4 that the current proposed survey strata subdivision represents a
're-subdivision' of the approved development plan. The re-subdivision proposal
increases the net dwelling yield by 111 dwellings. The additional dwelling
entitlements are highlighted in Attachment 5. (Attachment 5 - Highlighted
Additional Lots)
Some earthworks have been undertaken on the site in accordance with the Shire's
development approval including the grading of roads and the laying of some services
in a utility corridor.
Strategic Planning Context
Increased residential densities in Newman are provided for in the WAPC’s Pilbara
Planning and Infrastructure Framework (2011). The Pilbara Framework forecasts the
population of Newman to increase from 6 000 to 15 000 by 2035. In terms of
residential development it anticipates a greater proportion of townhouses and other
forms of medium-density living with average densities increasing from R25 to R40.
The future footprint of Newman is described in the Newman Revitalisation Plan
(2011). The Newman Revitalisation Plan was developed by the Shire of East Pilbara
and Landcorp and launched by the Minister for Regional Development and Lands in
June 2010. It was subsequently adopted by Council as a Local Planning Policy
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(No.5) and endorsed by the WAPC as a guiding policy on 25 January 2011. The
Revitalisation Plan includes a Town Centre Master Plan and a Town Site Growth
Plan.
The subject site falls within the Town Site Growth Plan area, in which it is mostly
shown as 'Low Density Residential' (R2-R25) apart from the portion lying east of Les
Tutt Drive which is shown 'Medium Density Residential' (R30-R60). The development
of land west of Les Tutt Drive at densities above R25 is not specifically anticipated by
the Plan, but is provided for in a structure plan approved by the WAPC in October
2011. (Attachment 6 - Structure Plan)
The proposed development also received approval as a grouped dwelling application
from the Pilbara Joint Development Assessment Panel in December 2011.
Local Planning Context
Under the Shire of East Pilbara Town Planning Scheme No.4 subdivision and
development in the Residential Development zone must accord with a structure plan
that has been adopted by the Council as a local planning policy and endorsed by the
WAPC.
A guiding structure plan was endorsed by the WAPC subject to modifications on 25
October 2011. The structure plan provides for medium density residential
development of predominantly R40, with an area of R20 alongside Kurra Street, and
R30 fronting Les Tutt Drive. Two modifications were required to the endorsed
structure plan: removal of the indicative road widths (6.5 – 10m wide) and of the
proposed lot layout and yield (191 lots). The modifications were required to
encourage future compliance with WAPC residential development policies.
WAPC Policy Context
The guiding policies for the assessment of this survey strata proposal are Liveable
Neighbourhoods and Development Control Policies DC 1.3 Strata Titles, DC 2.6
Residential Road Planning and State Planning Policy 3.1 Residential Design Codes.
DC 2.6 Residential Road Planning
Assessed against Liveable Neighbourhoods and DC 2.6 it was found that the
application proposes communal access ways narrower than the minimum policy
requirements. This assessment is not altered by the strata nature of the development
as DC 1.3 states that the WAPC will ensure that strata proposals are consistent with
its normal policies regarding subdivision, and in particular, the standards for roads,
public open space and residential design.
Normal residential road standards are also appropriate to allow for the delivery of
services including utilities (power, telecoms, water and sewer), rubbish collection and
emergency services. Each has requirements of the road reserve and primary setback
area. Attachment 8 provides a detailed assessment of the proposed road network in
terms of WAPC policy DC 2.6 Residential Road Planning and Liveable
Neighbourhoods. (Attachment 7 - Assessment of Proposed Road Network)
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The proposed 6.5m strata road reserves fall significantly short of the minimum road
requirements under WAPC policy and may not be of sufficient width to accommodate
infrastructures such street parking, streetscaping and footpaths.
The narrowness of the roads also imposes limits on services as the intersections are
designed to accommodate an 8.8m truck, but not a 19.5m truck, which is commonly
used as a guide to ensure adequate turning movements at intersections, in regional
areas of WA.
The minimum road width required to accommodate street parking and passing
(5.5m), mountable kerb (0.3m), street lighting and footpath (0.9m) and landscaping
(0.5m) is 7.2 metres. This proposed road reservation width is significantly less than
what is required under WAPC policies.
It is recommended that the 6.5m roads that have development on either side be
increased to 10m consistent with the other internal roads, and the 6.5m roads
developed on one side only be increased to 7.2m. This is a compromised position for
a bare minimum road reservation width.
Public Open Space
Regarding public open space, DC 1.3 provides that within a survey strata subdivision
the WAPC may allow a maximum of 50 per cent of the total 10 per cent public open
space required to be provided as communal open space, subject to the open space
being usable and developed for general recreation purposes. The remainder of the
provision may be provided outside of the subdivision or by way of cash-in-lieu.
The subject proposal includes public open space that is entirely communal (common
property). To make up the remainder of the required contribution a condition requiring
a further 5% cash-in-lieu contribution is recommended.
Existing Development Approval
A development application based on the proposed plan of subdivision was approved
by the Pilbara JDAP in December 2011. The applicant has the right to develop
according to this approval, however is not considered that this approval fetters the
Commission in making a different decision on the subject survey strata subdivision as
different policies and issues apply.
CONCLUSION:
The application proposes road reserves 1.5 – 6m narrower than the minimum
allowed under Liveable Neighbourhoods in relation to 165 of the 190 lots. This has
the potential to result in a crowded development with not enough open space (road
pavement and verges) to cope with the process of development and the pressures of
ongoing use.
Approval is recommended subject to conditions including a condition that the 6.5m
roads with development either side be increased to 10m in width, and those
developed on one side only increased to 7.2m, and the adjacent lots reconfigured in
accordance with RCode requirements.
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Attachment 7 - Assessment of Proposed Road
Network
DC 2.6 Residential Road Planning and Liveable Neighbourhoods detail the
standard requirements for residential road networks.
DC 2.6 classifies roads with vehicle movements of up to 800 per day as
‘access ways’. Access way road reserves should be 11.5 – 15m wide, and
comprise:



a carriageway of 5.5-6m
verges to accommodate services, parking bays and “in both verges
mature large canopied trees of a species specified by the local
government”

DC 2.6 road hierarchy identifies ‘access places’ with traffic of less than
200vpd. Access place road reserves should be 10 – 14.5m wide, and
comprise:
 a carriageway of 4 – 5.5m
 verges to accommodate services, parking bays and trees (as described
above)
Liveable Neighbourhoods applies slightly different classifications and reserve
widths. Liveable Neighbourhoods Table 4: ‘Function and characteristics of
local streets’ is shown below together with diagrams (Figures 22 & 23).
Street type Street
& function
characteristics

Access
streets
(to
accommodat
e
shared
pedestrian,
bike
and
vehicular
movements)
Small town
centre street
(suited
to
small
secondary
streets
in
centres)

Street
name

Max
design
speed

Access street D is
for short, low
volume and low
parking demand
streets

50/30
Access
street D –
narrow
yield
or
give way
street

For
use
in
predominantly
pedestrian areas
in centres, where
the street is short
and is specifically
designed
for
pedestrian
emphasis,
and
visual
containment
is
required

Small
town
centre
street

50/20

1000

Indicative
street
reserve
width (m)
14.2

Indicative
road
pavement
width (m)
5.5 – 6

300

10-12

5.5 m

Vehicles
per day
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Finally, Planning Bulletin 97 ‘Proposed Street Tree and Utility Planning
Amendments to Liveable Neighbourhoods and Development Control Policy
1.3 Strata Titles’ also provides guidance in the assessment of proposed strata
road reserves. The intent of PB 97 is to ensure roads in strata developments
are of sufficient width to accommodate all current and future requirements
including paths, utilities and services, and street trees. PB97 proposes that LN
be amended to require all access streets to have 5m wide verges (increased
from 4.1m). This requirement is relaxed for ‘small town centre streets’ which
are allowed a total access way width of 10m where the roads will service
under 20 lots, and 11.5 (5.5m road pavement and 3m verges) where over 20
lots are serviced.
A summary of WAPC’s residential road standards according to traffic is
contained in the following table, together with the proposed road widths. An
excerpt from the applicants traffic assessment showing projected vehicle
movements per day within the proposed subdivision is also shown below a
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‘Figure 2’. Roads that will carry more than 300 vehicles per day are
highlighted in red. 6.5m roads are shown as dotted lines.

Liveable
Neighbourhoods

PB 97

Proposed
road
widths

VPD

DC 2.6

Up to
300

10 – 14.5m
(up to 200 vpd)

10 – 12m

10 – 11.5

6.5 – 10m

Up to
1000

11.5 – 15m
(up to 800)

14.2m

16m

10m

Shortfall
Between
3.5 5.0m
Between
1.5 – 6m

The applicant’s traffic assessment suggests that the proposed 6.5m roads are
‘similar to’ the road type of ‘laneway’ in Liveable Neighbourhoods (LN), based
on their width and the number of projected vehicle movements per day (up to
300). Laneways in LN however are streets that provide access to the side or
rear of lots, have a maximum speed of 15km/h without street parking, and are
principally used for garage access. For the functions served by the proposed
roads, i.e. primary vehicular access to residential lots as well as use for
pedestrian access and street parking, the appropriate road type in the LN
hierarchy is ‘access street’ as detailed above. Hence, the proposed 10m
roads fall short of the required standard by approximately 5m, and the
proposed 6.5m roads fall short by at least 3.5m. A cross section of the
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proposed 10m road reserves is shown below. The 6.5m roads proposed
would be paved for 6m and have a verge of 0.5m.
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