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Introduction to Metropolitan Region Scheme major amendments 
 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is responsible for keeping the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) under review and initiating changes where they are 
seen as necessary. 
 
The MRS sets out the broad pattern of land use for the whole Perth metropolitan region. The 
MRS is constantly under review to best reflect regional planning and development needs. 
 
A proposal to change land use reservations and zones in the MRS is regulated by the 
Planning and Development Act 2005. That legislation provides for public submissions to be 
made on proposed amendments. 
 
For a substantial amendment, often referred to as a major amendment (made under section 
41 of the Act), the WAPC considers all the submissions lodged, and publishes its 
recommendations in a report on submissions. This report is presented to the Minister for 
Planning and to the Governor for approval. Both Houses of Parliament must then scrutinise 
the amendment before it can take legal effect. 
 
In the process of making a substantial amendment to the MRS, information is published as a 
public record under the following titles: 
 
Amendment report 
This document is available from the start of the public advertising period of the proposed 
amendment. It sets out the purpose and scope of the proposal, explains why the 
amendment is considered necessary, and informs people how they can comment through 
the submission process. 
 
Environmental review report 
The Environmental Protection Authority must consider the environmental impact of an 
amendment to the MRS before it can be advertised. Should it require formal assessment, an 
environmental review is undertaken and made available for information and comment at the 
same time as the amendment report. 
 
Report on submissions 
The planning rationale, determination of submissions and the recommendations of the 
WAPC for final approval of the amendment, with or without modification, is documented in 
this report. 
 
Submissions 
This document contains a reproduction of all written submissions received by the WAPC on 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Transcript of hearings 
A person who has made a written submission may also choose to appear before a hearings 
committee to express their views. The hearings proceedings are recorded and transcribed, 
and the transcripts of all hearings are reproduced in this volume. 
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1218/41 
 

KERALUP STAGE 1 
 

City of Rockingham 
 
 

Report on Submissions 
 
 
1 Introduction 

 
At its July 2011 meeting, the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), 
resolved to proceed with this amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 41 of the Planning and Development 
Act 2005.  

 
 
2 The proposed amendment 
 

The amendment proposal was described in the previously published Amendment 
Report and the description of the proposal is repeated below.  
 
The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 109 ha of Lot 551 Vine 
Road, Keralup from the rural zone to the urban deferred zone and transfer 
approximately 5.7 ha of Lot 551 from the rural zone to the other regional roads 
(ORR) reservation in the MRS. 
 
The amendment also proposes to refine the boundaries of the primary regional roads 
(PRR), ORR and parks and recreation reservations (and associated Bush Forever 
overlay) to reflect the as constructed Kwinana Freeway and Paganoni Road 
interchange in proximity to Lot 551. 
 
The 109 ha area proposed to be rezoned to urban deferred is the area for the 
proposed first stage of the Keralup housing project. Subsequent stages of 
development will be located on the eastern side of the Serpentine River. 
 
Stage 1 of the Keralup project is proposed to be zoned urban deferred rather than 
urban as there are various planning and servicing issues that need to be addressed 
prior to the land being developed for urban purposes, as discussed later in this 
report.  
 
 

3 Environmental Protection Authority advice 
 

The proposed amendment was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority 
(EPA) for advice on whether environmental assessment would be required. The EPA 
advised that the proposed amendment does not require formal assessment under 
Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act. The EPA provided advice and 
recommendations on the following issues: surface and groundwater, wetlands, 
remnant vegetation, acid sulfate soils, significant fauna, noise and mosquitoes.   
 
The EPA is of the view that the potential environmental impacts of the amendment 
can be adequately managed through the planning process. 
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A copy of the notice from the EPA is in appendix A of the Amendment Report. 
 
 

4 Call for submissions 
 

The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 4 October 2011 to 
20 January 2012. 

 
The amendment was made available free of cost for public inspection during ordinary 
business hours at: 

 
i) Western Australian Planning Commission, William Street, Perth 

 
ii) Peel Region office (Pinjarra Road, Mandurah) of the Department of Planning 

 
iii) Cities of Perth, Fremantle and Rockingham; and 

 
iv) the State Reference Library, Northbridge. 

 
During the public inspection period, notice of the amendment was published in the 
West Australian and the Sunday Times newspapers and relevant local newspapers 
circulating in the locality of the amendment. 
 
 

5 Submissions 
 
Twenty one submissions were received on the amendment. An alphabetic index of all 
the persons and organisations lodging submissions is at schedule 1. 

 
Two submissions supported the amendment, five submissions objected to the 
amendment and 14 submissions contained neutral comments, non-objections or 
general comments on the amendment.   
 
The main issues raised in the submissions are discussed further in section 7 below – 
‘Main issues raised in submissions’. A summary of each submission with WAPC 
comments and determinations is at schedule 2. A complete copy of all written 
submissions is contained in this report. 

 
 
6 Hearings 
 

Section 46 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 provides that each person 
who makes a submission is to be offered the opportunity of being heard by a 
committee formed by the WAPC for that purpose. The committee comprised: 

 
. Mr Gary Prattley, Chairman of WAPC. 

 
. Cr Carol Adams, representative of the South-West District Planning 

Committee. 
 

. Ms Judith Bell, independent member with planning knowledge. 
 
All persons who made submissions were invited to present their submission to the 
Hearings Committee. 
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Two hearings (one objecting and one commenting) were requested and these 
occurred on 28 May 2012.   
 
 

7 Main issues raised in submissions 
 

7.1 Mosquito Issues  
 
Submissions from the Department of Health, Shire of Murray, City of Mandurah, Peel 
Preservation Group Inc, Peel-Harvey Catchment Council, Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC, 
Department of Environment and Conservation object and/or comment on the need 
for adequate strategies to manage the potential health impacts of mosquitoes on 
future residents of the amendment area. 
 
WAPC Response 
 
As a State Government landholding, Keralup forms a key component of the 
Government's housing affordability strategy and will contribute to ensuring an 
adequate supply of land to meet anticipated population growth in the southern 
metropolitan and Peel regions. Keralup represents an opportunity for best practice 
design and management measures under the control and guidance of Government. 
 
The WAPC recognises the potential impacts of mosquitoes on future residents of 
Keralup if adequate management strategies are not put in place. The Department of 
Housing (DoH), as the landowner, has engaged a specialist mosquito control 
consultancy to prepare a Mosquito Management Strategy and Mosquito 
Management Plan for Keralup. 
 
A monitoring program has been undertaken to identify mosquito numbers, species 
and the locations of greatest abundance and activity levels. The management of 
mosquitoes will involve a combination of chemical control, modifying conditions that 
support mosquito breeding as well as house and landscape design and public 
education.   
 
In the short term, measures to manage mosquitoes include increasing the current 
mosquito chemical control program to include portions of the Serpentine River and 
Lake Amarillo. The removal of cattle from saltmarsh areas adjacent to the Serpentine 
River is also proposed, as pockets of water remain within cattle footprints which 
provide temporary mosquito breeding habitats. This management measure has 
commenced, with a review of existing fencing infrastructure to prevent cattle from 
entering saltmarsh areas.  

 
A substantial portion of Keralup east of the Serpentine River (not in the amendment 
area) is inundated for extended periods of time, however the future development of 
this land will remove a large portion of mosquito breeding habitat. In the long term, 
the DoH has advised of the following measures to manage mosquito impacts within 
Keralup: 
 
• Design of the future stormwater management system (e.g. subsoil drains, 

infiltration swales, detention basins etc) to avoid/minimise the presence of 
shallow stagnant water areas.   
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• Providing mosquito management buffer zones around the main breeding 
habitats. Ideally the buffer zones would comprise open ground or be sparsely 
vegetated rather than dense woodland thickets.  

 
• Providing a proactive public education and awareness program to ensure that 

people living and/or working within Keralup receive relevant information regarding 
the potential issues associated with a mosquito population area and strategies to 
reduce the risk of contact (e.g. clothing to cover skin, use of repellent, insect 
screens to be installed and used at houses, key times of the day/seasons to take 
additional care etc). Installation of health advisory signs displayed in public open 
space (POS) areas/main entrance roads identifying current mosquito risk levels.   

 
• Minimising the planting of dense woodland vegetation within POS areas which 

provides habitat opportunities enabling the protected movement of adult 
mosquitoes throughout the site. Open ground or sparsely vegetated areas are 
preferable. 

 
• Improve the biodiversity of the site to create suitable habitat for predatory 

species.  
 
• Establishment and implementation of appropriate built form design 

guidelines/building specifications to create a physical barrier between residents 
and mosquitoes. 

 
• Planting of individual trees along future proposed drainage/multi-purpose 

corridors to assist with the overall uptake of water from the site. 
 
The DoH has identified various other measures which will need to be considered to 
confirm their overall suitability, such as direct or in-direct impacts on the hydrology 
and ecology of the Serpentine River system. State and local government approvals 
may also be required to implement the above measures which are to be undertaken 
in the future planning stages such as the Local Planning Scheme amendment and 
structure planning stages and may require subdivision and development approval 
conditions. 
 
The WAPC recognises the importance of ensuring that mosquito impacts at Keralup 
are appropriately managed, so that future residents are not at risk of health and 
amenity impacts. The DoH advises that it is taking a proactive approach in the 
management of mosquitoes, and will continue to work with relevant state and local 
government agencies including the investigation of measures adopted elsewhere in 
Australia and overseas. 

 
The submissions are noted and no modifications to the amendment are 
recommended as a result of the submission. 
 

7.2 Water and wastewater provision  
 
The Water Corporation advises that the amendment is remote from the current 
urban front and existing and planned services. The Corporation has not scheduled 
funding in its capital investment program to facilitate service provision at this 
location. Any development of this land ahead of headworks infrastructure is 
regarded as pioneer development and the cost of extending water, wastewater 
and drainage infrastructure will need to be borne by the landowner. 
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Funding would need to be secured to bring forward significant capital projects for 
water and wastewater to meet the additional demand that would be generated by 
the development of the land. The Corporation is not able to prioritise the required 
capital projects to meet the timeframe for the development of this land. 
 
The Minister for Water has written to the Minister for Housing advising of 
preliminary cost estimates for headworks projects which would have to be funded 
by the DoH to facilitate the development of Keralup. 
 
The Corporation has scheduled the construction of a new wastewater treatment 
plant in the East Rockingham locality. It is anticipated that the first module of the 
plant will be commissioned at the end of 2015 and will serve Keralup. 
 
The WAPC has not proceeded with other rezoning of land to urban or urban 
deferred or lifting of urban deferment in the area of the proposed East Rockingham 
wastewater treatment facility. The Corporation raises concerns about the 
precedent of rezoning the subject land in the East Rockingham wastewater 
treatment plant catchment. 
 
WAPC Response 
 
The Corporation has advised the DoH that in order to increase the capacity for water 
and wastewater services in the Golden Bay Wastewater Treatment Plant catchment 
to service the proposed amendment on an interim basis, until the East Rockingham 
plant is operative, preliminary cost estimates indicate that approximately $31 million 
would be required to service the subject land.  

However, at this stage the Corporation does not have the necessary funding of 
capital infrastructure to increase the service delivery in the Golden Bay catchment to 
service the subject land. The Corporation has also advised the DoH that they would 
have to fund water and sewerage upgrades and extensions to facilitate the early 
development of Keralup. 

The Corporation has advised that the necessary upgrades, extensions and financial 
commitments by Government would be required to service the subject land. The DoH 
is aware of the servicing requirements, financial implications and timeframes to 
service this land. In these circumstances, the WAPC considers that it is appropriate 
for the subject land to be zoned urban deferred.   

The WAPC does not consider that the proposed amendment would set a precedent 
for other rezonings within the future East Rockingham wastewater treatment plant 
catchment. Keralup is identified as a ‘priority project’ in the Department of Premier 
and Cabinet’s Land Availability Working Group, and will contribute to the State 
Government's Housing Affordability Strategy. It is also noted that the DoH is 
preparing a submission to Cabinet on the delivery of key infrastructure for the 
development of Keralup. 

Therefore, prior to the lifting of urban deferment, the WAPC will require agreement 
from the Corporation that the land will be serviced by water and wastewater 
infrastructure. 

The submission is noted and no modifications to the amendment are recommended. 
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7.3 Environmental issues 
 
Submissions from the Peel Preservation Group Inc, Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC and 
Peel-Harvey Catchment Council have raised the following issues: 
 
• As some of the land is waterlogged, drainage and the need for fill will negatively 

impact on the wetlands and hydrology of the Serpentine River.   
 
• Remnant vegetation will be negatively impacted or cleared. 
 
• Acid sulfate soils will impact the site; and 
 
• The amendment should be referred to the Federal Department of Sustainability, 

Environment, Water, Populations and Communities for consideration under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 

 
WAPC Response 
 
• A District Water Management Strategy has been approved by the Department of 

Water (DoW) for the proposed amendment area. Drainage will continue to be 
addressed in the future stages of the planning process including the approval of a 
Local Water Management Strategy at the local structure planning stage and an 
Urban Water Management Plan at the subdivision stage.  

Wetlands within and abutting the proposed amendment area (e.g. the Serpentine 
River and Bush Forever site 394) are to be retained and protected. Wetlands and 
associated vegetation will be protected by the implementation of a 50 m buffer 
from conservation category wetlands and a 30 m buffer from resource 
enhancement wetlands. These buffers will be set aside as conservation areas to 
protect the wetlands. 

A preliminary concept earthworks design for the subject land has been 
undertaken to confirm the volume of material available on-site and the amount of 
material to be sourced off-site. Any shortfall of material will be sourced off-site 
and not from other locations within the Keralup landholding. Fill volumes will be 
determined in the future local structure planning and subdivision stages when 
more detailed investigations occur.  

• Remnant vegetation is limited within the proposed amendment area as the land 
has been primarily cleared for agricultural uses. Scattered remnant vegetation 
remains which is primarily associated with wetland areas. Areas of vegetation 
identified as in good to very good condition and better will be retained within POS 
where possible.  

A botanical survey of the amendment area has been undertaken which identified 
the vegetation as predominantly degraded to completely degraded. The areas of 
vegetation associated with the Serpentine River and other wetland areas within 
the subject land will be protected in accordance with wetland management plans 
to be considered in the future local scheme amendment and structure planning 
stages and implemented as conditions of subdivision and development approval.  

• An initial on-site investigation has been undertaken to determine the likely risk of 
encountering acid sulfate soils within the proposed amendment area. The 
majority of the site is classified as having low to medium risk of acid sulfate soils, 
with only minor areas of higher risk. Whatever the case, detailed acid sulfate soil 
investigations are typically undertaken prior to detailed planning and an acid 
sulfate soils management plan will be prepared and implemented if required. 
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• The DoH has advised that a referral to the Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Populations and Communities under the EPBC Act is being 
undertaken for the proposed amendment and will consider all matters of national 
environmental significance protected under the EPBC Act, including potential 
direct and indirect impacts to migratory species and the Peel Harvey Inlet (listed 
as a Ramsar site). 

The submissions are noted and no modifications to the amendment are 
recommended. 

 
 

8 Responses and determinations  
 

The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report. The objecting 
submissions are recommended to be noted. No modifications to the amendment are 
proposed. 
 
Requirements to be addressed prior to the lifting of urban deferment 
 
The WAPC considers that the following issues are to be addressed prior to the 
transfer of the amendment area to the urban zone: 

1. Agreement from the Water Corporation that the land can be serviced by water 
and wastewater infrastructure. 

2. Confirmation on the width of the future ORR reservation for Vine Road (extension 
of Paganoni Road). 

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

 
Regarding mosquito management, the WAPC considers, based on advice received, 
that the matter can be appropriately addressed in subsequent stages of the statutory 
planning process (some of which include public submission/consultation 
requirements). 
 

 
9 Coordination of region and local scheme amendments 
 

Section 126(3) of the Planning and Development Act 2005 allows for the concurrent 
amendment of a local planning scheme where land is to be transferred to the urban 
zone in the MRS. As no land is being zoned urban under the MRS, section 126(3) is 
not applicable.  

 
 
10 Conclusion and recommendation 
 

This report summarises the background to major Amendment 1218/41 and examines 
the various submissions made on it. 

 
The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the amendment as 
shown generally on figure 1 in schedule 3, and in detail on the MRS Amendment plan 
listed in appendix 1, should be approved and finalised. 
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As a State Government landholding, Keralup forms a key component of the 
Government's housing affordability strategy and will also contribute to ensuring an 
adequate supply of land to meet anticipated population growth in the southern 
metropolitan and Peel regions. Keralup also represents both an opportunity and a 
responsibility for government to demonstrate a high standard of urban design and 
amenity and the application of best practice management of drainage, mosquito and 
other environmental issues in the area. 

 
Having regard to the above, the WAPC recommends that the Minister for Planning 
presents the amendment to His Excellency the Governor for his consideration and 
approval and subsequently commend the amendment to both Houses of Parliament. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 1 
 
 

Alphabetical listing of submissions 



 
 

Alphabetical Listing of Submissions 
 

MRS Amendment 1218/41 
 

Keralup Stage 1 
 
 
Submission Number Name 

2 Education, Department of 
11 Environment and Conservation, Department of 
17 Health, Department of 
13 Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC 

1 Indigenous Affairs, Department of 
19 Landcorp 

7 Main Roads Western Australia 
16 Mandurah, City of 
15 Master Plan Consultants  

5 Mines and Petroleum, Department of 
20 Murray, Shire of 

4 Murray, William V 
10 Peel Preservation Group Inc 
18 Peel-Harvey Catchment Council Inc. 
14 Robbins, Lindsay 

9 Rockingham, City of 
21 South West Aboriginal Land & Sea Council  

8 Transport, Department of 
12 Water Corporation 

6 Water, Department of 
3 Western Power 

 
  
  
  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 2 
 
 

Summary of submissions and determinations 



  

 
 
Submission:     1 
 
Submitted by:     Department of Indigenous Affairs 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
A search of the Register of Aboriginal Sites has been undertaken for the area and 
Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) site 3582 (Serpentine River) is relevant to the 
amendment. It is also noted that a number of potential heritage sites were identified 
within the vicinity of the amendment. However, it is possible that there may be sites on 
the land that have not yet been entered onto the Register of Aboriginal Sites. The 
Aboriginal Heritage Act (AHA) protects all Aboriginal sites in Western Australia whether 
they are known to the DIA or not.  
 
The proponent is reminded of section 15 of the AHA which requires the disclosure of 
places suspected to be Aboriginal Heritage sites. Under the AHA the Aboriginal Cultural 
Material Committee (ACMC) has the ability to determine an Aboriginal Heritage site. 
 
The proponent will need to act with due diligence according to the nature of the activity 
undertaken and may require consultation with relevant Aboriginal groups, a search of the 
Register of Aboriginal Sites and the Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry System or a cultural and 
heritage survey. 
 
The proponent is encouraged to liaise with the DIA in order to help identify ways to 
minimise and avoid damage or disturbance of Aboriginal Heritage sites, which will assist 
to avoid delays in the subsequent planning stages. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.  The proponent has been advised of the above comments from the 
DIA which relate to the future detailed planning stages. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
  
 
Submission:     2 
 
Submitted by:     Department of Education 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Education has no objection to the amendment. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.   
 
 



  

Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     3 
 
Submitted by:     Western Power 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Western Power raises no objections the amendment and advises that any changes to 
the existing power system are the responsibility of the developer/s. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comment noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
  
 
Submission:     4 
 
Submitted by:     William Vincent Murray 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The submission provided comment on the need for additional stations along the Perth-
Mandurah railway and associated light rail proposals. In addition, advice was provided in 
regards to existing and recommended bus services in the south-west corridor of the 
metropolitan region. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
  
 
Submission:     5 
 
Submitted by: Department of Mines and Petroleum 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 



  

The Department of Mines and Petroleum raises no objections to the amendment. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     6 
 
Submitted by: Department of Water 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the amendment. The DoW 
notes that the provision of water and wastewater services will need to be resolved prior 
to the transfer of the land to the urban zone. 
 
The DoW advises that should alternative water sources be provided, then the existing 
District Water Management Strategy for Stage 1 will require substantial revision and will 
need to be undertaken prior to the transfer of the land to the urban zone.  
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 

 
Submission:     7 
 
Submitted by:     Main Roads WA 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Main Roads WA (MRWA) raises no objections to the amendment. MRWA has provided 
the following advice: 
 
• Paganoni Road (West of Freeway) should be reviewed to establish how future 

widening can be achieved. 
 
• A traffic impact assessment for the amendment has been received. However, a traffic 

impact assessment for a fully developed Keralup is required to establish the overall 
impacts.  
 



  

Planning Comment: 
 
The proponent has been advised of MRWA's comments which relate to future stages of 
the Keralup development and are to be taken into consideration in subsequent stages of 
the planning process. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
  
 
Submission:     8  
 
Submitted by: Department of Transport 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Department of Transport (DoT) has liaised with the Public Transport Authority and 
MRWA and raises no objections to the amendment. The DoT notes the issues raised by 
MRWA and recommends that they be addressed in subsequent stages of the planning 
process. 
 
Planning Comment: 
 
Comments noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     9 
 
Submitted by:     City of Rockingham 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 

 
The City of Rockingham supports the amendment subject to the other regional roads 
(ORR) reservation for Vine Road being satisfactorily justified. 
 
The Vine Road ORR reservation has been informed by the Keralup and Nambeelup 
Integrated Transport Study. The study recommends that high volume distributor roads 
have a profile that provides for dedicated transit lanes in the median, to cater for priority 
bus services or light rail, along with two lanes of traffic each way, a cycle way and verge 
within which pedestrian facilities will be provided. It also states that the reservation will 
provide for kerbside parking in centres. The width of the road reservation with kerbside 
parking was shown to be 48.8 m and 43.8 m without parking. 
 



  

The City advises that kerbside parking would not be appropriate for this section of 
Paganoni Road, as it would negatively impact the function of this high capacity road. 
Therefore, Paganoni Road is not a centre location where kerbside parking is warranted. 
 
It is recommended that the width of the Paganoni Road reservation not be supported 
without sufficient justification. It is requested that the City be given the opportunity to 
approve the proposed cross-section for Paganoni Road prior to the MRS Amendment 
proceeding. 
 
The Council resolved not to support subsequent planning stages until it is satisfied that 
the following issues have been resolved: 
 
1. The preparation of a binding infrastructure delivery programme that responds to the 

key development principles for Keralup and is supported by the relevant 
stakeholders.  

 
2. Confirmation of the proposed land delivery and project governance arrangements in 

order for various implementation issues to be clarified. 
 
3. The preparation of a local statutory governance framework to guide and regulate the 

entire proposed Keralup development. 
 
4. A suitable sub-regional planning context within which to consider Keralup. 
 
5. The demonstration that Keralup Stage 1 can function as a self-contained entity. 

 
Planning Comment:  
 
The landowner has prepared an indicative cross section for the Vine Road ORR 
reservation. The design seeks to demonstrate how the ORR reservation is to 
accommodate the anticipated traffic flows and future services for the ultimate 
development of Keralup (east of Serpentine River). The 47 m wide reservation width is 
based on four lanes of traffic and two dedicated public transport lanes. It is also noted 
that no kerbside parking is being proposed with the ORR reservation. 

An integrated transport strategy has been prepared for the entire Keralup District 
Structure Plan (DSP) area. Sub-regional traffic modelling and the impacts of sub-regional 
traffic movements are being considered, and the landowner is continuing to work on sub-
regional traffic modelling and its implications. 

As the land is being zoned urban deferred, there is an opportunity prior to the lifting of 
urban deferment to further refine the ORR reservation width for Vine Road. If any 
additional land is identified for road widening purposes, it can remain in the urban 
deferred zone, to be reserved as ORR reservation in a future MRS amendment, while 
the balance of the land can be transferred to the urban zone. 
 
In relation to the requirements to be addressed in the subsequent planning stages, the 
following has been provided: 
 
1 - 3.  Prior to the lifting of urban deferment confirmation from the Water Corporation will 

be required that the site can be serviced with water and wastewater 
infrastructure.   

 
It is also noted that prior to the lifting of urban deferment, confirmation will be 
required on an infrastructure delivery program and governance framework 



  

responding to the key development principles of the Keralup land for future 
implementation. 

 
4.   The South Metropolitan Peel Structure Plan is being prepared by the Department 

of Planning for the south-west corridor of the Perth metropolitan area. The 
landowner is also preparing the Keralup DSP for the entire Keralup development.  

 
The above structure plans will provide the context and further detailed guidance 
for the development of entire Keralup estate and the south-west corridor in 
general. It is also noted that the development of Keralup has been identified in 
previous WAPC endorsed district structure plans for a number of years. 

 
5. The WAPC initiated the proposed amendment for Keralup Stage 1 having regard 

to the size and scale of the site and its future development. The Keralup DSP will 
provide the more detailed planning framework for the development of the entire 
Keralup estate.   

Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     10 
 
Submitted by:     Peel Preservation Group Inc 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION 
 
The Peel Preservation Group (PPG) objects to the amendment. In 1996 and 2006 the 
PPG objected to the unsuitability of development in this location. Between 35,000 –
90,000 people are proposed to be located at this site and if lots were an average of 
650 m2, there would an even greater number of people living here. 
 
The site is located in close proximity to the Serpentine River. Building pads will need at 
least 1 m of soil and will require the removal of sand from higher areas. This would have 
serious impacts on the hydrology of the area. 
 
Photographs have been taken indicating water on paddocks in areas further away from 
(and higher than) the Serpentine River. Drainage will be a problem and all run-off will 
flow into a compromised river and estuary. 
 
Since 1996, the situation has deteriorated as follows: 
 
• The area of viable wetlands has been decreased. 
 
• The pollution of the Serpentine River is at a dangerous level and will further pollute 

the estuary. 
 
• It is becoming more difficult to find remnant vegetation. 
 



  

• The Department of Health has advised of the increasing risk of mosquito borne 
viruses at these locations. The imposition of mosquito memorials is not an 
appropriate solution. 

 
Given the surrounding location there is a high probability of acid sulfate soils being 
present. Groundwater is also likely to be magnesium and iron rich and not potable. 

 
Traffic issues are of concern and have been underestimated, unless a second access to 
Mandurah Road (with traffic lights) is installed. 

 
Nearby coastal residents raise concern that Keralup residents will access their smaller 
beaches, which do not have the facilities for additional residents. 

 
Other environmental groups (The Wetlands Conservation Society) also raise concerns 
regarding the suitability of development at Keralup. Given the irreversible impacts from 
such a development, it would be better to build a wind farm to provide cheaper green 
power to the district. 
 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Refer to Parts 7.1 and 7.3 of the Report on Submissions. 

It is not expected that a significant increase in traffic and congestion problems will result 
from the development of the subject land. However, traffic impacts from the entire 
Keralup development on the surrounding road network are being considered in 
conjunction with relevant stakeholders as part of the Keralup DSP and the Southern 
Metropolitan Peel Structure Plan.   

In relation to the potential impact on the nearby beaches from the proposed 
development, the use and enjoyment of the Peel region's beaches are not exclusive to 
existing or nearby residents, and are considered an important community asset which 
can be used by all existing and future residents. 
 
The proposed amendment has been identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan and Peel 
Sub-regional Strategy as an ‘Urban Expansion Area 2011-2015’. Furthermore, Keralup 
(under its former name, ‘Amarillo’) has been previously identified for development 
purposes in the WAPC approved South-West Corridor Structure Plan 1993 and the Inner 
Peel Region Structure Plan 1997. Changing the use of the site to a wind farm is not 
considered to be an appropriate or compatible use.  
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     11 
 
Submitted by: Department of Environment and 

Conservation 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
 



  

COMMENT 
 
The Department of Environment and Conservation’s (DEC) comments, summarised, are 
as follow: 
 
Proposed regional park 
 
The Department of Housing (DoH) has liaised with DEC regarding the potential for it to 
manage land within Keralup as a regional park. DEC is supportive of the concept, 
subject to the resolution of funding arrangements for park management. The northern, 
eastern and southern boundaries of the subject site define the boundary between Stage 
1 of the development and the proposed Lower Serpentine River Regional Park.   
 
Native vegetation and flora 
 
The DEC requests that a new flora and vegetation survey of all potentially affected areas 
be conducted by a suitably qualified environmental consultant, in accordance with the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) Guidance Statement No. 51 – Terrestrial 
Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment in Western 
Australia. The survey should be conducted prior to structure planning. The DEC concurs 
with the EPA’s advice and recommendations requesting the proponent to prepare and 
implement an outline development plan and appropriate management plans, including a 
flora and fauna management plan and a Serpentine River foreshore management plan. 
 
The DEC recommends that remnant vegetation within the subject site be retained and 
incorporated into future development, where possible. Any proposed clearing of native 
vegetation requires a clearing permit obtained from DEC, unless of a kind that is exempt 
in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 
 
Native vegetation, in particular the vegetation identified as being suitable foraging habitat 
for the threatened Carnaby’s black cockatoo should be retained. 
 
Fauna management 
 
Bush Forever site 394 serves as a habitat for a variety of native fauna, which the 
proposed scheme amendment has the potential to impact upon, as development 
proceeds. The area contains foraging habitat and possibly breeding habitat for the 
Carnaby’s black cockatoo. The DEC requests that, prior to any future structure planning, 
the proponent undertakes a detailed fauna survey in accordance with EPA Guidance 
Statement No. 56 – Terrestrial Fauna Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment in 
Western Australia.  
 
The proponent should also contact the Commonwealth Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities to determine their responsibilities 
under the EPBC Act. 

 
Wetland management and buffers 
 
In accordance with EPA Guidance Statement No. 33 – Environmental Guidance for 
Planning and Development, the DEC recommends that all reasonable measures are 
taken to minimise the potential impacts on resource enhancement wetlands and their 
buffers.  
 



  

DEC advises that the (adjacent) Serpentine River and floodplain is classified as a 
conservation category wetland and advice should be sought from DoW in relation to 
adequate buffers, drainage and impacts from development. 
 
In planning for any future structure plan or subdivision, it should be noted that no 
drainage infrastructure is to be placed within the adjacent Serpentine River and 
floodplain, nor is there to be any direct discharge of drainage waters (including road 
drainage) into the adjacent Serpentine River.  
 
Boundary interface treatment (future conservation areas)  
 
The landowner should ensure there is a perimeter road and adequate fencing between 
the development site and areas retained for conservation. DEC recommends that the 
width of any perimeter road is adequate to accommodate all road and drainage 
infrastructure. No vegetation, earth spoil or any other debris is to be stored or disposed 
of within the boundary of any future conservation area. 
 
Weed control 
 
In order to protect the conservation values of the surrounding area, the proponent should 
ensure that flora species known to be invasive or environmentally damaging are not 
used in any landscaping as they may spread into the adjacent conservation areas. 
 
Fire management 
 
All necessary fire management requirements should be provided for within the subject 
site, in accordance with the draft Planning for Bushfire Protection Guidelines and any 
other relevant policies. The DEC requests the provision of a perimeter road to provide 
adequate separation between conservation areas and urban development.   
 
Midge and mosquito management 
 
The potential for the subject site to be affected by midge plagues should be considered 
when determining future subdivision applications. In other cases where urban 
development is proposed in close proximity to wetlands on the Swan Coastal Plain, 
information has been provided warning residents of the potential nuisance problems of 
midges. In addition, the subject site is located in close proximity to mosquito breeding 
areas. DEC notes that the proponent has prepared a mosquito management strategy 
and that discussions are continuing between the proponent and the Department of 
Health in relation to the management of mosquitoes. 
 
Acid sulfate soil management 
 
DEC records show a portion of the subject site as having known ‘high to moderate’ risk 
of acid sulfate soils occurring within three metres of the natural soil surface or deeper. 
Therefore it is likely an acid sulfate soils management plan will be required. In 
accordance with EPA recommendations, the proponent is required to prepare and 
implement management plans, including an acid sulfate soils management plan. 
 
Possible environmental offsets 
 
Provided the development of the land within the subject area is considered to be 
environmentally acceptable, the DEC would be prepared to assist in negotiations with 
the proponent regarding the possible development of environmental offsets for any 
residual impacts.  



  

Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.   Refer to Parts 7.1 and 7.3 of the Report on Submissions. 
 
The proponent has been advised of the DEC's comments, many of which will be 
considered in subsequent stages of the planning process such as the local scheme 
amendment and structure planning stages, and may require subdivision and 
development approval conditions. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     12  
 
Submitted by:     Water Corporation 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION 
 
The Water Corporation does not support the amendment as it is remote from the 
current urban front and from existing and planned services. This land will be costly to 
service and is distant from existing water and wastewater infrastructure. 
 
The Corporation has not scheduled funding on its capital investment program to 
facilitate service provision to urban development at this location. Any development of 
this land ahead of headworks infrastructure is regarded as pioneer development, and 
the cost of extending water, wastewater and drainage infrastructure will need to be 
borne by the proponent. 
 
As Keralup is isolated from water and wastewater headworks infrastructure with the 
capacity to provide services to the site, funding would need to be secured to bring 
forward significant capital projects for water and wastewater in order to meet the 
additional demand that would be generated by the development of the subject land. In 
view of the current constraints on the Corporation’s capital budget, the Corporation is 
not able to prioritize the required capital projects to meet the timeframe for the 
development of this land. 
 
The Minister for Water has written to the Minister for Housing advising that a 
preliminary cost estimate indicates that headworks projects in the order of $30 million 
would have to be funded by the Department of Housing in order to facilitate the early 
development of Keralup. 
 
The Water Corporation has scheduled the construction of a new wastewater treatment 
plant in the East Rockingham locality. It is anticipated that the first module of the plant 
will be commissioned around the end of 2015 and will serve Keralup. 
 
The Corporation has advised of the risks associated with any increase in demand on 
the existing Point Peron Wastewater Treatment Plan (WWTP). The Corporation has 
requested the WAPC to place a moratorium on further urban rezoning, until there is 
greater certainty regarding the approvals and construction timeframes for the East 
Rockingham WWTP.  
 



  

The WAPC has not proceeded with other rezoning of land or lifting of urban deferment 
in this area. Therefore, the Corporation is concerned about the precedent that would 
be set if the WAPC supports the proposed rezoning ahead of other privately owned 
landholdings in the East Rockingham WWTP catchment. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7.2 of the Report on Submissions. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     13  
 
Submitted by:     Hon. Lynn MacLaren MLC 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION 
 
The submission does not support the rezoning of the land as there are a number of 
issues which remain unresolved and requests the WAPC defer the amendment to allow 
the public to consider all aspects of the entire Keralup development. 
 
The submission advises that it is of concern that the proposed West Keralup MRS 
amendment report is not publicly available as the EPA has set their level of assessment 
based on this document. The Keralup DSP and the South Metropolitan Peel Structure 
Plan are to be released for public comment in the second half of 2012, therefore the 
amendment should be deferred until these documents have been considered by the 
public. 
 
The following issues are also raised: 
 
1. Bush Forever site 394 is affected by the amendment. While there is a net gain of 

6.47 ha, it is unclear what the total impact (including on the Serpentine River and 
wetlands) will be, given the proposed bridge crossings. 

 
2. It is unclear why the realignment of the Kwinana Freeway is necessary and the 

associated change to Bush Forever site 394. 
 
3. There will be considerable community concerns if road widening (as suggested by 

the City of Rockingham) impacts Bush Forever site 395 which includes Paganoni 
Swamp.  Without the Keralup DSP it is impossible to determine the full impacts. 

 
4. Stage 1 of Keralup will be without major community facilities until subsequent 

stages of Keralup occur. The community at this site may have to wait for a 
considerable period of time until further stages are developed with community 
facilities as significant environmental and transport issues are to be resolved. The 
community should not be forced to be totally reliant on car transport while facilities 
become available and transport connections are established. 

 
5. No information is provided on the sustainability of the site having regard to social, 

environmental and economic considerations. 



  

6. Residents will be substantially impacted by mosquitoes. 
 
7. Keralup has been identified in the State Government’s Affordability Housing 

Strategy as a priority residential project. It is unclear if this is the intent for Stage 1. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
The WAPC does not consider that the proposed amendment should be deferred pending 
the release of the draft South Metropolitan Peel Structure Plan and the Keralup DSP. 
The proposed amendment has been identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan and Peel 
Sub-regional Strategy as an ‘Urban Expansion Area 2011-2015’. Furthermore, Keralup 
(formally known as Amarillo) has been previously identified for development purposes in 
the WAPC approved South-West Corridor Structure Plan 1993 and the Inner Peel 
Region Structure Plan 1997. 
 
The proposed amendment is being zoned urban deferred, and no development can 
occur until the subject land has been transferred to the urban zone. In this regard, the 
landowner will need to comply with the Guidelines for the Lifting of Urban Deferment, 
which amongst other matters refers to planning for the locality being sufficiently 
advanced to guide future development. 
 
The MRS amendment documentation provided by the landowner (which remains the 
property of the landowner) has informed the initiation of the MRS Amendment Report 
which has been referred to the EPA for a level of assessment. The EPA set their level of 
assessment as ‘Scheme Amendment Not Assessed - Advice Given (no appeals)’. The 
EPA's level of assessment and advice was publicly available in the advertised 
Amendment Report. 

In relation to the other issues above, the following comments are provided: 

1, 2. Bridge crossings do not form part of the proposed amendment and will be 
considered in future stages of Keralup (east of the Serpentine River).  

Bush Forever site 394 has been rationalised to correct an anomaly in the MRS as 
the Kwinana Freeway is not constructed within the existing primary regional roads 
reservation at this location. Therefore, this modification does not change the 
existing on-site situation. 

3. Preliminary investigations into the future widening of Paganoni Road has been 
undertaken to inform the proposed MRS amendment. The widening of Paganoni 
Road is not required as a result of the proposed amendment.  

The future widening of Paganoni Road is to be addressed as part of the Keralup 
DSP and the South Metropolitan Peel Structure Plan which will be subject to 
separate public consultation periods. It is also noted that any road widening will 
need to be in accordance with relevant State and Federal environmental legislation. 

4. A community needs assessment is being undertaken that addresses community 
related requirements resulting from the overall Keralup development and the 
resulting internal and external supply required to meet this demand. The provision 
of community infrastructure for the proposed amendment area will be considered 
as the population expands, as these types of facilities are triggered when 
appropriate population triggers are reached. 



  

5. Sustainability has been recognised as a key consideration of the planning and 
development of Keralup. A sustainability strategy is being prepared for Keralup that 
will focus on environmental sustainability with reference to social and economic 
outcomes and provide strategies and actions required at each stage of the planning 
and development process. 

6. Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions. 

7. The DoH confirms that Keralup will contribute to the State Government's Housing 
Affordability Strategy. 

Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     14 
 
Submitted by: Lindsay Robbins 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT 
 
The submitter supports the amendment as follows: 
 
• The amendment promotes the sustainable use and development of land in 

accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005 and the requirements of 
Parliament. 

 
• It is consistent with Directions 2031 and Beyond and the key themes of being 

responsible and making the best use of land and infrastructure, being part of the 
strategic urban expansion programme and it is consistent with orderly and proper 
planning. 

 
Planning Comment:  
 
Support noted.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     15 
 
Submitted by: Masterplan consultants on behalf of a 

landowner 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
Masterplan consultants on behalf of the Kelliher family raise no objections to the 
amendment. The Kelliher family own 770 ha of land located in North 



  

Ravenswood/Nambeelup and lodged a submission on the Peel Region Scheme (PRS) in 
1999 advising of their intention to urbanise the land. 
 
In December 2003, the former Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) 
acknowledged the potential rezoning of the southern portion of the subject land (the area 
between Rogers, Paterson and Old Mandurah Roads). The DPI advised that completion 
of a number of investigations would be required prior to rezoning the land under the 
PRS. 
 
In 2005 the DPI advised that any PRS rezoning would need to be contemplated in the 
context of the review of the Inner Peel Region Structure Plan. Since 2006 the 
DPI/Department of Planning (DoP) has advised that the WAPC will not 
accept/contemplate a PRS amendment, pending completion of the strategic planning 
framework for this location. This has been occurring for six years by the WAPC. 
 
1. It is concerning that the WAPC is advising private landowners that it will not 

contemplate proposals for rezoning, while concurrently contemplating Government 
proposals such as Keralup. 

 
2. The subject land is environmentally unconstrained, is in a better strategic location 

than Keralup and directly abuts existing urban zoned (developed) land and state 
planning agencies are aware of the landowners’ intention to seek rezoning. It is 
inappropriate that these agencies do not accept the rezoning of the site, while 
preferential treatment is provided for a Government landholding. 

 
3. The Keralup rezoning is acknowledged. However, it is noted that there are significant 

concerns with the development of the eastern portion, while there are landowners 
with less constrained land. Therefore, consideration of further rezonings east of the 
Serpentine River should be deferred until other land, such as the Kelliher 
landholdings, have been considered. 

 
4. The WAPC should advise whether it is prepared to consider private landowner 

proposals or defer any further consideration of Keralup to ensure equity amongst 
landowners.  

 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
1 - 3. The proposed amendment has been identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan and 

Peel Sub-regional Strategy as an ‘Urban Expansion Area 2011-2015’. Keralup 
(formally known as Amarillo) has been identified for development purposes in the 
WAPC endorsed South-West Corridor Structure Plan 1993 and the Inner Peel 
Region Structure Plan 1997 for a number of years.  

Keralup is identified as a ‘priority project’ by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet’s Land Availability Working Group. The DoH confirms that the proposed 
amendment will contribute to the State Government's housing affordability strategy 
and is preparing a submission to Cabinet on the delivery of associated key 
infrastructure for Keralup. A DSP is also being prepared which will provide the 
context and further detailed guidance for development of the entire Keralup project.  



  

The proposed amendment request was accompanied by a range of studies which 
have been assessed by relevant state government agencies and the City of 
Rockingham. The WAPC considered all the advice received and the advanced 
strategic planning context of the site and recommended that the subject land be 
transferred to the urban deferred zone. The EPA subsequently set its level of 
assessment as ‘Scheme Amendment Not Assessed - Advice Given (no appeals)’, 
and provided other advice for consideration in future stages of the planning 
process. 

The WAPC notes that the landowner has been consulting with the DPI/DoP for a 
number of years on the development potential of the subject land. However at this 
stage, the submitter’s land has not been identified for urban purposes in previous 
or current strategic planning documents compared to the Keralup site such as the 
draft Outer Metropolitan and Peel Sub-regional Strategy.  

4. No MRS/PRS amendment requests have been received for the balance of Keralup 
(east of the Serpentine River). However, any proposed region scheme requests 
would be considered on their merits, having regard to the statutory and strategic 
planning context of the site. 

 
The WAPC is currently undertaking investigations to identify future urban precincts 
within the metropolitan and Peel regions. In this regard, a Southern Metropolitan 
and Peel Structure Plan is to be released for public comment in mid 2013 which will 
identify future urban precincts in the southern metropolitan and Peel regions. It is 
therefore recommended that the submitter await the release of this plan for further 
strategic guidance. Preparation of the plan will include a public consultation 
process.  

 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     16 
 
Submitted by:     City of Mandurah 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 

 
The City of Mandurah has advised that without the context of the sub-regional planning 
framework or draft District Structure Plan the amendment presents as being located in 
an area that is significantly isolated from existing urban zoned and developed land. 
 
The City recommends that the following be required prior to the transfer of the land to the 
urban zone: 
 
1. There is a government commitment to the Karnup railway station. 
 
2. Demonstration that urban development will result in an improvement to water quality 

and health of the Serpentine River and there are satisfactory arrangements for 
mosquito management. 

 



  

3. Progression of a satisfactory sub-regional planning context that determines that the 
land can be developed and serviced for urban purposes as an urban footprint. It 
should include such items as: employment locations, transport and movement 
infrastructure and social infrastructure. 

 
4. Demonstration that there is a whole of government approach to delivery of the above 

commitments. 
 
Planning Comment:  
1. The Public Transport for Perth 2031 document has identified Karnup Station as a 

stage one project, with construction to be completed within the next five to ten years. 
The Department of Planning has also established a Steering Committee to progress 
the planning for an urban Transit Oriented Development at Karnup Station.  

Therefore, it is considered that the Public Transport for Perth 2031 provides sufficient 
guidance on the timing of a station at Karnup, and it would not be appropriate to 
defer the future transfer of the subject land to the urban zone pending any further 
commitment on this issue.   

2. Refer to Parts 7.1 and 7.3 of the Report on Submissions. 

3. The proposed amendment has been identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan and 
Peel Sub-regional Strategy as an ‘Urban Expansion Area 2011-2015’. Furthermore, 
Keralup (formally known as Amarillo) has been previously identified for development 
purposes in the WAPC approved South-West Corridor Structure Plan 1993 and the 
Inner Peel Region Structure Plan 1997. 

The subject land is proposed to be transferred to the urban deferred zone and no 
development can occur until the subject land has been transferred to the urban zone. 
In this regard, the landowner will need to comply with the Guidelines for the Lifting of 
Urban Deferment, which amongst other matters, refers to planning for the locality 
being sufficiently advanced to guide future development and the requirement for 
structure planning to be sufficiently advanced. 

4. The Keralup project is identified by the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s Land 
Availability Working Group as a ‘priority project’, and the Department of Housing is 
progressing the planning of the site as a priority.  

In addition, DoH is currently preparing a submission to Cabinet that will look to 
confirm government support for the project and commitment to the delivery of 
associated key infrastructure at Keralup.  

Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     17 
 
Submitted by:     Department of Health 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
 



  

OBJECTION 
 
The Department of Health does not support the proposed amendment as the risk to 
public health from mosquito-borne diseases would be unacceptably high. Mosquito 
management strategies would only be partially effective, at best, and some treatments 
may be rejected by environmental managers due to adverse impacts on non-target 
organisms. 
 
The Department of Health along with advice from the local government maintain that 
despite the best efforts of mosquito management strategies, current and future workers 
and residents in this location will be at significant risk from mosquito-borne diseases. It is 
not acceptable to propose development in such a location on the assumption that 
mosquito management will be achievable and effective. 
 
The location of the Keralup development presents a serious health risk due to its 
proximity to extensive areas of saltmarsh and freshwater wetlands that regularly breed 
Ross River virus (RRV) mosquitoes. On-site breeding of mosquitoes (in constructed 
water bodies and associated water management infrastructure) may be manageable if 
the appropriate strategies are planned and implemented, with ongoing, dedicated 
funding and resources.  
 
It will not be possible to effectively manage mosquitoes breeding off-site to acceptable 
levels for a significant part of most years. This statement is made knowing the difficulty of 
achieving reliable control elsewhere in the Peel region, despite the existence of a costly, 
integrated mosquito program undertaken by local governments in collaboration with 
Department of Health. 
 
This financial year (1 July - 30 December 2011) there have been nine cases of RRV and 
three cases of Barmah Forest virus (BFV) reported in the City of Rockingham. Last 
financial year, 31 cases of RRV and seven cases of BFV were reported in the City of 
Rockingham. 
 
The locality of Greenfields is close to extensive natural mosquito breeding areas along 
the Serpentine River, and the attack rate would be indicative of what might be expected 
to occur at Keralup. If the Greenfields figures were applied to the entire Keralup 
development, approximately 174 cases of RRV would be expected in a year. The 
proponents of the development and approving agencies must determine whether such a 
public health impact is acceptable. 
 
The Department of Health consistently recommends against further development within 
already-existing communities that are known to experience similar mosquito impacts. As 
Keralup is a new project there is the opportunity to decide against proceeding with it 
based on potential adverse impacts. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.  Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions.   
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 
 



  

Submission:     18  
 
Submitted by:     Peel-Harvey Catchment Council Inc. 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
OBJECTION 
 
The Peel-Harvey Catchment Council raises the following concerns:   
 
• Surface and groundwater management. 
 
• The alteration of the area from a nutrient sink to a nutrient source. 
 
• The lower Serpentine River is in very poor condition, additional nutrient sources will 

have a significant impact, as will the pressure for recreational access and use 
which will be an expectation of the proposed Keralup residents. 

 
• Mosquitoes will impact on residents who will have an expectation for chemical 

control, increasing pressure for use of pollutants for mosquito control. 
 
• Setting of a precedent for the whole of the proposed Keralup development, which is 

not reflective of the land capability of this area.  
 
The rapid and ongoing loss and deterioration of wetlands throughout the Swan Coastal 
Plain is of concern. The few areas wetlands need to be protected and enhanced rather 
than continue the trend of clearing and filling, followed by limited capital investment to try 
to protect the quality of the remaining waterways, including the Ramsar listed Peel-
Yalgorup system. 
 
The Peel-Yalgorup system is a wetland of international importance under the Convention 
on Wetlands (Ramsar, 1971) and is also listed under JAMBA, CAMBA and ROKAMBA.  
There are 39 migratory species listed under the EPBC Act that are known to visit the 
Peel-Yalgorup system and numerous listed threatened species and communities. The 
lower Serpentine has been nominated as an extension to the Ramsar system and the 
quality of water flowing from the Serpentine has a major impact on the health of the Peel 
Inlet and Harvey Estuary section of the Ramsar system. 
 
Therefore placing up to 98,000 people at the top of the Serpentine catchment, effectively 
changing it from a nutrient sink to a major nutrient source, is unacceptable and should be 
referred to the Commonwealth for consideration under the EPBC Act. The EPBC Act 
considers nine matters of national environmental significance, including the ecological 
character of Ramsar sites. Limits of acceptable change for the Peel-Inlet and Harvey 
Estuary are prescribed for the key components and processes of the wetlands. Any 
actions that are likely to have an impact on the Peel-Yalgorup system would be 
considered controlled actions under the EPBC Act. 
 
Reliance on future management plans, offsets and mitigation are ineffective, as 
demonstrated by the already declining state of all measurable indicators for the Estuary 
and Rivers, Catchment and Ramsar Assets. 
 
Over-extraction of Peel’s groundwater is already having a detrimental effect on 
threatened flora and fauna, ecological communities and wetlands throughout the subject 



  

area, and this impact is likely to be exacerbated in the future by a growing population 
and drying climate. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Refer to Parts 7.1 and 7.3 of the Report on Submissions.   
 
It is not considered that the proposed amendment would set a precedent in relation to 
land capability for the entire Keralup development. Separate MRS and PRS 
amendments will need to be submitted for the balance of Keralup. These amendments 
will be assessed by relevant government agencies, such as the EPA, DEC and DoW in 
order to inform the land’s suitability for development. It is acknowledged that there are 
land capability constraints affecting the balance of Keralup, and further studies are being 
undertaken by the landowner to inform the extent and nature of development.  

The proposal was considered by the EPA which determined the proposed amendment 
should not be assessed under Part IV Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. The EPA is of the view that the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
rezoning are of a type that can be adequately managed through subsequent stages of 
the planning process.  

The EPA recommends that the corresponding amendment to the City of Rockingham 
TPS No. 2, should include scheme provisions requiring the preparation and 
implementation of an outline development plan and appropriate management plans. The 
management plans will include mitigation strategies, monitoring and evaluation, 
performance and compliance reporting and auditing, contingency plans and timing and 
implementation schedules. 

The management plans will be prepared and implemented as a requirement of approval 
at the appropriate stages of the planning approvals process and the management 
commitments will therefore need to be implemented in accordance with these plans. 

Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     19 
 
Submitted by:     LandCorp 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
SUPPORT 
 
LandCorp advises: 
 
• The site has been identified as a discrete cell of the Keralup estate and is a cleared 

parcel of land in close proximity to services and infrastructure. 
 
• The land is less environmentally constrained than the balance of the Keralup 

estate. 
 
• 1500 dwellings can be developed which does represent a logical first stage of 

development given the informal level of assessment by the EPA. 



  

• The only issue preventing the zoning of land to urban is the provision of wastewater 
services which is a limiting factor in the south-west of the metropolitan region. This 
includes LandCorp’s land in Karnup. 

 
• The resolution of the East Rockingham WWTP issue is of State significance and 

needs to be resolved to unlock the development potential of the south-west corridor 
of the Perth metropolitan region. 

 
• The pursuit of development in this corridor will assist in the WAPC in formalising 

the broader urban development of this area in the upcoming Perth and Peel 
Structure Plan. 

 
Planning Comment:  
 
Support noted. 
 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission:     20 
 
Submitted by:     Shire of Murray 
 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The Shire of Murray advises that although the amendment is located within the City of 
Rockingham, there are broader planning implications for the establishment of a new 
urban community that could accommodate 90,000 people over the next 40-50 years. 
 
The Shire notes that the DoH is completing a draft Keralup DSP and the Shire sits on the 
Keralup Project Coordination Group to assist in the assessment of the draft Keralup 
DSP. However, there does not appear to be a clear indication of State Government 
commitment or support to deliver the necessary infrastructure to support the proposed 
development. 
 
The provision of public transport to service the amendment area has not been confirmed, 
and the provision of a rail station at Karnup remains in doubt. Therefore there is the need 
for a public transport plan to be developed for the Keralup development.  
 
The Shire acknowledges that a comprehensive range of community facilities will be 
provided within the Keralup activity centre and appropriate infrastructure funding 
arrangements will be needed with local government. 
 
The Shire has concerns with the proposed land delivery model and project governance 
arrangements to be applied to ensure that the first stage of development is sustainable 
as a self contained entity and that future development can be administered. 
 
The Shire notes that the EPA recommends that a corresponding Amendment to City of 
Rockingham's TPS No. 2 should include Scheme provisions requiring preparation of an 



  

Outline Development Plan and various management plans. It is queried why no Fire 
Management Plan or Construction Management Plan have been requested. 
 
Department of Health has advised that the subject land is located in close proximity to 
areas of saltmarsh and fresh water wetlands which have potential to provide off site 
mosquito breeding areas. Although a mosquito management strategy is to be prepared, 
the Shire raises concern on the impact on future residents and the need for increased 
resourcing to manage the mosquito hazard. 
 
The Shire considers that no decision should be made to lift the urban deferment at a 
future date until sub-regional planning has been assessed. Some work has progressed 
on the South Metropolitan and Peel Sub-regional Structure Plan but there are many 
issues still unresolved or not finalised. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions. 

The Keralup project is identified in the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s Land 
Availability Working Group as a ‘priority project’, and the DoH is progressing the planning 
of the site as a priority.  

In addition, DoH is currently preparing a submission to Cabinet that will seek to confirm 
government support for the project and commitment to the delivery of associated key 
infrastructure at Keralup. It is also noted that prior to the lifting of urban deferment, 
confirmation will be required on an infrastructure delivery program and governance 
framework responding to the key development principles of the Keralup land for future 
implementation. 

The Public Transport for Perth 2031 plan has identified Karnup Station as a stage one 
project, with construction to be completed within the next five to ten years. The 
Department of Planning has also established a Steering Committee to progress the 
planning for an urban Transit Oriented Development adjoining Karnup Station. 
Therefore, it is considered that the Public Transport for Perth 2031 document provides 
sufficient guidance on the timing of a station at Karnup, and it would not be appropriate 
to defer the future transfer of the subject land to the urban zone pending any further 
commitment on this issue.  

In relation to issues regarding the requirements for fire and construction management 
plans, such issues are considered in the future planning stages such as the local 
scheme amendment, structure planning and the subdivision and development approval 
stages.  
 
The WAPC initiated the proposed amendment having regard to the size and scale of the 
site and its future development. The Keralup DSP will provide the more detailed planning 
framework for the development of all of the Keralup estate. However, it is not envisaged 
that the Keralup DSP and the Southern Metropolitan Peel Structure Plan would need to 
be finalised prior to the transfer of the land to the urban zone. However, consideration of 
this issue would be considered on its merits as part of a future planning process. 

 
Determination: 
 
Submission noted. 
 
 
 



  

Submission:     21 
 
Submitted by: South West Aboriginal Land & Sea 

Council 
Summary of Submission: 
 
COMMENT 
 
The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) advised that the 
amendment was tabled at the Gnaala Booja working party and named applicants.  
It has been requested that a heritage survey be conducted prior to the amendment being 
finalised. 
 
Planning Comment:  
 
Comments noted.   
 
The landowner has advised that an Aboriginal Heritage Assessment involving members 
of the Gnaala Karla Booja Native Title Claim Group has been finalised. This assessment 
has been provided to SWALSC, Department of Indigenous Affairs and survey participant 
groups. The report identifies three previously registered and three newly recorded 
Aboriginal sites, located within the entire Keralup estate. The report also recorded an 
historical Aboriginal camp site near an adjoining property to the north. 

The landowner intends that this study will be submitted as part of a Section 18 
application under the Aboriginal Heritage Act for consent to use the land for the purpose 
of developing Keralup. 

Determination: 
 
Submission noted 
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The amendment figure as advertised
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Appendix 1 
 
 

List of detail plans as advertised 



Keralup Stage 1  
 

Proposed Major Amendment 
 

Amendment 1218/41 
 

As advertised 
 

3.2400/1 
 
 
 
Detail Plan 
 
1.5698  - Keralup  Urban Deferred 
 
 
 
Land Requirement Plans 
 
1.2186/3 - Kwinana Freeway – Anstey Road to Lot 514 
 
1.2187/2 - Kwinana Freeway – Lot 514 to MRS Boundary 
 
1.2897/2 - Paganoni Road – Mandurah Road to Kwinana Freeway 
 
1.5699  - Vine Road – Kwinana Freeway to Lot 551 
 
 
 
Changes Plans 
 
1.7129  - Kwinana Freeway – Anstey Road to Lot 514 
 
1.7130  - Kwinana Freeway – Lot 514 to MRS Boundary 
 
1.7131  - Paganoni Road – Mandurah Road to Kwinana Freeway 
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28.05.2012 1 Kelliher, Kerr 

Mr Scott Kerr and Mr Shane Kelliher 
representing the Kelliher Family 

 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Welcome, gentlemen.  Can I declare this hearings committee meeting 
open and can I acknowledge the traditional owners and custodians of the land on which we 
are meeting.  I don't know whether you've met all the committee members before.  Obviously 
all the names are in front of you, so probably do not need to formally introduce them. 
 
MR KERR:   Sorry, I should turn this off first. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   That's all right.  If you'd like to introduce yourselves for the record? 
 
MR KERR:   Certainly.  Scott Kerr and Shane Kelliher.  We are representing the Kelliher 
family.  I will just say my piece. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Yeah, carry on. 
 
MR KERR:   Thank you.   Yes, representing the Kelliher family, the owners of a large 
landholding located in North Ravenswood, Nambeelup, midway between Mandurah and 
Pinjarra. 
 
The Kelliher family first identified its intention to pursue development of its land in a 
submission on the proposed Peel Region Scheme in 1999.  Subsequently and in particular 
since 2003, the family has maintained a continuing dialogue with the Department of Planning 
and Shire of Murray in reference to the potential rezoning of its land for urban purposes. 
 
Over the course of the last 12 to 18 months, the department has advised that it is not 
prepared to consider any proposal for rezoning and in completion of strategic planning 
exercises currently under way including preparation of a South Metropolitan and Peel 
Subregional Structure Plan, which, according to the latest advice we have had from the 
department, will not be released in draft form until some time in 2013.  Both the Kelliher land 
and Keralup are within the area included within the referred to structured planning process. 
 
The department has also advised that the preparation of the South Metropolitan and Peel 
Subregional Structure Plan will be a Department of Planning led exercise and there will be 
no consultation with or involvement of landowners who will only get the opportunity to 
provide input when it is advertised for comment.  This is, in fact, despite commitments given 
to us over a number of occasions over the years that major landowners such as the Kellihers 
who wish the opportunity to pursue urban zoning would be given an opportunity to be 
involved in that strategic process. 
 
This contrasts with Keralup, where the landowner is a government department and, as such, 
had access to the strategic planning process denied to private owners.  Further, whereas as 
a private landowner, we are told not to submit a rezoning request as it will not be dealt with 
because strategic planning is not finalised.  Rezoning submission from a government 
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department whose land is subject to the same review of strategic planning process has not 
only been accepted but is currently being progressed. 
 
Private landowners have also been advised by the department that any proposal for 
rezoning of part of their land must be contemplated in the context of any implications not 
only for the remainder of their land but also for district and regional structuring and until this 
is undertaken by the strategic planning under way by the Department, no proposal for any 
part of their land should be submitted.  Again, this is in contrast with the request for rezoning 
of the portion of Keralup before us today, which has been accepted and being considered by 
the Planning Commission in the absence of the full detail and understanding of the proposal 
in the context of the remainder of the Keralup land and its district and regional context. 
 
Unfortunately, given this situation, it is difficult for people sitting on this side of the table not 
to come to the conclusion that the ownership of Keralup by a government agency has 
resulted in preferential treatment whereby the Department of Housing and Works has had 
access to strategic planning denied to private owners, whereby the Commission is prepared 
to consider the rezoning to urban when we were told by the department that it is not 
prepared to do so for private landowners ahead of completion of various strategic planning 
initiatives and whereby, rezoning of a portion of the Keralup landholding is being 
contemplated in the absence of the level of detail in reference to the remainder of the 
property and its district and regional context stated as necessary for any private proposal. 
 
The Kelliher landholding is at least equal to that portion of Keralup currently proposed for 
rezoning, is certainly less constrained in a better strategic location than the remainder of the 
Keralup landholding.  Yet, we are consistently advised that state planning agencies are not 
prepared to contemplate any rezoning proposal.  It seems unacceptable that a state 
government agency can pursue rezoning while private landowners are denied this 
opportunity. 
 
What we would like to see is some clarification of the position of the WAPC.  Will it receive 
and undertake consideration of a proposal from a private landowner to rezone as it has for 
the government landowner at Keralup, contrary to the ongoing advice we have been 
receiving from the Department of Planning that it will not consider such rezoning 
proposals?  I guess if the answer is no, what the reasoning for that is?  As I say, if not 
acceptable for private landowners to submit rezoning proposals, why is Keralup in the first 
stage now proceeding?  That is essentially it. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   I will throw it open to questions.  Maybe I can just ask a question.  Are 
you aware that the Keralup site has been identified as a strategic urban investigation site 
since the early 1990s? 
 
MR KERR:   We are aware it has been identified in different ways. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   That in itself distinguishes it from other land, doesn't it? 
 
MR KERR:   Well, as I was saying, we are aware that it has been identified in different 
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documents and draft documents in different ways over a long period of time but that does 
not place it in any different context than in, for example, our land which also in different 
documents at different times has been identified as potentially future urban strategic land. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Well, I think the Commission would take a view that it probably does and 
the government would probably take a view that it does, but I accept your argument. 
 
MR KERR:   Well, I mean, we are not going to debate the merits of that at this particular 
hearing, but, again, the reasons as to why it was identified is probably more to do with the 
fact that it is government owned than any better strategic reasons, certainly in comparison, 
and not just to our land, to other landowners in the that region that have identified their land 
over that same period. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Questions from other members of the panel? 
 
MS BELL:   I suppose just a general question that I wanted to ask, you've mentioned that 
landowners are not allowed to be involved in the strategic planning process and obviously 
the department is fully aware of your landholding, and what is proposed, and the reasons for 
it.  How else do you think you could contribute to that process?  I am just interested to know. 
 
MR KERR:   Well, I can only go back to the history of, particularly, the last 10 years where 
on several occasions, I can quote some examples or I can send the information, if you want, 
but on several occasion where we've met, I go to one in December 2006, we've met with 
then Martin Richardson, then director of the department, where we were given a 
commitment that he would, as part of what - I think it was termed then - the Growth 
Management Strategy that evolved into other things that they were going to involve 
landowners as part of that process and specifically gave a commitment so that the major 
landholders in that southern area, their land would be taken in and they would be given an 
opportunity to address some of the criteria so it was considered as part of the development 
of that draft document rather than just a draft document that has been put out. 
 
Likewise, with the start of this South Metropolitan Subregional Structure Plan, we had a 
meeting with department officers in December, November, something like that, 2010, where 
the same view was expressed.  Subsequent meetings to then, we have been clearly told that 
they have been now directed as to be a department led exercise only.  If you are a 
government agency, you'll have some involvement in that process.  Everyone else can just 
make a comment when it comes out at the end of the day.  It wasn't just us, there was plenty 
of other landowners and everyone is promoting their own interest.  We understand that. 
 
I guess our point of view is that if you've got a level playing field and everyone is playing to 
the same rules then what would come out of the end of the process is the most appropriate 
locations.  We are happy to stand and fall in a debate on that.  We don’t get the opportunity 
to do that and then we see, in this instance, this being progressed, which is why we're here. 
 
MS BELL:   Thank you. 
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CR ADAMS:   I don’t have a specific question but I can certainly understand your 
submission, where you are coming from. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   I haven't been involved in those discussion, but I am aware that just 
about every parcel of land in the top half of the Peel region there has got owners that want to 
develop it. 
 
MR KERR:   I understand. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   I think, and I'm thinking here because I wasn't involved in that decision, 
that rather than everybody running off and spending a lot of money addressing the criteria, 
the decision has been to address it on a whole basis and do that initial count of the 
constraints.  While the detailed Subregional Structure Plan is still going to take a little while 
to deliver, we do anticipate, in the second half of this year, releasing a footprint for Perth at 
3.5 million, which will, at the highest level, identify the parcels of land that we think have 
potential for urban development with a population of 3.5 million.  There will be some 
progression towards that in the near future. 
 
MR KERR:   Yes, I understand that.  Look, there is a fair degree of frustration and that goes 
back to, again, meetings with the department in 2003 where there was acknowledgment of 
the worth, if I can put it that way, for rezoning at least part of the Kelliher landholding where 
we were directed to go away and do some additional work to prove that up and then come 
back.  That then got taken over by what was commencing as a review of the Inner Peel 
Region Structure plan that moved into other things. 
 
Throughout this consistent period, we have come back and been told, "Come back," or, "Do 
this, come back, do this." and every time we do that, there is something else that comes up 
and the review is being reviewed by another review and then we see other amendments 
being progressed.  I appreciate it is in the MRS and it's in Rockingham but you cannot 
obviously contemplate an initial first stage at Keralup in isolation from the rest of Keralup and 
the wider issues. 
 
All we are saying is either that should not be progressed, it should be playing by the same 
rule as the rest of us or the rest of us should not be told that we cannot progress where we 
want to go with things as well.  We just have not initiated a landowner proposal to date 
because we have been trying to operate within this system and I appreciate what you're 
saying, and the system is going to give us something later this year, and then another draft 
next year. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   We are trying to resolve those issues as quickly as possible. 
 
MR KERR:   Yes. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Okay.  Well, is there anything you want to add? 
 
MR KELLIHER:   Only to say that, in a nutshell, we are not here to oppose Keralup; we are 
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simply here to say that we want the same rules to apply, the same opportunities.  We've got 
land that we want to get on and develop, and get on with it.  It is as simple as that. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   I understand that.  Yep.  Okay.  Well, thanks very much for your input 
and contributions, and thanks for attending the hearing.  We will certainly give due 
consideration to the points you raised in determining this matter.  Thank you. 
 
MR KERR:   All right.  Thank you. 
 
MR KELLIHER:   Thank you for your time. 
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Ms Shirley Joiner, Ms Caroline Knight, 
Ms Mary Shannon and Mr David Thomas 

representing the Peel Preservation Group Inc 
 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Welcome, I am Gary Prattley, chairman of the Commission.  Mayor Carol 
Adams and Judi Bell are other members of the committee.  So I will hand over to you to 
address us and then ask you any questions arising from that, if you are happy with that. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah, that sounds fine GAry.  I will probably do most of the talking, but we are 
a team and if somebody else wants to say something, I hope you will not mind. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   No, not at all. 
 
MS JOINER:   That is fine, because we are group, group of environmentalists from 
Peel.  What I have given you, and you may have these, because this is what I am going to 
speak about, there is a copy of our submission and also a copy of some of the technical 
data - - - 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   That's probably the same as - - - 
 
MS JOINER:   The top one is, the second one is not. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Okay. 
 
MS JOINER:   There is additional information on the bottom just because we feel that we 
wanted to show you that we were not just talking off the top of our heads; there was 
technical backing for many of the points that we make.  Caroline has done some research on 
the mosquito issue, which is probably very serious; more so in her case because she is 
suffering from Barmah Forest virus at the moment. 
 
We feel that this area is just too low lying to be developed well.  Drainage is a 
problem.  Everything will be draining into the river, which worries us tremendously.  The river 
is in a bad state.  Some of that technical information there is talking about the state of the 
Serpentine River and it really is in a bad state.  We are getting algae, fish kills, all sorts of 
things like that.  That needs to be vastly improved and we do not feel that having 
development of this sort and drainage into rivers is going to help that. 
 
It is very low lying.  We are well aware of the area.  My family farms are about three 
kilometres away and even that has been, when we were having more rain, has been ankle-
deep in water on occasions for several days.  This Keralup situation is even closer to the 
river and more low. 
 
There was discussion in one of the proposals by one of the developers to drag down the soil 
from the top and fill up the bottom.  It is not good planning.  Just to flatten everything out is 
not an ideal way of doing it.  Another developer is talking about - how many tonnes a 
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day?  Have you got a better memory for heads?  But bringing in so many tonnes of soil, I do 
not know where it was going to come from. 
 
MR THOMAS:   It was close to a million tonne, I think. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah.  It was an impossible amount of fill.  The other point about that is that it 
very probably is acid sulfate, certainly areas will be.  My brother has got a patch that my 
mum and dad call "sour ground".  They're, as I say, a little further away from the river but 
definitely a patch of acid sulfate on the family farm, so there will be.  So then we're  going to 
have to bring in a lot of limestone, so then we'll just increase the quarry that is causing all 
sorts of problems and there's not an every-ending supply of limestone to settle the sulfate 
acid down. 
 
The other thing is that this area is not particularly fertile.  It has been grazing land, most 
particularly, but it is not particularly fertile and it is the sort of area that, if you scratch off the 
top soil and drag that away, what is underneath is very poor ground.  Mum called it “poor 
ground”.  "Hungry soil," was her exact words.  She said, "You'll need a lot of fertilizer," which 
also will add to the pollution situation because people will need to fertilize their gardens or 
bring in lots of top soil.  There will be a lot of difficulties there. 
 
We are talking about stuff like polluted soil, pollution draining into the river and ultimately into 
the estuary.  The estuary is likewise in trouble.  We built the Dawesville Cut to try and help it 
but in actual fact it is getting back to that same situation.  There's a little bit of that in those 
papers I gave you.  The same situation where the algae is again building up in the estuary. 
 
The next point we would all make very strongly is that we have not had a good rainfall year 
and a series of rainfall years for a long time.  Our rainfall in Mandurah has actually dropped 
quite considerably and the same in Keralup.  It is all the same general area.  If we go back to 
having decent rainfall, which could well be, I mean, it is certainly happening on the east 
coast at the moment and if we get the rainfall on the west coast that the east coast's getting, 
we will have flooding.  This will be flooded and if we get that combined with a sea level rise, 
which is definitely happening, we cannot deny sea level rise is happening, 0.38 of a metre up 
to a higher estimation over the next decade.  This is also so low lying that would be an 
ongoing problem. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   The Commission works on 0.9. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah.  Well, that's right. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   The Commission policy is 0.9, so we do - - - 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah, that's right. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   - - - consider that as a - yes. 
 
MS JOINER:   You might like to take one of those and hand it across.  This is one of the 
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developer’s drawings of how he will have everything with this nice little river in the middle 
and so forth.  There's a couple of them; the other ones are clearer.  Better printer.  That is 
how the developer thinks he will deal with the low lying areas but I actually feel he has not 
realised how low he has got. 
 
Our next problem is a loss of natural vegetation.  Now, some of this area is not vegetative, 
but down by the river is and that is the area they are trying to include in their development.  I 
realise that it does not involve the piece that we are actually talking about at the 
moment.  That is a little further way and I understand that but all of our discussion concerns 
the fact that the next step, the step that we are talking about now probably is the least 
serious, but the next step, and that is the problem with planning, the fact that one bit gets 
approved and then they push for the next bit. 
 
The wetlands are an extremely important part of this area.  Even down across to my 
brother's farm there is a small natural swamp and this is quite naturally wetlands.  We are 
losing our wetlands at an amazing rate.  The wetlands really are the lungs of our area; we 
need to maintain them.  As I said, near the river, there is actually some good vegetation, a 
little bit further away, it is a bit sparse. 
 
I've mentioned acid sulfate soils.  There is certainly a very strong chance of being quite 
considerable chunks of that, and the poor water quality in the bores.  Dave used to live out in 
that area for a while and I certainly know and guess one of his bores, in particular, is - well, 
we call it "coffee water" because that's what it looks like.  It smells like sulphur and it is 
virtually undrinkable to humans.  The cattle will, once it's been exposed to the air in the 
trough, they will drink, but it is certainly not going to be the kind of water that people are 
going to use, even on their gardens.  It will not be good for gardens. 
 
That is about what I would like to say.  I do not know whether a couple of you others have 
anything else they would like to add. 
 
MR THOMAS:   The only thing that I would add to that is that if this development goes ahead 
and then the industrial development happens south of it, there is going to be a lot of extra 
pressure on the river and it is already dead at the bottom end now, so it is going to dead all 
the up if they are not careful. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Yep, I understand your concern about that. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   I've just got some notes in relation to the mosquito issue because I think 
that's quite a significant one. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yes. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   I'll just read this before I give it to you.  Mosquitoes have been identified as 
one of the key environmental issues that impact the proposed Keralup development.  I am 
sure you are aware that mosquitoes are a natural part of the wetlands and tidal salt 
marshes.  They are food sources for frogs, fish, bats and birds.  But apart from that, the 
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nuisance biting, they carry the very real risk associated with the transmission of diseases 
causing pathogens to humans, Ross River virus and Barmah Forest virus are responsible for 
approximately 5000 cases of human disease reported each year in Australia.  That's from 
Webb and Russell 2012. 
 
The Peel Mosquito Management Group have just completed their most demanding mosquito 
season to date.  This season, 2011-2012 mosquito season has seen a record number of 26 
aerial treatments in order to combat the consistent larval activity.  In total, 5453 hectares 
have been treated in comparison with 3414 last year.  Despite this comprehensive 
management, as of 3 May, there were 187 reported cases of Ross River virus and 31 cases 
of Barmah Forest virus that have been reported in the Peel region. 
 
Not only have you got this disease but there is also the financial and social cost of these 
diseases, which have yet to be determined.  Clearly, management is not a solution.  I notice 
in the report that management has been identified as the only way to deal with it, but Peel is 
managing it as best as it can and it's not on top of it. 
 
MS JOINER:   Not at all. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   Not at all.  It is an ongoing problem.  The Department of Health has 
expressed concern about the mosquito population on and off site and that it would seriously 
threaten health and lifestyle of respective residents.  The review of the Contiguous Local 
Authorities Group, CLAG, report states: 
 

Government planners at state and local level appear to be resistant to the need 
for buffers around wetlands that reflect mosquito dispersal distances.  Clearly, 
stronger planning mechanisms are urgently needed to restrict development on 
land that is impacted by mosquitoes or maybe in the future. 

 
The Mosquito Control Task Force report to Cabinet in 1990 made the following conclusions 
and recommendations: 
 

The Health Department has a statewide charter to ensure the protection of public 
health.  Threat to public health from mosquitoes is a statewide phenomenon, 
which is likely to become more acute in the future and government involvement 
is necessary to ensure that minimal environmental impacts occur from actions 
taken  for mosquito control. 

 
The report goes on to state: 
 

Mosquito problems exist because development has occurred close to 
waterways.  The impact of climate change necessitate a change in the approach 
of managing exposure of the public to mosquitoes.  Land planning uses need to 
allow for higher water levels, new and expanding inundation and the consequent 
impacts of mosquito breeding in order to avoid escalating mosquito and 
mosquito-borne impacts. 
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Given that the WAPC is already drafting into the State Coastal Planning Policy and 
increasing sea level rise from 0.38 metres to 0.9, and also introducing the application of 
precautionary principle for land use planning within the areas of coastal risk.  The effects of 
climate change are clearly significant and need to be carefully considered for the proposed 
Keralup development. 
 
The government’s health impact on climate change adaptation strategies for Western 
Australia predict that the impacts of climate change will have significant effects on human 
health.  The report indicates that vector-borne diseases, such as Ross River virus and 
Barmah Forest virus will become more significant with the potential for more exotic diseases 
and vectors to be established.  Of concern are events such as in May 2000 when the 
Health Department extended its Australian encephalitis warning, following unprecedented 
detection of the virus south of the Murchison River.  This mosquito-borne disease can be 
potentially fatal.  This is probably my biggest concern, is the fact that things are moving in 
closer and they are the serious diseases on top of the already existing Barmah Forest and 
Ross River. 
 
In summary, the literature states: 
 

There is now clear evidence that in most use there is an increase of risk of being 
diagnosed with Ross River virus or Barmah Forest virus disease for people living 
within three kilometres of tidal salt marshes.  The best possible management 
practises of mosquitoes do not appear to be reducing the incident of these 
notifiable diseases for populations that have been located close to 
wetlands.  Climate change will most probably increase the mosquito breeding 
areas as tidal levels increase. 

 
Ongoing chemical control can have significant impact on fauna.  Although there 
are environmentally sensitive mosquito control agents required for use in 
Australia, the broad scale nature of controlled activities required to effectively 
reduce the mosquito populations are not sustainable. 

 
That is also from Webb and Russell. 
 
Given the severity of mosquito-borne diseases and the warnings from many expert sources 
with the community, I fail to understand what WAPC would knowingly expose future 
populations to high levels of mosquito activity by placing them in wetlands close to areas of 
tidal salt marshes such as the proposed Keralup development.  In my opinion, it would be an 
immoral act to knowingly place people at risk.  We call upon the WAPC to look at the well 
documented evidence and act responsibly in making decisions that could have a significant 
impacts on the environment and human health. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Thank you. 
 
MS JOINER:   Just as a matter of interest, out of our 12 committee members, two of them 
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have either Ross River or Barmah Forest.  And there are lot of people just plain not 
presenting to the doctors because they think, "I've probably got that, there's nothing to do 
about it."  I think it's under reported.  In fact, some suspect under reported to 50%.  It's only 
the really unwell people that are really badly, very badly affected that have presented for 
help. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   I think it's misleading to think that  management is the solution because Peel 
is currently doing best practise. 
 
MS JOINER:   They're tearing their hair out.  We're having really bad - - - 
 
MS KNIGHT:   To have those numbers already in the season is an indication that 
management is not the answer. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Okay.  Thank you.  Questions from committee members? 
 
CR ADAMS:   Just going to ask, so that is 187 Ross River and 31 reported Barmah Forest 
virus in a 12 month period? 
 
MS KNIGHT:   So far, yeah.  So far this season. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Yeah.  So that is early days. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   Yes.  Those figures are available from the Health Department. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Okay. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Judi?  No? 
 
MS BELL:   I didn’t have any questions. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Who was the developer that you say he provided this - that's just a concept 
plan by - - - 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Judi That is the Department of Housing. 
 
CR ADAMS:   That is the Department of Housing's concept. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Okay. 
 
MS JOINER:   The other thing we throwing into the ring because we think it's not a frivolous 
thing, we were thinking that maybe this area would be a good place to put a wind farm.  We 
are very short of power.  The low lying land is not going to be the least bit affected by that 
kind of development.  We think it might be more useful than houses. 
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MR PRATTLEY:   I'll note your comment on that.  That is not a decision that the Commission 
can make, though. 
 
MS JOINER:   Obviously, but I think alternate use, if maybe there's an alternate use out 
there. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   I think that is the reason why, in the past, human populations haven't lived 
around swamp regions.  I think this move towards pushing people into those areas is 
exposing them to risk. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Unfortunately, on the Swan Coastal Plain, most land we've got left to 
develop is low lying.  I mean, it is an issue we have to confront. 
 
MS KNIGHT:   It is an issue, but I do not think the notifications on peoples' titles are the 
solution to the -  and knowingly placing people in areas of risk goes against precautionary 
principles and it goes against - - - 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   We get your message on that.  Thank you. 
 
MS JOINER:   We have made mistakes in Mandurah, in particular, you know, put people 
down in the caravan parks and things, near the river, and they've regretted it.  Once people 
have bought into the area, it is very hard then to - - - 
 
CR ADAMS:   Talking about your wetland area, is that part of a chain for migratory birds? 
 
MS JOINER:   Yes, it is. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Does it form part of the Beeliar or is it further - - - 
 
MS JOINER:   The Rockingham Lakes carries on down as far as Marlee Reserve.  That's 
Marlee Lakes, which is where Caroline and Dave live, that's Black Swan and Marlee about 
the lowest and the further south of the chain.  It continues on from the Rockingham Lakes, 
that chain.  And, yes, we have filled them in at (indistinct) I'm afraid. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Your mother must have been a very wise woman.  I loved the saying "sour 
ground".  I've never heard of sour ground. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah.  Well, mum and dad's had - - - 
 
CR ADAMS:   I've not heard of "hungry soil" and the "coffee water". 
 
MR THOMAS:   Those are very common terms in farming - - - 
 
MS JOINER:   My parents - - - 
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MR THOMAS:   - - - Across the country 
 
MS KNIGHT:   They describe exactly what the science has been. 
 
CR ADAMS:   That's right.  Yes. 
 
MR THOMAS:   And as far as the bore water, the sulphur smell on it, you have to aerate it 
before we can do anything with it. 
 
MS JOINER:   My mum is 88 and dad is 94, and they are still alive, so - - - 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   The whole area has been mapped for acid sulfate soils at this first stage 
has little problem with that, but it is an issue that has to be considered. 
 
MS JOINER:   That's right. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Okay.  Thank you very much for attending and for presenting your views, 
and for additional information.  We'll put that into the record. 
 
MS JOINER:   When we put in a submission,  there really isn’t room to - well, we can, but we 
really - it's a lot to put into just a simple submission and I think the people reading the 
submissions would think you must get pages and pages of stuff to read, so we kept our 
submission fairly - - - 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   My hair hasn't gone grey yet. 
 
MS JOINER:   That's Anthony's job is it?  We tried to keep fairly succinct, but there is reason 
behind what we say.  We're not just making it up. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Yeah, I appreciate that. 
 
CR ADAMS:   I think it's also good when you've personally presented as well. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yeah. 
 
CR ADAMS:   Very much so. 
 
MS JOINER:   We are very interested in the area and we know there is a problem of where 
to put people.  We realise that. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Life's not simple, unfortunately. 
 
MS JOINER:   No, it is not, unfortunately. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   But we do appreciate your concerns and we'll certainly have regard to 
them. 
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MS JOINER:   Thank you very much. 
 
MR THOMAS:   It must be getting time where you may want to consider moving satellite 
towns away from the (indistinct). 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Some people would say we are already doing that.  That is certainly part 
of the issue. 
 
MS JOINER:   Yes, we all like to be near the coast but it's not always wise and we are 
finding that we are losing coastline at an amazing rate now.  So, you know, we are living in 
interesting times, to use the saying. 
 
MR PRATTLEY:   Thank you very much. 
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