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Introduction to Metropolitan Region Scheme minor amendments

The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is responsible for keeping the
Metropolitan Region Scheme under review and initiating changes where they are seen as
necessary.

The Metropolitan Region Scheme (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.

An amendment 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 non-substantial amendment, often referred to as a minor amendment (made under
section 57 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 for approval. The amendment takes legal effect with Gazettal of the Minister's
approval.

In the process of making a non-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. While formal assessment would be
unlikely for a non-substantial amendment, were it required then an environmental review
would be 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 WAPC's recommendations 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.
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41

BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

City Of Cockburn

Report on Submissions

1 Introduction

At its August 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 a description of the proposal is repeated below.

The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from
the rural-water protection zone to the urban zone in the MRS. The amendment also
seeks to reserve 1.13 ha as primary regional roads and includes that area in the
water catchments reservation.

The proposed urban zoning will allow for the development of the land for urban uses
including residential development and associated uses, following a local scheme
amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision approval.

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 no advice or
recommendations.

A copy of the notice from the EPA is in appendix 2 of the Amendment Report.

4 Call for submissions

The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 25 October 2011 to
3 February 2012.

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

i) Western Australian Planning Commission, 140 William Street, Perth;

ii) Cities of Perth, Fremantle and Cockburn, Town of Kwinana; and
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iii) 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 eight submissions (including two late submissions) were received on the
amendment. An alphabetic index of all the persons and organisations lodging
submissions is at schedule 1.

Three submissions supported the amendment, six submissions objected to the
amendment and 19 submissions contained general comments or otherwise indicated
no objections to the amendment.

The main issues raised in the submissions are discussed further in section 7 below.
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 Pratt ley, Chairman of the WAPC.

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

Dr Bruce Hamilton, as an independent member with environmental
knowledge.

All persons who made submissions were invited to present their submission to the
Hearings Committee.

Seven hearings (four objecting to the amendment, two supporting and one conveying
general comment) were requested and these occurred on 23 April 2012.

7 Main issues raised in submissions

7.1 Submissions of support and comment

In general submissions from the City of Cockburn, Banjup Residents Group and the
landowner's planning consultant supported the amendment for the following reasons:

The amendment is in accordance with the draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and
Peel Sub-regional Strategy (`the draft Sub-regional Strategy') which designates
the subject land as an Urban Expansion Area 2011- 2015'.
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The subject land's strategic location in proximity to Cockburn Central activity
centre, and close proximity to existing infrastructure and services, a passenger
train railway station and regional road linkages (e.g. Kwinana Freeway and
Armada le Road) indicate that urban development represents the most efficient
use of the land.

As a former sand quarry, the site is predominantly cleared and has little
biodiversity value except for small pockets of remnant vegetation which are to
be protected.

The Department of Water (DoW) has advised that the risk of contamination to
groundwater will increase if the land is urbanised. However, DoW advises that
the risk is manageable.

The DoW advised that it will reclassify the site from Priority 2 (P2) to Priority 3
(P3) should the amendment be approved.

The DoW also notes and supports the WAPC's advice that State Planning
Policy 2.3 will be reviewed.

WAPC Response

The submissions of support/comment have been noted.

7.2 Objecting (or partially objecting) submissions

(a) Aboriginal heritage issues

A submission from the Swan Valley Nyungar Community, Aboriginal Corporation
advises that:

Indigenous Elders and people with knowledge, ties, links and associations with
the area of the Swan River, Swan Valley, Swan Coastal Plains and Darling
Ranges are the only people authorised to speak in relation to the subject land.
The group's Native Title claim is made up of many Nyungar families and family
clans who we represent. Nyungar Elders seek an on-site hearing with the WAPC
to comment on the amendment.

Nyungar Elders speak for this area by Nyungar laws and customs, and have
been authorised by their people and by the Registration Test of the Native Title
Act. Nyungar Elders are the only qualified experts who can give advice and
assistance, not government departments or Nyungar people that are not from this
area.

The main concern is preserving places of significance, therefore it may be
necessary for an anthropologist, archaeologist and/or facilitator acceptable to
both parties. Draft copies of reports must be sent to the Nyungar Elders for
checking before being finalised.

Agreement to the development of other sites (subject to the above process) has
been reached with developers, mining companies, local and state government
agencies. If an on-site meeting is agreed to, normal consultation expenses must
also be covered.
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All parties should attempt to come to an agreement when meeting and that
agreement should be put in writing and signed by all parties. The group is not
trying to stop 'progress' but have a right by international law to protect their
sacred ways (religion, culture and human rights). There needs to be a balance for
all parties involved.

WAPC Response

In response to these comments, it is important to explain the purpose of the MRS
amendment process and the later stages of the planning process when it is
appropriate to consider the potential effect of development on sites of significance to
Indigenous people.

The rezoning of land under the MRS does not itself have any physical effect on the
land or significant sites. Further, the designation of a specific zone makes no
requirements in terms of where roads and buildings or where public open space
which may be allocated to include significant sites should be. Therefore, this MRS
amendment stage of the planning process is neither meant to be, nor can be, used to
locate, acknowledge and arrange for the protection of significant sites.

Proponents of land development are free to conduct appropriate studies related to
indigenous sites and related matters at any time. However, it is during the
preparation of a detailed structure plan for a site that specific consideration is most
appropriately given as to whether identified significant sites should have some form
of protection from development. This may include inclusion in an open space area,
interpretive signage etc. What sites are required to be protected from specific
development proposals is decided by way of Section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage
Act (AHA), and detailed archaeological/ethnographic studies by the proponent at the
subsequent structure planning stage.

Therefore, there is no requirement for written agreements between Nyungar Elders
and the WAPC in relation to the MRS amendment process as the matters suggested
to be the subject of such an agreement are actually matters for resolution through
later stages of the planning process such as the local structure planning process,
which is led by a local government and requires WAPC approval.

The Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) advised that DIA site 3300 (Readymix
Sandpit 2) and DIA site 4108 (Readymix Sandpit 1) located at the corner of
Armada le/Tapper Roads and Armada le/Fraser Roads require further consideration in
order to determine if they are Aboriginal heritage sites under the AHA. Nevertheless,
the preliminary concept plan prepared for the land indicates that these sites are
located within open space/buffer areas. It is also noted that the South West
Aboriginal Land and Sea Council has referred to additional sites outside the
amendment area.

In this regard, the WAPC encourages the City of Cockburn to liaise with Nyungar
elders to ensure that Aboriginal heritage sites are identified and protected in
subsequent planning stages in accordance with the AHA.

The submission is noted and no modifications to the amendment are recommended.

(b) Strategic planning context

Submissions from seven nearby landowners, Banjup Residents Group and Hon.
Lynn MacLaren MLC raised the following issues:
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The amendment is not in accordance with the draft Outer Metropolitan Perth
and Peel Sub-regional Strategy. A district structure plan should be prepared for
the surrounding locality in order to coordinate the development of the site.

The subject land should be developed for 'special-rural' or 'special residential'
purposes in accordance with the surrounding locality.

The amendment may result in potential land use conflicts as it is in close
proximity to an industrial area and associated buffers.

WAPC Response

The proposed amendment is designated for urban development in the draft Sub-
regional Strategy as an 'Urban Investigation Area 2011-2015'. The draft Sub-regional
Strategy provides a framework for delivering the objectives of Directions 2031 and
Beyond and is supported by the WAPC.

The draft Sub-regional Strategy states that a decision on the development of the
Banjup locality can only be made once the likely impact on the Jandakot groundwater
protection policy has been reviewed.

In addition, the site is primarily cleared of vegetation as it was a former sand quarry
and is located in close proximity to the Cockburn Central activity centre and railway
station, regional road linkages (e.g. Kwinana Freeway, Armada le Road etc) and
existing infrastructure.

Therefore, the WAPC considers that the proposed amendment is in accordance with
the strategic planning framework for the locality and that further detailed planning will
occur in future planning stages, such as the local scheme amendment and structure
planning stages, which will be the subject of additional public consultation. It is also
noted that should additional areas for urban development be identified, then a district
structure plan for the locality could be prepared.

In relation to the surrounding land uses and associated buffers, any development on
the subject land is required to be in accordance with the EPA's Guidance Statement
No. 3 Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses. It is noted
that in subsequent stages of the planning process, and in conjunction with the City of
Cockburn, further detail design and permissibility of land uses will be considered. An
amendment to the City of Cockburn Town Planning No. 3 and structure planning will
be required to be undertaken.

The matters raised are not considered to warrant the amendment not proceeding and
accordingly the submissions are dismissed.

(c) SPP 2.3 Jandakot groundwater protection policy

Submissions from the nine nearby landowners, Banjup Residents Group, Hon. Lynn
Mac Laren MLC and the WA Local Government Association raised the following
issues:

The amendment should be deferred pending the review of State Planning
Policy 2.3 Jandakot groundwater protection policy (SPP 2.3) has been
finalised and its impact on the amendment area assessed.
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The urban development that will be permitted as a result of the amendment will
negatively impact on the quality of the Jandakot groundwater mound.

The amendment will impact on the 300 m Water Corporation wellhead
protection area.

WAPC Response

The WAPC supports the protection of the State's water resources, whilst balancing
the need for sustainable urban development in close proximity to existing
infrastructure and services. In relation to the Jandakot groundwater protection area,
the WAPC is undertaking a review of SPP 2.3 in conjunction with key state
government agencies such as the DoW, Water Corporation and the EPA which will
be advertised for public comment.

In relation to the proposed amendment area, the DoW has approved a District Water
Management Strategy for the site having regard to its strategic planning context, and
is satisfied that the District Water Management Strategy provides sufficient water
resource management information to demonstrate that the site can support urban
land uses. The WAPC notes that should development proceed, pre and post
monitoring of the groundwater resource is to occur, as the amendment is considered
a 'test' case.

The WAPC does not consider the need to defer the finalisation of the proposed
amendment pending the review of SPP 2.3. The DoW will reclassify the site from P2
to P3 should it be zoned urban. In addition, the site is of strategic significance given
its past use as a quarry, its size and scale and its identification for urban
development in the draft Sub-regional Strategy.

The proposed amendment is considered a 'test' case. Accordingly the WAPC will
generally not support further rezonings within the Jandakot groundwater protection
area until the review of SPP 2.3 has been undertaken to enable consideration of the
entire groundwater protection area (subject to, in accordance with usual practice, the
individual merits and circumstances of proposals and without purporting to pre-empt
future decision making).

The amendment area is partially located within two 300 m buffer areas (wellhead
production zones) for Water Corporation production bores to the north-west and
south-west of the site. The landowner is aware of this issue and has advised that
they intend to protect the 300 m wellhead production zones in accordance with the
requirements of the DoW.

In view of the above, the WAPC resolved to dismiss the submissions objecting on the
basis of SPP 2.3 being reviewed.

(d) Draft State Planning Policy 5.3 Land use planning in the vicinity of
Jandakot Airport

Submissions from 10 nearby landowners, Jandakot Airport Holdings and Hon. Lynn
MacLaren MLC raised the following issues:

The amendment should be deferred pending the review of draft State Planning
Policy 5.3 Landuse planning in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport (SPP 5.3) and
consideration of the review's implications on the amendment.
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Draft SPP 5.3 is not supported as it is influenced by Jandakot Airport Holdings
commercial interests and is not independent.

The amendment is within an area which will be significantly affected by light
aircraft noise which will be detrimental in an urban area.

WAPC Response

The amendment is located within the Frame Area' of draft SPP 5.3 which states that
there is a general presumption against any rezoning of land which would permit
development involving any increase in residential density above one dwelling for
every 2 ha. However, draft SPP 5.3 also states that where there is a demonstrated
strategic need for more intensive development, consideration will be given to
appropriate rezoning.

The WAPC has considered draft SPP 5.3 and the potential impact of light aircraft
noise on future residents within the site and concluded that a strategic need is
demonstrated as the amendment area is recognised for urban development in the
draft Sub-regional Strategy as an 'Urban Investigation Area 2011-2015'. In addition,
the site is strategically located in close proximity to the Cockburn Central activity
centre and railway station, regional road linkages (e.g. Kwinana Freeway, Armada le
Road etc.) and associated infrastructure.

In relation to the small intrusion within the 'Core Area' 20 ANEF (Australian Noise
Exposure Forecast) contour of draft SPP 5.3, the landowner advises that no
incompatible land uses (i.e. residential and associated uses) would be proposed to
be located within these areas. Conceptual structure planning indicates the retention
of existing vegetation areas or service industrial/commercial uses within these
intrusion areas.

The landowner also advises that all future residents will be notified regarding aircraft
noise through notifications on title which will be imposed as conditions of subdivision
approval. Additional building standards will be imposed such as noise insulation,
double glazed glass etc to minimise the affect of aircraft noise and achieve higher
acoustic standards. Such matters are routinely considered in the subsequent stages
of the planning process such as the local scheme amendment, structure planning,
and subdivision and development approvals.

In view of the above, the WAPC resolved to dismiss submissions objecting on the
basis of the SPP 5.3 being reviewed.

(d) Environmental issues

Submissions from eight nearby residents and Hon. Lynn Mac Laren MLC raised the
following issues:

The environmental qualities of the site have not been adequately considered.

A flora and fauna survey should be undertaken in order to establish if there are
species that require protection.

Any remnant vegetation should be retained and integrated with the abutting
Bush Forever site 390.
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WAPC Response

The landowner advises that all remnant native vegetation in good condition is to be
retained and managed for the purpose of conservation in accordance with a
vegetation management plan which is under preparation in consultation with the City
of Cockburn. However, there are only limited areas (along the northern and eastern
boundaries) where remnant vegetation exists.

Regarding fauna that may require protection, a vegetation survey of the remnant
vegetation which remains on the site has been undertaken, to investigate whether
Carnaby's Black Cockatoo foraging/roosting habitats and the Graceful Sun Moth are
present.

There is a potential foraging habitat but no potential breeding habitat (tree hollows)
for Carnaby's Black Cockatoos. Also, there are only minor occurrences within the
remnant vegetation of the plant which is the habitat of the Graceful Sun Mouth. The
landowner has advised that remaining remnant vegetation is to be retained within the
site.

Bush Forever site 390 is not within the amendment area and abuts to the east of the
site. The landowner is aware of the presence of Caladenia huegelii within remnant
vegetation on the eastern margin of the amendment area which is to be protected.

As the land has been extensively mined, there are no records of quenda (Southern
Brown Bandicoot) being found within the amendment area. Whatever the case, the
development will need to comply with State and Federal government environmental
legislation.

The WAPC resolved to dismiss the submissions referring to environmental matters
on the basis of the above circumstances.

(f) Regional road issues

Submissions from the nine nearby residents, Banjup Residents Group, Hon. Lynn
Mac Laren MLC, Main Roads WA (MRWA) and Department of Transport (DoT) raised
the following issues:

Traffic congestion around Jandakot Airport and Cockburn Central rail station
(parking and access issues) have been increasing.

The impact of the amendment on the existing road infrastructure should be
considered.

MRWA and DoT advised that Lot 1 Armada le Road should be excluded from
the amendment as the final alignment of North Lake Road may impact this land.

WAPC Response

The WAPC has noted the various regional and local road access requirements for
the precinct should the amendment proceed and urban development occur. In
accordance with standard practice, road improvements occur at various stages of the
planning process or development of an area when the need for such improvements
are generated. The need for road improvements and traffic management are subject
to MRWA and local government prioritising, approval and funding requirements.
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The WAPC recommends that there is a need to consider traffic management
measures for the site, including in the context of sub-regional road and transport
planning, given the existing traffic capacity constraints in the locality. It is noted that
the first stage of development is proposed in the north-west corner of the site, and
the landowner will need to contribute to upgrading of the surrounding road network to
facilitate the sustainable development of the site.

Traffic impact and management issues that will eventuate from urban development of
the amendment site will need to be addressed in accordance with relevant state and
local government requirements. This will require consultation with MRWA and the
City of Cockburn in the subsequent stages of the planning process, and may result in
various requirements at the local structure plan, subdivision and development
approval stages.

In order to facilitate the upgrading of the surrounding roads, the landowner will be
required to make an appropriate contribution in accordance with a Development
Contribution Plan that will form part of an amendment to the City of Cockburn Local
Planning Scheme No. 3.

MRWA has requested the exclusion of Lot 1 Armada le Road from the amendment as
it may be impacted by the potential realignment of Verde Drive (extension of North
Lake Road). MRWA has advised that it is undertaking a planning review to determine
if Verde Drive should connect more directly into Armada le Road.

The WAPC recommends the amendment be modified by zoning Lot 1 Armada le
Road to urban deferred. The subject land can be transferred to the urban zone once
MRWA has completed its planning study. If it is determined that Verde Drive is to be
realigned, then it can be reserved as part of a separate MRS amendment and the
balance of the land transferred to the urban zone.

In accordance with the above discussion, it is recommended submissions on road
and traffic issues be dismissed and/or noted

8 Modifications

The proposed amendment is recommended to be modified by zoning Lot 1 Armada le
Road to urban deferred, as MRWA is undertaking a study to determine the long-term
alignment of Verde Drive. Readvertising of the amendment is not recommended as
the proposed modification does not substantially alter the intent of the amendment as
originally advertised, and no additional land is being included in the amendment.

9 Responses and determinations

The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report. The submissions of
objection are recommended to be dismissed. Minor modification to the amendment is
to be undertaken as discussed above.
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10 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 (LPS) where land is to be transferred to the
urban zone in the MRS.

The City of Cockburn does not recommend a concurrent amendment of its LPS. A
separate amendment for a 'development' zone is to be initiated for the site and will
include 'development area' and 'development contribution area' provisions.
Therefore, the WAPC supports the initiation of a separate LPS amendment for the
site.

11 Conclusion and recommendation

In determining this MRS amendment proposal the WAPC gave due regard to existing
state policy and its intent. However, in this instance, in terms of the ability of the
WAPC to make a decision outside a policy where it deems fit, it has done so on the
basis that it is of the view that this is a suitable 'test' case to examine the possible
future urbanisation of the Jandakot Mound as reflected in the strategic planning
document Directions 2031 and Beyond and that impacts of this development on
water quality and quantity, if proceeded with, are to be monitored and the results will
inform the subsequent review of State Planning Policy. In progressing this matter the
WAPC will also, through the Department of Planning, have ongoing dialogue to
ensure that any development on this land, in the event that development does take
place, is done so having due regard to the recommendations of the DoW.

This report summarises the background to Amendment 1221/41 and examines the
various submissions made on it.

The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the modified
amendment as shown generally on figure 1 in schedule 4, and in detail on the MRS
Amendment Plan listed in appendix 2 (as modified) should be approved and
finalised.

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

Alphabetical Listing of Submissions

MRS Amendment 1221/41

Banjup Urban Precinct

Name
14
16
5
7

11

6
23

9
18
26

8
3

20
12

1

22
21

24
15
17
4

25
13
19
2

10

Late Submissions

Armada le Road Pty Ltd
Banjup Residents Group (Inc) against
Banjup Residents Group (Inc) support
Cockburn, City of
Dobson, Malcolm
Education, Department of
Environment and Conservation, Department of
Haddy, Juliette
Hon. Lynn Mac Laren MLC
Huynh, Dao Truyen
Indigenous Affairs, Department of
Jandakot Airport Holdings Pty Ltd
Leaver, Clayton and Teneale
Main Roads Western Australia
Mines and Petroleum, Department of
Rapp, Aaron
Rapp, Moyna and Roy
South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council
Spittle, Paul
Spittle, Rory
Swan River People Native Title Holders
WA Local Government Association
Water Corporation
Water, Department of
Western Power
Wilcox, Malcolm
Wilcox-Marris, Kay
Name

27

28

Development Planning Strategies, on behalf of Stock land (WA)
Development Pty Ltd
Transport, Department of



Schedule 2

Summary of submissions and determinations



Submission: 1

Submitted by: Department of Mines and Petroleum

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

The Department of Mines and Petroleum raise no objections to the amendment.

Planning Comment:

Comment noted.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 2

Submitted by: Western Power

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

Western Power raises no objections to the amendment and advises that any changes to
the existing power system is the responsibility of the developer/s.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

3

Jandakot Airport Holdings

Jandakot Airport Holdings raises no objections to the amendment. It is noted that
residential development within the small portion of the subject land within the 20 ANEF
Contour will require appropriate noise insulation and appropriate notifications on titles.
This is in accordance with draft State Planning Policy 5.3 Jandakot airport vicinity.
These matters are usually addressed and implemented at local town planning scheme
amendment, subdivision approval and development approval stages.



Traffic congestion around Jandakot Airport has been increasing and it is important to
acknowledge the impact that future urban development of the amendment area will have
on the existing road infrastructure, such as Jandakot Road, Berrigan Drive South and
Berrigan Drive North. These roads will need to be upgraded to cater for the additional
traffic generated by the amendment. It is also important that the Roe Highway/Kwinana
Freeway intersection be upgraded to prevent overflow congestion onto the above roads.
As mentioned, the planning process allows for the appropriate decisions to be made by
relevant local and state government agencies at various stages of the planning process.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (d) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

OBJECTION

4

Swan River People Native Title Holders

The submission advises that the Indigenous Elders and people with knowledge, ties,
links and associations with the area of the Swan River, Swan Valley, Swan Coastal
Plains and Darling Ranges are the only people authorised to speak. They advise their
Native Title is made up of many Nyungar families and family clans who we represent.
Nyungar Elders seek an on-site hearing with the WAPC to comment on the amendment.

Further, Nyungar Elders speak for this area by Nyungar laws and customs, and have
been authorised by their people and by the Registration Test of the Native Title Act.
Nyungar Elders are the only qualified experts who can give advice and assistance, not
government departments or Nyungar people that are not from this area.

Their main concern is preserving places of significance, therefore it may be necessary
for an anthropologist, archaeologist and/or facilitator acceptable to both parties; draft
copies of reports must be sent to the Nyungar Elders for checking before being finalised.

The submission advises that agreement (subject to the above process) has been
reached with developers, mining companies, local and state government agencies on
other projects in the State. If an on-site meeting is agreed, normal consultation expenses
must also be covered. All parties should attempt to come to an agreement when
meeting, and that agreement be put in writing and signed by all parties. The group is not
trying to stop 'progress' but have a right by international law to protect sacred ways
(religion, culture and human rights) and there needs to be a balance for all parties
involved.

This submission was supported by a Hearing.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (a) of the Report on Submissions.



Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

SUPPORT (qualified)

5

Banjup Residents Group

Many Banjup residents support the proposed amendment. However, they request that
the same development opportunities be equally and transparently available to other
landowners.

Residents are concerned that the Banjup urban precinct and any further developments,
do not address infrastructure requirements in the locality, such as Cockburn Central.

Equality of Opportunity

The WAPC has called the Banjup urban precinct a 'test case' for further development
over the water mound. If the quarry proposal is approved, the precedent is set for further
development in the Banjup locality.

If the amendment is approved, the WAPC will have recognised that the Banjup quarry is
'strategic' and a 'logical in-fill'. However, the same designation could apply to other parts
of the Banjup locality in close proximity to Cockburn Central and transport infrastructure.

The WAPC has stated that no further development proposals for Banjup will be
considered until the review of the SPP 2.3 is completed, but it is questioned why an
exception for Stock land been made.

If the amendment is approved, the same opportunities for rezoning should be available
to other Banjup landowners, having regard to the fragmented landownership. The WAPC
should be clear regarding what the strategic, infill development and scientific conditions
are that are required to be fulfilled before further rezonings can occur.

Strategic Development Plan for Banjup

The WAPC should require that the Department of Planning (DoP) work with the City of
Cockburn and local residents to prepare a Strategic Development Plan for the Banjup
area. The strategic plan will provide clarity and certainty to landowners and identify areas
for the supply of drinking water, protect areas of natural bushland, wetlands and animal
habitats.

The strategic plan should equally identify areas north and south of Armada le Road that
could be urbanised along with the relevant appropriate environmental and sustainability
controls. Those controls would be informed by the review of SPP 2.3.

The strategic plan should complement the plans for the commercial areas of Jandakot
and should be coordinated with the City of Cockburn and with Main Roads WA.



Infrastructure Issues

If the amendment is approved then further development along Armada le Road is likely.
Therefore, in order to avoid repeating the traffic issues around Cockburn Central, the
developer should take into account the future development in the locality in any
upgrading of roads.

The development of the subject land should not proceed before agencies such as
MRWA, DoT and the City of Cockburn have funded and commenced construction of the
required supporting infrastructure such as the Freeway interchange, upgrading of
Armada le and Jandakot Roads, increased parking at the railway station and frequent
shuttle bus services.

The submission was supported by a Hearing.

Planning Comment:

Support noted. Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 6

Submitted by: Department of Education

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

The Department of Education has no objections to the amendment.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 7

Submitted by: City of Cockburn

Summary of Submission:

SUPPORT

The City of Cockburn supports the amendment and advised as follows:



request the WAPC to investigate rezoning the adjoining land from industrial to
urban under the MRS; and

advise the WAPC that the City does not support a concurrent amendment of the
subject land under section 126(3) of the Planning and Development Act 2005. A
subsequent Town Planning Scheme amendment is to be initiated by the City and
will require comprehensive 'development area' and 'development contribution area'
provisions for the site.

This submission was supported by a Hearing.

Planning Comment:

Support noted. Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions.

The WAPC has noted the City of Cockburn's request to investigate rezoning the abutting
Jandakot industrial area for urban purposes. However, this land has not been identified
for urban development purposes under the draft Outer Metropolitan and Peel Sub-
regional Strategy and would require further investigation prior to amending the MRS.

The WAPC has noted the City of Cockburn's recommendation that the concurrent
amendment of the subject land to a 'development' zone is not appropriate as associated
`development area' and 'development contribution area' scheme text modifications are
required. That recommendation is supported.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

8

Department of Indigenous Affairs

The Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) has advised that there are two places
currently mapped on its Aboriginal Heritage Information System that fall within the
proposed amendment area boundary.

DIA 3300 (Readymix Sandpit 2) is located at the corner of Armada le and Tapper Roads
and DIA 4108 (Readymix Sandpit 1) is located at the corner of Armada le and Fraser
Roads. There is insufficient information about these places and further information is
required to determine if these are sites in terms of the Aboriginal Heritage Act.

The proponent is encouraged to liaise with the DIA early in the development of the site in
order to help identify ways to minimise and avoid damage or disturbance of Aboriginal
heritage sites and will assist to avoid delays in the subsequent planning stages.

The DIA note and commend the WAPC on entering into a Memorandum of
Understanding with the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) and the
referral of proposals likely to have an Aboriginal interest to SWALSC.



Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (a) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

OBJECTION

9

Juliette Haddy (nearby resident)

The proposed amendment is objected to as the environment is being threatened around
Jandakot Airport and Armada le and will negatively impact on the Jandakot groundwater
mound.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (c) (e) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission dismissed.

Submission: 10

Submitted by: Malcolm Wilcox & Kay Wilcox-Marris
(nearby residents)

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

The submission requests that the amendment be deferred pending the finalisation of the
review of SPP 2.3 and 5.3 and investigation of regional road access and car parking
issues.

Road issues

Road improvements should be made to accommodate the additional traffic, ease existing
traffic congestion and improve safety on Jandakot Road and Berrigan Drive. Due to
congestion on Kwinana Freeway in the general locality, commuters are using alterative
'shortcuts'. This is further compounded by the development of Jandakot Airport.

Parking and access from Cockburn Central rail station should be improved. Access and
egress from the car parking area is dangerous and should be expanded to allow safer
and easier access arrangements.



State Planning Policies 2.3 and 5.3

The amendment should be deferred pending the review of these policies. The
amendment is in conflict with SPP 5.3 which does not allow any further intensive
development of the site. The amendment is also in conflict with SPP 2.3 which is being
reviewed and restricts the extent of residential development and the use of nutrients and
contaminants.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (c), (d), (f) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

OBJECTION

11

Malcolm Dobson (nearby resident)

Draft SPP 5.3 and the MRS amendment is not supported as it will negatively impact on
the submitter's property and result in an alteration to the existing rural environment.

The WAPC relies on the ANEF contours supplied by Jandakot Airport Holdings (JAH) up
to 2029/2030. It is submitted that ANEF contours are based on unproven data supplied
by Jandakot Airport. The ANEF contours have divided the landowners property and are
not accurate.

Air Services Australia guidelines state that the ANEF requires review at regular intervals
(five years) to ensure its continuing validity. However, Air Services Australia states
although it has responsibility for endorsing the technical accuracy of ANEF's, it does not
assess any of the data or assumptions.

Air Services Australia and the WAPC are acting on trust that JAH information is truthful
and accurate. Whilst this may be the only method to provide restrictions on land
surrounding airports, it should not be the basis for land use planning decisions.

Draft SPP 5.3 states that the actual location of the 20 ANEF contour is difficult to define
accurately, because of variation in aircraft flight paths. In particular, Jandakot airport has
no traffic controllers after hours so light aircraft regularly vary their flight paths rendering
the ANEF contours invalid.

Jandakot airport is used by helicopters as well as light aircraft. Helicopters are used for
training, commercial activities, recreation, police activities, search and rescue and
helicopter circuit these helicopter activities is not incorporated into the ANEF contours.
The noise levels of helicopters is intense, far worse than light aircraft as they fly at low
levels and should not be ignored by the WAPC. There are similar examples elsewhere in
Australia.



JAH should not have the right to interfere and comment on any changes to SPP 5.3, the
MRS amendment and influence surrounding landuses as they are a competitor.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (d) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission dismissed.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

12

Main Roads WA

Main Roads WA (MRWA) has previously advised that until the long term planning for the
realignment of Armada le Road/North Lake Road was finalised, and any future land
requirements for the road reservation were known, the rezoning of Lot 1 should be
excluded from the amendment. However, in the interim MRWA supports rezoning the
balance of the land to urban deferred.

A robust Traffic Impact Assessment is required to be undertaken in accordance with the
WAPC's Transport Assessment Guidelines in the future planning stage. It is likely that
this Traffic Impact Assessment may indicate that the proposed amendment area will
have implications on other regional roads such as Jandakot Road and these impacts
should be addressed prior to the finalisation of this MRS amendment.

As Armada le Road forms part of the road freight network, a transport noise assessment
in accordance with State Planning Policy 5.4 Road and Rail Transport Noise and
Freight Considerations in Land Use Policy is required to be undertaken in the
subsequent planning stages. No vehicle access will be permitted onto Armada le Road,
except from Fraser Road.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (f) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

13

Water Corporation



COMMENT

The Water Corporation raises no objections to the amendment and advises as follows:

Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area

The subject area falls within the Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area
(UWPCA), Priority 2 (P2), in accordance with State Planning Policy 2.7 Public Drinking
Source Water Policy (SPP 2.7).

The Department of Water's (DoW) land use compatibility table states urban development
is not supported within a P2 area (it is acceptable with conditions in a P3 area). It

therefore needs to be determined if this proposed change complies with the water quality
provisions outlined in State Planning Policy No. 2.3 Jandakot Groundwater Protection.
Developers within a UWPCA need to fulfil their legal responsibilities including those
covering land uses planning, environmental, health and building permit matters.

Portions of the amendment are within 300 m of wellhead protection zones of two active
production bores, J370 and J380. The provisions relating to groundwater protection
under the Metropolitan Water Supply Sewerage and Drainage Act apply. Activities and
land uses in these areas are restricted and subject to the DEC approval processes in
accordance with SPP 2.7. It is recommended that the areas within the 300 m wellhead
protection zones remain as native bushland.

The Corporation also owns a bore site at Lot 8 Solomon Road (A2632) which is within
the amendment site and also needs to be protected.

Water

The subject area falls outside a planned water supply scheme and a reticulated potable
water supply is not immediately available. If a reticulated water supply is required, the
developer would need to arrange for water scheme planning to be undertaken. The
planning could determine that substantial infrastructure is required.

Sewerage

The subject area falls outside a planned sewerage scheme and a reticulated wastewater
is not immediately available. If a reticulated wastewater supply is required, the developer
is to arrange for wastewater scheme planning to be undertaken. The planning could
determine that substantial infrastructure is required.

Drainage

A portion of the subject area falls within the Southern Lakes Drainage District.

Urban Water Management

Water strategy and management issues are required to be addressed in accordance with
the State Water Strategy 2003, State Water Plan 2007, and DoW's Better Urban Water
Management.

General

The Corporation advises that the developer is to provide the funding for all reticulated
works and to contribute to headworks.



In addition, the developer may be required to fund new works or the upgrading of
existing works to provide for the increase demand resulting from the development. Any
temporary works are required to be funded by the developer. The Corporation may also
require land being ceded free of cost for works.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. The proponent has been advised of the Water Corporation's advice
which will be taken into consideration in the subsequent detailed planning stages and
may also be subject to subdivision and development approval conditions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 14

Submitted by: Armada le Road Pty Ltd (nearby
landowner)

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

Armada le Road Pty Ltd is the owner of lot 1 Armada le Road, Banjup and supports the
amendment. Lot 1 directly abuts the existing industrial zoned land to the west, has road
frontage to Armada le Road, is in close proximity to the Cockburn Central rail station and
Kwinana Freeway, and was identified in the draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-
regional Strategy as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 2015'.

The submission advises that future land use options are being considered such as
residential or commercial/mixed business (showroom) uses. It is considered that
commercial/mixed business uses could integrate with similar abutting uses and provide a
transition to future residential development. An urban zoning will enable a range of
commercial and residential uses to be considered over Lot 1.

The landowner seeks to ensure that Lot 1 has adequate accessibility from Armada le
Road to provide maximum flexibility for future uses, however, it is noted that access
arrangements not been finalised.

The landowner will also be liaising with MRWA to discuss Lot 1 access arrangements.
The left in left out access ensures that the future development of Lot 1 is not reliant on
the staging of development of abutting Lot 9004.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (f) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.



Submission: 15, 16

Submitted by: Paul Barrie Spittle (nearby landowner),
Banjup Residents Group (Inc)

Summary of Submission:

OBJECTION

Precedent potential

The WAPC has stated that no further rezoning proposals will be considered until the
review of the SPP 2.3 is completed. As the outcome of the review of SPP 2.3 is
unknown, the WAPC should defer the finalisation of the amendment until the review is
completed.

The WAPC has described the amendment as a 'test case' for further development over
the Jandakot Water Mound. This precedent should not be set as it will inevitably lead to
further urbanisation, more risk to drinking water sources, and further loss of natural
bushland and habitat for wildlife.

Equality of Opportunity

If the amendment is finalised, the WAPC will have recognised that the amendment is
strategic and a logical in-fill. However, such designations should apply equally to other
landowners within the Jandakot groundwater protection area, as they are close to
Cockburn Central activity centre and station.

Exposure to Aircraft Noise Nuisance

Draft SPP 5.3 states that there is a general presumption against any rezoning of land
which would permit development involving any increase in residential density above one
dwelling for every two hectares. Within the Core Area, memorials must be placed on all
land titles warning of aircraft noise nuisance. Having regard to Glen Iris and Canning
Vale areas where noise nuisance has been an issue, the State Government should not
permit an additional 2,300 homes to be built in this location.

Not a Logical Infill

The amendment is bounded to the east by commercial and industrial businesses, to the
north by the operations of Jandakot airport, to the west by a brickworks, and to the south
by Armada le Road. As such it is completely divorced from other residential facilities,
such as local shops, schools, and other public amenities. The amendment site is not
considered a logical development.

Inconsistent Advice about the Groundwater

The DoW has not been consistent in its advice relating to the Jandakot Groundwater
Mound as it supports the continued protection of the Jandakot groundwater resource
because of its importance for Perth's water supply.

However, the DoW raises no objections to the amendment and therefore the submitter
questions the WAPC's reliance on the DoW.



Consistency with WAPC's Policies

The WAPC should only allow the subdivision of the amendment area to 2 ha lots,
following the rehabilitation of the quarry as required under the Mines Act.

Risk to Drinking Water Source

The quality of water from the Jandakot Groundwater Mound is already compromised and
the amendment will exacerbate these existing problems.

Infrastructure Issues

If the amendment is approved then further development along Armada le Road is likely.
Therefore, in order to avoid repeating the traffic issues around Cockburn Central, the
developer should take into account the future development in the locality in any
upgrading of roads.

The development of the subject land should not proceed before agencies such as
MRWA, DoT and the City of Cockburn have funded and commenced construction of the
required supporting infrastructure such as the Freeway interchange, upgrading of
Armada le and Jandakot Roads, increased parking at the railway station and frequent
shuttle bus services.

Additional water sources will be required to meet the expected continuing growth in the
Perth metropolitan area. Improved water use efficiency can reduce this water need.
However, additional sources of supply will still be required if population continues to grow
as forecast. Power (electricity generation) is under increasing pressure from an
expanding city.

MRS Conditions

The submission requests that the following conditions be imposed on the MRS
amendment:

All infrastructure plans should be sufficient for the existing future population in the
Banjup locality.

Appropriate upgrades to Armada le and Jandakot Roads should be under
construction before development occurs.

These submissions were supported by Hearings.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (b) (f) of the Report on Submissions.

In relation to the request for conditions on the MRS amendment, there is no legal
mechanism to enable conditions to be imposed, however conditions may be imposed in
the subsequent local planning scheme amendment (via scheme provisions) and
structure planning stages followed by subdivision and development approval conditions
(as required) should the amendment be approved.

Determination:

Submissions dismissed.



Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

OBJECTION

17

Rory Spittle (nearby resident)

The submitter does not support the amendment as it could have potential negative
impacts on the environment and the local community. It is inevitable the land will be
rezoned and developed, but if it were undertaken correctly it could create a sustainable
community.

Roads and infrastructure should be in place before development occurs. Roads such as
Jandakot and Armada le Roads, the Kwinana Freeway and North lake Road would need
to be upgraded. In addition, walking and bike paths should be included to encourage
'green' transport linkages.

The development should be designed to be green, sustainable and self sufficient similar
to Ellenbrook. As a town centre, Cockburn Gateways shopping centre already exists so a
village centre should be established. The proposed primary school should be within
walking distance from the villages. The nearby Atwell College secondary school could be
reached by sufficient walking/bicycle paths and a public transport route. A central road
should be built through the development to allow for easy access. The primary school,
potential town centre, and the majority of the public transport should be built along this
central road.

The infrastructure around the area is inadequate and does not support the current heavy
flow of traffic and the amendment will exacerbate these problems. The train station,
Cockburn Central and Cockburn Gateway shopping centre should be easily accessible
by dual use paths.

To minimize urban sprawl adequate infrastructure including road networks and public
transport would need to be established. The proposed development could include
medium and high density housing and accommodate more residents and minimise urban
sprawl.

The area surrounding the amendment is vulnerable to bushfires with approximately 3-4
occurring each year. Therefore, fire management should be considered in order to
prevent any future bush fire problems.

The environment surrounding the amendment is a habitat for the local flora and fauna.
Some of the local fauna include the threatened and endangered species of the Southern
Brown Bandicoot and the Kangaroo. Correct planning and surveying would need to be
conducted in order to protect the local flora and fauna species. Development of the area
would not only threaten the local habitat of the flora and fauna it could cause water and
soil pollution.

The City of Cockburn's position is unclear as they have advised residents that they do
not support any further rezoning of the Jandakot groundwater mound but have supported
the amendment.



Residents within the amendment area could be impacted by noise pollution, mainly from
the regional roads and from Jandakot Airport. Frequent loud noise could cause negative
health problems and frequent complaints.

A new development would add more stress to our already vulnerable water sources. The
amendment is located on the Jandakot groundwater mound however it is still uncertain
how vulnerable this ground water supply is to pollution. This area should be monitored
and studied to determine the impact of existing development and industry on the water
mound. Regulations that affect Banjup resident's water use, fertiliser and keeping of
livestock could be modified to protect this water source.

It is noted that the EPA and the Water Corporation raise no objections to the
amendment. Although the majority of this land already cleared, there are areas which
contain remnant vegetation which should be retained. The development of this area and
adjacent areas could have a negative impact on the environment. Fertiliser and other
chemical use in residential properties could accumulate and cause water and soil
pollution, soil pollution an impact on the water resource.

This submission was supported by a Hearing.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (b) (f) of the Report on Submissions.

In relation to the potential for bushfires to affect the subject land, such issues are
routinely considered in the subsequent local planning scheme amendment and structure
planning stages in accordance with the WAPC's Planning for Bushfire Protection
Guidelines.

It is also noted that the City of Cockburn raise no objections to the amendment.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

18

Hon. Lynn Mac Laren MLC

The amendment provides an opportunity to develop a higher density, mixed-use
residential and commercial community. As the land is located on the Jandakot water
mound, the most important consideration is to prevent any negative impact on the water
supply.

Planning direction

The Greens WA support a community driven approach to land use planning. There is a
need for designated areas of little or no development to maintain an ecosystem that
provides safe drinking water, free from toxins, and thriving animal, bird, plant, insect and



marine life. The community of Cockburn as well as the greater south metropolitan area
should continue to be fully consulted and their views taken into consideration.

Transport fuel supply should be a pivotal issue in land use planning due to the global
decline in cheap oil production. In summary, the Greens WA encourages a range of
initiatives regarding environmental, social and sustainable planning issues. Reference is
also made to ensure that the right of affected third parties is protected and to have a right
of appeal regarding development planning.

Potential conservation impacts

Although the site has been largely cleared, some remnant vegetation remains on the
site. The eastern side of the site also abuts Bush Forever site 390. The area of native
vegetation on the eastern side of the site contains the King Spider Orchid. This is listed
as endangered under the EPBC Act. It is also possible that endangered Carnaby's Black
Cockatoos and quendas may periodically inhabit the site.

The proponents have expressed a commitment to retain and conserve the area of
bushland containing the orchid in perpetuity. However, there is a high level of concern
that this bushland, as well as the adjoining Bush Forever site 390, will degenerate if
residential development abuts.

It is recommended that a flora and fauna survey be undertaken to ensure that any rare
and threatened species are preserved. The area containing Caladenia hueglii, plus an
adequate buffer, should not be developed and ceded to the City of Cockburn or the DEC
as a conservation reserve. This area should be incorporated into adjacent Bush Forever
site 390.

Potential water resource impacts

The site is located within the Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area
(UWPCA). As a P2 area it ensures there is no increased risk of pollution to water
sources. The policy stipulates further intensification of land use may result in

contamination of the public drinking water source and therefore urban development is
not considered appropriate.

A portion of the site is also in the 300 m wellhead protection zone for Water Corporation
bore J380. The proponent states that the area surrounding the wellhead will be
maintained as public open space. This may not be sufficient to ensure the protection of
the wellhead. A condition should ensure that the groundwater is not affected.

It is understood that sewerage will be required, but there are no plans for on-site
greywater recycling. This should be considered to reduce water use, provided that
filtration systems are established and maintained. Water management planning should
be a condition of the rezoning. Reference should be made to remediation techniques that
could be adopted if groundwater contamination is found.

Fuel leaks at nearby Jandakot airport have contaminated the groundwater and leaks
from a soil blending plant on Acourt Road also caused groundwater pollution. There is
concern that if development is not regulated, the extraction bores will fail to meet water
quality standards. The submitter is not opposed to development on the Jandakot water
mound but it needs to be carefully controlled.

A review of SPP 2.3 is being undertaken by the WAPC on the basis of pressure from
landowners within the Jandakot water protection area who are requesting urbanisation



and because the Kwinana desalination plant now provides up to 45 gigalitres of water
per annum. The Jandakot water mound provides clean, cheap water and does not
involve energy intensive processes such as desalination.

Potential traffic impacts

The amendment is in close proximity to Cockburn Centre, Gateways Shopping Centre
and other activity centres. Therefore, it is ideal for higher density development if potential
groundwater contamination issues are overcome.

The Department of Transport have raised concerns about the effect on congestion levels
on Armada le Road and have requested the provision of pedestrian and cycling facilities.
The proponent advised of the possibility of a shuttle bus service from the development to
local activity centres. Frequent public transport services from the proposed development
to these centres will be necessary to ease congestion levels on Armada le Road.

Potential landuse conflicts

The proposed development abuts an industrial area to the west and is close to Jandakot
Airport. This could cause potential land use conflicts such as noise and industrial
pollution.

The site is currently a disused sand quarry. Potential land uses for the area include
residential or industrial development, leaving it as it is, or attempting to rehabilitate it as a
bushland area. Given the degraded nature of the bushland, the proximity to Cockburn
Central, the best use of the site is likely to be medium to high density residential
development. This is on the condition that the groundwater quality and neighbouring
bushland can be adequately protected.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (b) (f) of the Report on Submissions.

With reference to greywater recycling the landowner advised that it is considered that
this poses a high risk to the groundwater. Whatever the case, detailed planning and
development issues such as this are not appropriately addressed at the MRS
amendment stage and can be addressed at later more detailed stages of the planning
and development process.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

19

Department of Water



Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area

The DoW is the government agency responsible for the management and protection of
the State's water resources which includes providing technical advice on water related
matters to state planning and development agencies.

The proposed development is located within the Jandakot UWPCA and the site is
currently defined as a Priority 2 (P2) area under the Metropolitan Water Supply and
Sewerage Act 1909 for the purpose of State Planning Policy 2.3. The Jandakot Mound is
an important source of good quality groundwater abstracted for use with other sources to
provide Perth's integrated water supply scheme.

In order to protect the quality of public water supplies, the DoW does not advocate the
intensification of development in public drinking water source areas due to increased
risks to water quality and public health. However, the DoW has noted advice from the
DoP that the Banjup site is identified in a strategic planning document (Directions 2031
and Beyond) because of its development potential. The site is included in the draft Outer
Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011-
2015'. If the WAPC confirms the strategic value of rezoning this site, the DoW would
reclassify the site from P2 to P3.

The DoW notes and supports the WAPC's advice that SPP 2.3 is subject to review. This
review will need to consider the State's future development and water supply needs, and
the changing land and water factors since the mid 1990's when the current priority areas
were determined. Until this review has been undertaken the DoW will not consider or
support any further urbanisation of land in the Jandakot UWPCA.

Urban Water Management

The DoW is satisfied that the District Water Management Strategy for the site provides
sufficient water resource management information to demonstrate that the site can
support urban land uses and is considered suitable to inform the proposed MRS
amendment.

Groundwater

The subject property is located within the Jandakot Groundwater Area as proclaimed
under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914. Any groundwater abstraction in this
proclaimed area for purposes other than domestic and/or stock watering taken from the
superficial aquifer is subject to licensing by the DoW. The issuing of a groundwater
licence is not guaranteed but if issued will contain a number of conditions that are
binding upon the licensee.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted.

Determination:

Submission noted.



Submission: 20 22 & 26

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

Four nearby residents being Clayton &
Teneale Leaver, Monya & Roy Rapp,
Aaron Rapp, Dao Truyen Huynh who
lodged separate submissions

The submissions raise no objections to the amendment, but seek an equal opportunity
for surrounding landowners to develop their properties as has been demonstrated by the
proposed amendment.

The submissions state that they had requested the WAPC to rezone their land to urban
deferred, which is bound by residential subdivision and a golf course to the east, a public
utility to the south, Urban Stone factory to the north and adjoining neighbour to the west.
The WAPC's deferral of rezoning request is not supported. The land is directly opposite
residential land which should make it more appropriate for urban development.

The submissions state that the land is within the 20-25 ANEF contour, including
Stock land's site. It is requested that the WAPC reconsider this request given the City of
Cockburn is also requesting the rezoning of industrial land for urban purposes in the
abutting Jandakot Industrial Area.

The submissions also state that a submission on Directions 2031 and Beyond had been
submitted, however their land was not included for urban development purposes. The
only difference was that Stock land's site had been cleared as it was used as a quarry.

The P2 area between Jandakot Road and Cutler Road is surrounded by an industrial
area and a golf course which has an impact on groundwater. It is questioned how the
water from the Jandakot aquifer is suitable for human consumption. Having septic tanks
and horses on the land would contaminate the groundwater more than changing the
priority to P3 and connecting to reticulated sewerage.

The P2 areas have changed considerably since the boundaries were set in 1998. All
adjoining landowners should have the same development potential as the amendment
site. Land less than 50 metres from a wellhead was developed between 2002-2004 and
has made this bore useless. Therefore, the land adjacent to this bore should also be able
to be developed.

It has been proposed that there should be no restrictions to residential development
within the Jandakot Groundwater Mound based on the draft SPP 5.3 ANEF contours for
2029-30. There is not much difference with noise nuisance between the core and frame
areas. There is no comparison between the levels of noise at Perth Airport and the noise
nuisance levels at Jandakot Airport. It has been managed in the past with double-glazing
and insulation.

The landowners request that the amendment be modified to include the surrounding land
and allow it to be developed for urban purposes. The landowners have referred to the
social and economic sustainability principles in the Amendment Report and provided
information regarding the benefits of TOD which can assist in reducing vehicle
dependence and encourage more walking and cycling initiatives.



The submissions have also made reference to Directions 2031 and Beyond which
identifies Murdoch becoming a significant specialised centre. The Government's decision
to locate the new Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch, combined with existing institutions
including St. John of God Hospital, Challenger Institute of Technology, Murdoch
University and other uses, will produce one of the largest concentrations of employment.
These major employment generators will support a significant amount of related
commercial development and demand for new housing, creating all the elements of a
mixed-use, TOD centre.

Submission No. 21 was supported by a Hearing

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (b) (f) of the Report on Submissions.

In relation to the request to reconsider the landowners' proposed MRS amendment
request, this is outside the scope of this MRS amendment. However, it is noted that the
MRS amendment request is being held in abeyance as it was considered premature by
the Department of Planning. Further consideration is dependent on clarification of the
strategic planning context of the Jandakot groundwater protection area and associated
review of the SPP 2.3.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 23

Submitted by: Department of Environment &
Conservation

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) advises as follows:

Noise from Jandakot Airport

Draft SPP 5.3 addresses land use planning issues relating to noise from Jandakot
Airport. It defines two key areas a Core Area and a Frame Area.

The Core Area is defined by the 20 ANEF noise contour (Australian Noise Exposure
Forecast an annualised average noise level based on a future model incorporating all
predicted aircraft movements), and states that no rezoning of land is to occur.

The Frame Area is the land between the 20 ANEF contour and bounded by Roe
Highway, Ranford Road, Warton Road, Armada le Road and the Kwinana Freeway.
Within this area there is a general presumption against any rezoning which would permit
an increase in residential density above one dwelling every 2 hectares.

The amendment is located within the Frame Area (except where it is within the 20 ANEF
contour). SPP 5.3 is under review and the revised contours for 2029/30 show the
20 ANEF contour crossing the southern part of the amendment area. If the 20 ANEF for



2029/30 is applied, then there would be an area just north of Armada le Road which
would preclude rezoning to an urban. The remainder of the subject land would be subject
to the provisions of SPP 5.3 as they apply to the Frame Area.

SPP 5.3 states that where there is a demonstrated strategic need for more intensive
development, or where the area of land concerned represents a logical infill and
development would complete rather than extend an established pattern of development,
consideration will be given to appropriate re-zoning. The amendment document states
that Directions 2031 and Beyond identifies the majority of the land as an 'Urban
Expansion Area 2011- 2013' mentioning the need for a 'more consolidated city and a
sustainable urban transport network.

The Banjup area is being used as the primary noise buffer for Jandakot Airport, and it is
likely that any urban development on the subject land will lead to a general push for
urban development throughout this southern part of the Frame Area.

Other noise

Armada le Road is along the southern boundary of the subject land and that the road
traffic noise should be managed under State Planning Policy 5.4 Road and Rail
Transport Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning.

Air quality

The proposed amendment will result in the establishment of residential development
adjacent to an industrial zone, which contains a paving manufacturing plant to the south
of the site. The Environmental Protection Authority's Guidance for the Assessment of
Environmental Factors No. 3 Separation distances between industrial and sensitive
land uses requires a buffer distance between 300 to 1000 m for a brickworks or similar
facility.

If the landowner/s wish to reduce the size of the buffer they should undertake a robust
assessment of air quality impacts. If modelling is required as part of the assessment,
then it must be undertaken in accordance with the DEC's air quality modelling guidelines.
The DEC's Air Quality Management Branch advises against a buffer less than 300 m.

Flora and fauna

Caladenia huegelii has been recorded in vegetation within and adjacent to the subject
land. Caladenia huegelii is listed as declared rare flora (DRF) under the State Wildlife
Conservation Act 1950. It is also listed in the Schedule to the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 as endangered.

While is it known to occur on site, the extent of the population of Caladenia huegelii
within the subject land has not been adequately surveyed to date. In order for all plants
to be protected and managed, a targeted spring flora survey should be conducted by the
proponent, prior to further planning approvals, to identify occurrences of the species in all
vegetated areas. Due to its known occurrence in areas of similar habitat, it is likely the
species may occur more extensively than is currently mapped. Any further clearing of
native vegetation has the, potential to disturb the DRF species and therefore no changes
to land use or clearing should occur prior to detailed flora surveys being undertaken.

Due to the potential for native vegetation clearing as a result of future urban
development of the subject site consideration should be given to impacts on those
threatened flora and fauna species listed under State and Federal legislation and the



obligations for assessment of the proposals in accordance with the Environmental
Protection Act 1986, the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and the Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).

The landowner/s should be made aware of their notification responsibilities under the
EPBC Act and should therefore contact the Federal Department of Sustainability,
Environment, Water, Population and Communities for further information on these
responsibilities.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Parts 7.2 (b), (d) (f) of the Report on Submissions.

The proponent has been advised of the DEC's comments which in many circumstances
involve further investigation and consideration at subsequent stages of the planning
process, in particular any local scheme amendments and local structure planning
followed by subdivision and development proposals.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 24

Submitted by: South West Aboriginal Land & Sea
Council

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

The South West Aboriginal Land & Sea Council (SWALSC) is the registered native title
representative body for the claimants of the Whadjuk People (242/2011). The SWALSC
notes that the water protection zone and surrounds as significant to the Whadjuk people
and that the following Aboriginal sites are registered on DIA Heritage Sites Register:

Site ID3301 Banjup: Casil Artefacts/Scatter and Camp;
Site ID3447 Mather Reserve, Banjup Mythological and Hunting Ground;
Site ID3446 Bartram Swamp, Banjup/forr Hunting Place;
Site ID4339 Warton Road, Banjup Artefacts/Scatter.

In accordance with the AHA which also protects unregistered sites and the Memorandum
of Understanding with WAPC, it is requested that a full heritage site identification survey
is undertaken prior to ground disturbing work. Ground disturbing work will also be subject
to a section 18 application under the AHA.

Due to the significance of the area to the Whadjuk people, it is requested that monitors
for ground disturbing work be required and ongoing consultations with the WAPC and
relevant government organisations.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (a) of the Report on Submissions.



Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

25

WA Local Government Association

The WA Local Government Association has recommended that the amendment be
deferred pending the review of SPP 2.3 and impact on the groundwater resource.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (c) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission: 27 (Late submission)

Submitted by: Development Planning Strategies
(Representing the Landowner)

Summary of Submission:

SUPPORT

Development Planning Strategies on behalf of Stock land (WA) Development Pty Ltd
supports the amendment. The purpose of the amendment represents an attractive and
viable urban infill opportunity/ which would capitalise on the existing infrastructure and go
beyond best practice in sustainable design.

Contextual Setting

The amendment represents a considerable composite landholding within the Perth
metropolitan area. The subject land is in close proximity (within 1.5 kilometres) of the
regionally significant Cockburn Central railway station and associated sub-regional
centre. Similarly, the Kwinana Freeway, which is directly accessible via Armada le Road,
is located within a kilometre of the subject land.

The subject site is predominantly cleared vacant land, effectively representing the
remnants of an exhausted sand quarry. The quarry operated for about 30 years and was
extensively mined, resulting in its environmental and visual qualities being significantly
degraded.



The historic and existing land use has little positive relationship to the immediate locality,
the district and the sub-region and region. A change of use is therefore logical and
necessary to facilitate efficient use of this strategically located vacant land.

The amendment is located within the northern portion of the Jandakot UWPCA within a
P2 area. A change to more intense urban land uses is not normally compatible within a
P2 area unless it can be demonstrated that significant changes have occurred to the
land and water factors considered when the original P2 area was determined. It is
submitted that significant changes have occurred since 1996 when the P2 area was
defined, and that a P3 classification is more appropriate to reflect the current land and
water circumstances.

The subject land accommodates very little biodiversity value, having been extensively
modified as part of the previous sand quarrying activities. The site is generally devoid of
known habitat for rare and endangered species, contains no mapped wetlands and has
limited remnant vegetation. The relatively minor areas of biodiversity value should and
can be captured and protected as part of any land use change.

Rationale for Urbanisation

The site is located 18 km from the Perth CBD and has significant potential for infill
development. It is located within an existing urban setting and is predominantly cleared
with minimal planning constraints. Given the unique characteristics of the subject site this
amendment will not set a precedent for other areas on the Jandakot Mound to be
rezoned for urban development.

Over the last two years, the necessary site and surrounds research that underpins the
substantive case for this land to be rezoned has been complemented by an exhaustive
key stakeholder consultation process.

Directions 2031 and Beyond

The urbanisation of the subject site is consistent with the principles for urban
development in Directions 2031 and Beyond. The spatial framework and strategic plan
for the Metropolitan Perth and Peel regions plans for land and housing supply needs to
cater for a city of 3.5 million people. The majority of the amendment is identified as an
`Urban Expansion Area (2011 2015)'.

The amendment is aligned with achieving key targets outlined as part of the strategy to
control and sustain growth in Directions 2031 and Beyond. It will assist in pursuing:

A 50 per cent improvement on current infill residential development trends of 30 per
cent and 35 per cent and has set a target of 47 per cent or 154,000 of the required
328,000 dwellings as infill development; and

A 50 per cent increase in the current average residential density of ten dwellings per
gross urban zoned hectare and has set a target of 15 dwellings per gross urban
zoned hectare of land in new development areas.

In accordance with Directions 2031 and Beyond, the amendment will support the need to
provide sustainable residential development to accommodate the growing population of
Perth. It will facilitate greater and more efficient use of existing regional infrastructure and
will enable some of the Directions 2031 and Beyond's core objectives to be
implemented.



State Sustainability Strategy

The amendment complies with the guiding principles and priorities for action outlined in
the State Sustainability Strategy. Urbanisation of the site will achieve simultaneous
environmental, social and economic improvements. It represents sustainable urban
growth that will revitalise an under-utilised and degraded site, and increase the
catchment around Cockburn Central rail station and Secondary Activity Centre.

State Planning Framework

Urbanisation of the subject site is consistent with the guiding principles of State Planning
Framework and State Planning Strategy. It is based on environmentally sustainable
principles to protect and enhance the natural assets of the site, namely the groundwater
resource. Urbanisation of the site will contribute towards a more vibrant community and
maximise the potential of the area for economic activity. It will take advantage of its
strategic location and maximise the efficiency of infrastructure in close proximity.

SPP 3 Urban Growth and Settlement

The amendment is consistent with the key requirements for sustainable communities,
including the efficient use of land and infrastructure, accessible residential development,
consideration of the environment and access to employment opportunities.

SPP 2.3 Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy

The change of land use is compatible with the protection of groundwater for public
supply. Urbanisation will ensure an appropriate balance between environmental resource
protection and economic and social viability of the site.

Management of Ground Water Resource

The subject land is one of the few sites on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound that has
been primarily cleared of vegetation and is highly modified through previous sand
excavation activity. The highly compromised ecological condition of the site sets it apart
from other sites over the Jandakot Groundwater Mound.

It can be demonstrated that significant changes have occurred to the land and water
factors since 1996, when the P2 area was originally defined. The current zoning and P2
classification was determined from existing land uses and need to protect the
groundwater in 1996 when the Jandakot Land Use and Water Management Strategy
was published. A P3 classification is now more appropriate, to reflect the current land
and water circumstances.

The site can be developed for residential purposes concurrently with protecting and
enhancing the groundwater resource. Urban development generally increases
groundwater recharge through increased capture of rainfall from impervious roads and
roofs. Furthermore, scientific investigations have confirmed the unique underlying coffee
rock and aquifer formation specific to the subject land will help retard potential pollutants.

The above principles together with specific management measures have been
formulated over a two and a half year scientific modelling and profiling exercise
undertaken by the landowner's consultants in collaboration with the DoW. The
compatibility of the subject land to be urbanised without impacting the continued
extraction of drinking water within this portion of the Jandakot Mound has been verified



by the DoW approval of the Banjup Quarry District Water Management Strategy on
1 July 2011.

Improvement of Biodiversity Values

Utilisation of this site for urban development presents the opportunity to locate new
growth in a location where previous land use has almost completely removed previous
ecological values. It is one of the few sites on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound that
has been significantly cleared, reinforcing its merit as a place where urban infill can
occur without significant ecological impact on the land or its surrounds. The small areas
within the site that retain some ecological value will be protected through appropriate
design measures.

Cockburn Central Proximity

The subject site is located 1.5 km east of Cockburn Central, an identified Secondary
Activity Centre, and the Cockburn rail station. Urbanisation of the site would improve the
viability of Cockburn Central and help maximise existing retail, commercial and
community services. The high levels of accessibility and connectivity from the site to the
rail station will encourage and facilitate less car use and more use of the rail by future
residents. The proposal will contribute to bring people closer to existing infrastructure
which has been the subject of private and government sector investment. Future
residents will also be close to existing bus routes along Armada le and Jandakot Roads,
the Kwinana Freeway and other regional road networks.

Access to Regional Roads Network

The Kwinana Freeway is less than 1 km from the site and provides connection to the
north, to Perth CBD and beyond, and to the south, to Rockingham and Mandurah. The
site also has excellent regional road access and connectivity to facilitate travel
throughout the metropolitan area.

Access to Employment Centres

The amendment site is 18 km from the Perth CBD and has direct access via Cockburn
Central railway and the Kwinana Freeway. The subject land is closely located to the
following major employment/activity centres:

Jandakot Airport a specialised centre having strategic significance for aviation
functions as well as operations and associated land uses that contribute to local
employment and economic development;

Cockburn Central a Secondary Activity Centre for retail, commercial, leisure,
recreation, entertainment and other community services;

Jandakot Business Park a commercial and showroom area immediately to the west;

Various nearby employment nodes at Bibra Lake, Cockburn, Kwinana, Henderson,
Rockingham, Forrestdale Business Park and the future 'Latitude 32' industrial area;
and

Other major employment generators including Murdoch University and the Fiona
Stanley Hospital.



Diversity of Housing

Having regarding to the aspirations of Directions 2031 and Beyond, the urbanisation of
the site will increase the diversity of housing stock in the metropolitan region. There is
the opportunity to provide for a broad range of housing and lot product types including:

Small cottage lots;
Medium 'family sized' lots;
Single and two story homes
Grouped housing (one to four storeys)
Apartments (four storeys and potentially up to six storeys)
Affordable lots and/or house and land packages
Aged housing (a 9 ha retirement living site forms part of the current concept for
Banjup)

Planning Comment:

Support noted. Refer to Part 7.1 of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

COMMENT

28 (Late submission)

Department of Transport

The Department of Transport (DoT) has consulted with the Public Transport Authority
(PTA) and Main Roads WA (MRWA) and notes the concerns raised by MRWA in the
letter to the WAPC dated 1 February 2012 and requires the issues identified to be
addressed.

The DoT understands that the proposed MRS amendment process could take about two
years before it is finalised. However, it is further understood from meetings with
landowner technical consultants and the City of Cockburn that the issues raised by
MRWA would be resolved before the MRS process is finalised.

DoT support the finalisation of the proposed amendment, subject to the alignment and
long-term impact of North Lake Road (and reservation as other regional roads) being
determined.

Planning Comment:

Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (f) of the Report on Submissions.

Determination:

Submission noted.
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Schedule 4

The amendment figure as modified
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Appendix 1

List of detail plans as advertised



Detail Plan

1.7174

Banjup Urban Precinct

Proposed Major Amendment

Amendment 1221/41

As Advertised

3.2419

Banjup Urban

Land Requirement Plans

1.7171 Armada le Road Tapper Road to Lot 568

1.7172 Armada le Road Lot 568 to Warton Road

Changes Plans

1.7173 Armada le Road Tapper Road to Lot 568
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List of detail plans as modified



Detail Plan

1.7174/1

Banjup Urban Precinct

Proposed Major Amendment

Amendment 1221/41

As Modified

3.2419/1

Banjup Urban and Urban Deferred

Land Requirement Plans

1.7171 Armada le Road Tapper Road to Lot 568

1.7172 Armada le Road Lot 568 to Warton Road

Changes Plans

1.7173 Armada le Road Tapper Road to Lot 568
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Mines and Petroleum

Your ref: 809-2-23-18 Pt 2

Our ref: A1763/200801

Enquiries: Colin Strickland - Ph 9222 3139 Fax 9222 3633

Email: colin.strickland@dmp.wa.gov.au

Mr Neil Thomson
Acting Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

Dear Mr Thomson

Subnii7i fibril 1

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME PROPOSED AMENDMENT 1221/41
BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2011 inviting comment on the above
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment.

The Geological Survey of Western Australia has assessed this proposal on
behalf of the Department of Mines and Petroleum with respect to mineral and
petroleum resources, geothermal energy and basic raw materials and has no
comment to make in this regard.

Yours sincerely

Rick Rogerson
Executive Director
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA

November 2011

003134.colin.strickland.docx Perth
Release Classification: For Public Release

Mineral House 100 Plain Street East Perth Western Australia 6004
Telephone +61 8 9222 3333 Facsimile +61 8 9222 3862

www.dmp.wa.gov.au
www.wa.gov.au
ABN 69 410 335 356



ILiliAssion 2

Sent: Thursday, 10 November 2011 10:03 AM
To: corporate
Subject: Ref: 809-2-23-18 Pt2 Amendment 1221/41 Banjup Urban Precinct

I

fit,L .0.4 lo,I17 I, 111"1

power

Attention: Anthony Muscara

There are no objections, however, there are overhead powerlines and/or underground cables,
adjacent to or traversing
across the proposed area of works. Therefore, the following should be considered, prior to
any proposed works commencing

Working in proximity to Western Power Distribution Lines
All work must comply with Worksafe Regulation 3.64 Guidelines for Work in the Vicinity of
Overhead Power Lines.
If any work is to breach the minimum safe working distances a Request to Work in Vicinity of
Powerlines form must be submitted.
For more information on this please visit the Western Power Website links below:

http://www.westernpower.com.au/safety/Electrical Safety at Work.html
http://www.westernpower.com.au/safety/DialBeforeYouDig.html or
www.1100.com.au
http://www.commerce.wa.gov.au/WorkSafe/

Please note:
Western Power must be contacted on 13 10 87, if your proposed works involve:

A) Any changes to existing ground levels around poles and structures.

B) Working under overhead powerlines and/or over underground cables.

Western Power is obliged to point out that any change to the existing (power) system;
if required, is
the responsibility of the individual developer.

Regards,
Customer Service Officer
Connections Administration
Western Power Locked Bag 2520, Perth WA 6000 [map]

T: 13 10 87 I F: (08) 9225 2073
E: works.admin.general@westernpower.com.au
W: http: / /www.westernpower.com.au/

Please consider the environment before you print this email.



Planning and Development Act 2005
Section 41 Amendment (Substantial)

Form 41

Submission
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41

Banjup Urban Precinct

To: Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
Perth WA 6001
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Hearing of subLnissions

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the WAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation

for the proposed amendment.

For information about the submission and hearings process, please refer to the amendment report and in

particular appendix D.

Please choose one of the following:

0" No, I do not wish to speak at the hearings. (Please go to the bottom of the form and sign)

OR

0 Yes, I wish to speak at the hearings. (Please complete the following details)

I will be represented by:

Myself My telephone number (business hours):

or
A spokesperson

Name of spokesperson:
Contact telephone number (business hours):
Postal address:

I would prefer my hearing to be conducted in:

11] Public (members from the general public may attend your presentation)

OR
Private (only the people nominated by you or the hearings committee will be

permitted to attend)

You should be aware that:

The WAPC is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and as such, submissions made to theWAPC may be

subject to applications for access under the act.

o In the course of the WAPC assessing submissions, or making its report on these submissions, copies of your
submission or the substance of that submission, may be disclosed to third parties..

© All hearings are recorded and transcribed. The transcripts of all hearings, along with all written submissions, are
tabled in Parliament and published as public records should the Governor approve the proposed amendment. The

WAPC recommendations are similarly published in a report on submissions and tabled in Parliament.

To be signed by person(s) making the submission

Signature Date

Note: Submissions. MUST be received by the advertised closing date, being close of
business (5pm) on 3 February 2012. Late submissions will NOT be considered.

Contacts: Telephone (08) 6551 9000; Fax - (08) 6551 9001; Email - mrs@planning.wa.gov.au; Website - http://www.planning.wa.gov.au



File Ref: Admin \Govt Dept \WA Planning Commission \Letter 9th Nov
Doc ref: 5758 / 2011

9th November 2011

The Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

Metropolitan Region Scheme Proposed Amendment 1221/40 Banjup Urban Precinct

JA\DAK T
AIRPORT

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme
Amendment 1221/41.

The proponent for the development of the Banjup Urban Precinct has previously asked Jandakot
Airport Holdings (JAH) to comment on the proposed re-zoning. As stated in the MRS Amendment
Report JAH raised no objections to the proposed re-zoning. We do however note that development
(within the small portion of the subject land), within the 20 ANEF Contour will require insulation and
notification on the titles. This action is called for in draft State Planning Policy 5.3.

Traffic congestion around Jandakot Airport has been steadily increasing. Is it therefore important to
cater for the impact on the existing road infrastructure, from a development of this magnitude. Of
particular importance will be the impact on Jandakot Road, Berrigan Drive South and Berrigan Drive
North. We believe that these roads will need to be upgraded to cater for the additional traffic
generated by the proposed Banjup Urban Precinct development. It is also imperative that the Roe
Highway/Kwinana Freeway intersection be upgraded to prevent overflow congestion onto the above
roads.

We look forward to your favourable consideration of our comments above.

Yours Faithfully,

--

John Fraser
Managing Director

Airport Management Centre 16 Eagle Drive,Jandakot 6164, Western Australia
T: 08 9417 0900 F:08 9417 3777 jah@jandakotairport.com.au I jandakotairport.com.au



Suroirarlssion 4

From: SVNC Swan Valley Nyungah Community [svnc@nyungah.org.au]

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2011 10:30 AM

To: mrs

Subject: Banjup UrbanPrecinct MRSA 1221/41

SWAN RIVER PEOPLE
NATIVE TITLE HOLDERS

do Post Office, Guildford, Western Australia 6055
T 08 9294 3943 M 0434 648435 M 0424 326380 M 0412 648522 M 0403 860461 T 08 9279 1636 acorunnatRoptusnet.com.ati stnc anvuneah.orEau

To:Secretary, WAPC

Concerning: Banjup Urban Precnct Amendment Report MRSA 1221/41

We are writing to inform you that we are the only Native Title Holders and Traditional Owners of the Swan River and Swan Coastal Plains and
Darling Ranges, We are authorised by our People to speak for this Area (19 October, 2010). You must consult with us, the Elders and Naive
Title Holders of the Swan River Area

Our Culture and Spiritual Beliefs in the Land belongs to our Nyungar Families. We are authorised by our People to speak for this Area.

We would like to meet with you on site to discuss our concerns in the area of your proposals:

We ask you to consult with us the Nyungar Elders and Custodians, and to give us natural justice and procedural fairness.

We are not opposed to re-zoning or development, provided areas of importance to the Nyungar People of this area are protected.

We have a Right by our Law, and by Western Australian Law (Aboriginal Heritage Act) and by International Law (UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous People signed by the Australian Government in 2009) to be consulted and to speak for our Country to protect our
Sacredness (recognised by Justice Wilcox of the Federal Court on 19. 9. 2006).

After you consult with us, any Reports made need to be checked by us.

This letter is our Official Objection to any proposal until you consult with us in the proper way.

Please contact us on the numbers above.

SWAN RIVER PEOPLE NATIVE TITLE HOLDERS and TRADITIONAL OWNERS OF THE SWAN RIVER AND SWAN COASTAL
PLAINS AND DARLING RANGES

Date:



Nanning and Development Act 2005
Section 41 Amendment (Substantial)

Form 41

Submission
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41

Banjup Urban Precinct

To: Secretary
Western Austra Fran Planning Corrardsston
Locked Bag 2506
Perth WA 6001

Herne Barijup Residents Group (Inc)

OFFICE USE ONLY

SUBMISsfohiNLIMBEWA

Submission

(PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY)

207 Licidelovv. Road, Banjup, WA 6164Address Postcode

Contact phone number Email address
secretary.banjup@gmailcom

Sulmnission (Please attach additional pages I f required. fs preferred thaFany additional In formation be loose rather than bound)

Attached is our submission in qualified support of the proposed MRS amendment.

turn over to complete your submission
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Nearing of subriffssfons

Anyone Who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the INAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation
for the proposed amendment.

For information about the submission and hearings process, please refer to the amendment report and in
particular appendix D.

Please choose one of the following:

No, l do not wish to speak at the hearings. (Pleasego to the bottom of the farm and sign) i

OR

Yes, I wish to speak at the hearings. (Please complete the following details)

I will be represented by:
Myself My telephone number (business hours):

or
A spokesperson

Name of spokesperson:
Contact telephone v,
Postal address:.

Ian Thurston

ViecgOevsysAcOla Bantup, WA 6164

I would prefer ray hearing to be conducted in:
Public (members from the general public may attend your presentation)

Private (only the people nominated by you or the hearings committee will be
permitted to attend)

You should be aware that

0 The WA PC is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and as such, submissions made to the WAPC maybe
subject to applications for access under the act.

0 In the course of the WAPC assessing submissions, or making ifs report on these submissions, copies of your
submission or the substance of that submission, may be disclosed to third parties.

0 AR hearings are recorded and transcribed. The transcripts of all hearings, along with all written submissions, are
fabled in Parliament and published as public records should the Governor approve the proposed amendment, The
MPG recommendations are similarly published in a report on submissions and fabled in Parliament.

To he signed by person a) making the submission

2 Fehrualy 2012Signature Date

Note: Submissions MIST be received by the advertised closing date, being close of
business (6pm) On 3 February 2612. Late submissions will NOT be considered.

Confacia: Telephone- (08) 6551 9000; Fax - (08) 6551 9001; Email -mrs@pranning.via.gov.au; Websiee hlip://www.planning.wa,govau
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BANJUP RESIDENTS GROUP (Inc) MRS Amendment 1221/41
Submission Supportive of the Amendment Banjup Urban Precinct

The Banjup Residents Group represents 250 people on 130 properties in Banjup, about 30%
of the total. Many in our community are against the proposed amendment while many others
are supportive of the amendment. Our Group has prepared two submissions to the WAPC:
one against and one supportive. This submission is in qualified support of the amendment.

1. Qualified Support

1.1 Many Banjup residents support the development of the degraded land of the Banjup
Quarry. However, they are concerned that development opportunities allowed the
Quarry proponent will be equally and transparently available to other landowners.

1.2 Further, residents are concerned that the new 'Banjup Urban Precinct' and any
further developments do not bring infrastructure planning failures that communities
have experienced around Cockburn Central in recent years.

2. Equality of Opportunity

2.1 The Chairman of the WAPC has called the Quarry proposal a "test case" for further
development over the Water Mound. If the Quarry proposal is approved, the
precedent is set for further development of Banjup north and south of Armada le
Road.

2.2 By approving the Quarry proposal, the WAPC will have recognised that the Quarry
is 'strategic' and a 'logical in-fill'. However, such designations would apply equally, if
not more so, to many other parts of Banjup especially as they are close to the
Cockburn Central facilities and transport infrastructure. Certainly, other parts of
Banjup not within the Core Area or Frame Area are less of exceptions to current
planning policies than is the Banjup Quarry area.

2.3 The Chairman of the WAPC has stated that no further development proposals for
Banjup will be considered by the Commission until the current review of the
Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy is completed, which might be in
18 months' time. While this is understood, it would be tragic if the outcome of the
review were to block any further development when an exception was made for
Stock land just before the review commenced.

2.4 If the Quarry proposal is approved, then the same opportunities for rezoning should
be available to other Banjup landowners, recognising that small landholdings would
have to be aggregated before a viable parcel of land could be developed for urban
use. The WAPC should make it very clear in its recommendation to the Minister,
and thence to other landowners in Banjup, what are the strategic, in fill, and
scientific conditions upon which further developments can be approved.

3 of 6 BRG Quarry Supportive Submission
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BANJUP RESIDENTS GROUP (Inc) MRS Amendment 1221/41
Submission Supportive of the Amendment Banjup Urban Precinct

3. Strategic Development Plan for Whole of Banjup

3.1 If the Quarry proposal is approved, the precedent is set for further development of
Banjup north and south of Armada le Road. The Banjup Urban Precinct must be
cognisant of and coordinated with such further development and should not
proceed in isolation only to cause planning difficulties and contradictions in just a
few years' time.

3.2 The WAPC should require that the Department of Planning work with the City of
Cockburn and local residents and businesses over the coming year to prepare a
Strategic Development Plan for the development of the whole Banjup area over
the coming decade.

3.3 The Strategic Plan will provide clarity and certainty to the 424 landowners in Banjup
who currently do not know what the future holds for their properties.

3.4 The Banjup Strategic Development Plan should identify areas vital for the supply of
drinking water, some of which are already beneath houses, and should protect
areas of natural bushland, wetland, and animal habitat.

3.5 The Plan should equally identify areas north and south of Armada le Road that could
be urbanised over defined time horizons, provided the appropriate environmental
and sustainability controls are in place. Those controls would be informed by the
review of the Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy currently in hand by the
Department of Planning.

3.6 The Plan should complement the development plans for the commercial areas of
Jandakot, including the Commonwealth's airport land. It should be coordinated with
the City of Cockburn's strategic plans for the whole Cockburn Central and Gateway
area and with Main Roads WA's plans for Armada le Road and the Freeway.

3.7 The Banjup Strategic Plan would inform planners of what infrastructure to have in
place at what time and so avoid the ad hoc planning of Cockburn Central and
Gateway that expanded too quickly for a measured and coordinated response to
the growing community's needs.

4. Infrastructure Concerns

4.1 R the Quarry proposal is approved, then further development along Armada le Road
is very likely. To avoid a repeat of the severe problems that have arisen from the
short-term planning around Cockburn Central, the WAPC should insist that any
infrastructure obligations placed upon the Quarry development should be adequate
to support not only the 'Urban Precinct' population but also the population that can
reasonably be predicted for the whole area over the coming decade.

4 of 6 BRG Quarry Supportive Submission
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BANJUP RESIDENTS GROUP (Inc) MRS Amendment 1221/41
Submission Supportive of the Amendment Banjup Urban Precinct

4.2 It is well recognised by State and local government that the transport infrastructure
around Cockburn Central is already beyond its capacity (see Attachment 1). The
demands of a further 6,000 people plus several times that number as Banjup is
developed would be impossible to meet without timely provision of additional
infrastructure.

4.3 Physical development of the Quarry should not proceed before agencies such as
Main Roads WA, Transperth, and the City of Cockburn have all funded and
commenced construction of appropriate and adequate infrastructure for the
surrounding area, including the Freeway interchange, upgrading of Armada le and
Jandakot Roads, increased parking at the railway station, and frequent shuttle bus
services to the railway station during rush hours.

5. Summary

5.1 Banjup residents supportive of the Banjup Quarry development request that the
WAPC makes very clear the strategic, in fill, and scientific reasons why the
Quarry development is acceptable on the Jandakot Water Mound.

5.2 Residents request assurance from the WAPC that development opportunities in
Banjup will be equally available to other landowners who can demonstrate similar
reasons.

5.3 Residents further request that the WAPC directs the Department of Planning to
work with the City of Cockburn and local residents and businesses over the coming
year to prepare a Strategic Development Plan for the development of the whole
Banjup area over the next 10 to 20 years.

5.4 Banjup residents request the WAPC include these conditions in its approval of the
MRS amendment:

1. All infrastructure development plans should be sufficient for the population
that can reasonably be predicted for the Banjup area over the coming
decade.

2. Appropriate upgrades to Armada le and Jandakot Roads are under physical
construction before earthworks commence at the Quarry site.
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BANJUP RESIDENTS GROUP (Inc) MRS Amendment 1221/41
Submission Supportive of the Amendment Banjup Urban Precinct

Attachment 1 ® Traffic Data

The local area is currently serviced on the south side of this development by Armada le road.
On the north side Jandakot road joining through to Warton Road on the east and leading to
either Solomon road or Berrigan Drive and then access to the Kwinana freeway travelling
westwards.

All roads are single lane.

Armada le road at peak periods is badly congested leading on to the Kwinana Freeway. The
traffic at morning times from 7-9am queues back to and beyond the traffic lights at Armada le
Road and to the entry to Atwell at Tapper Road. This again occurs from late afternoon from
3.30 to 5pm. At this time 2 -3 light changes can be experienced.

It is acknowledged by Mains Roads WA that Armada le Road is carrying more traffic than it
was designed for. At its peak it carries 50,000 vehicles a day.

Many heavy haulage trucks use Armada le Road to access the port of Fremantle joining the
Kwinana Freeway at this point. Also many heavy haulage trucks use the Cockburn Central
overpass in journeys from east to west. Many of these trucks are 'B' doubles and when
loaded are extremely slow adding to the traffic throughput congestion.

In comparison, Armada le Road is crossed further down by the Tonkin Highway and there is
no urban development on either side of the Highway. Yet a double lane road services the
approaches from both Armada le (approx 20 kms away) and from Forrestdale Weld Street
(approx15 kms away).

Jandakot Road, to the north of the proposed development, carries traffic from Warton Rd
through to the Kwinana Freeway and vice versa. Traffic from Jandakot Road also accesses
the Roe Highway via Berrigan Drive. Often at peak periods the traffic bank back to
roundabout at Berrigan Drive and Jandakot Road making access to Kwinana Freeway or the
Roe Highway difficult.

From the Main Roads WA web site at

http://www.mainroads.wa.qov.au/UNDERSTANDINGROADS/FIGURES/TRAFFICDATA/Pao
es/TrafficData.aspx#count

shows traffic data which includes counts published by year that demonstarte historical
increases/decreases in traffic.

Road traffic counts for Armada le Rd West of Liddelow Rd for 2006/7 is 19,460 rising to
21,450 for 2007/8 no further data for subsequent years. But it can be assumed that the
increase will be greater than a proportional amount.

Road traffic counts for Kwinana freeway at the bridge is 36,360 for 2006/7; no other data is
supplied.

Road traffic counts east of Nicholson Rd (back towards Armada le and joining the Tonkin
Highway) is 15730 for 2004/5 and 12760 for 2005/6, no further data for subsequent years.
This part of Armada le Rd, which carries less traffic than that west of Liddelow Rd (going
towards the Kwinana Freeway single lane), is already dual laned carriage way.
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Education

Mr Neil Thomson
Acting Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

Dear Mr Thomson

U] ban O S 110 IN (5

Your ref
Our ref
Enquiries

809-2-23-18
D11/0720207

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

0 7 DEC 1011

FILE /Us 0Q, 41

Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2011 regarding the Metropolitan Region
Scheme Amendment 1221/41 Banjup Urban Precinct.

The Department of Education has reviewed the proposal to transfer land from the
rural water protection zone to the urban zone.

This Scheme Amendment currently has no impact on educational facilities. The
Department will investigate the impact on local educational facilities at the sub
divisional stage of development.

The Department therefore has no objection to the Proposed Amendment.

Yours sincerely

SHARYN O'NEILL
DIRECTOR GENERAL

0 5 DEC 71111

151 Royal Street, East Perth Western Australia 6004



Inquiries: Mario Carbone 9411 3573
Our Ref: 9122141
Your Ref:

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

1 JAN ?DV

FILE
LS( 0624

..__
Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

II 114V fail

(c(Old$11h101

ubmisUd 7

13 January 2012

CITY OF COCKBURN SUBMISSION PROPOSED METROPOLITAN REGION
SCHEME AMENDMENT NO. 1221/41 (BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT)

I refer to the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No. 1221/41 that
was recently released for public comment by the Western Australian Planning
Commission ("WAPC").

Council at their Ordinary Meeting on 8 December 2011 resolved to make a
submission to the WAPC as follows:

1. receive the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment No. 1221/41;

2. make a submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission
supporting the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41;

3. request the WAPC investigate rezoning the adjoining land from 'Industrial'
to 'Urban' under the Metropolitan Region Scheme; and

4. advise the WAPC that the City does not support a concurrent amendment
to its local Town Planning Scheme as permitted under section 126(3) of
the Planning and Development Act 2005. A subsequent local Town
Planning Scheme amendment in this case should be initiated by Council
as comprehensive Development Area and Development Contribution Area
provisions will be required to support a Development Zone.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed MRS Amendment, and
should you have any specific questions regarding this matter please contact the
undersigned on 9411 3573.

Mario Carbone
SENIOR STRATEGIC PLANNING OFFICER

9 Coleville Crescent, Spearwood WA 6163. PO Box 1215, Bibra Lake DC WA 6965. P (08) 9411 3444 F (08) 9411 3333, ABN 27 471 341 209.



Government of Western Aim aHa
Department of Indigenous Affairs

ENQUIRIES : Melissa Davis - Ph 9235 8000

OUR REF: 11/0984

YOUR REF: 809-2-23-18 Pt2

Mr Neil Thomson
A/Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6000

Attention: Mr Anthony Muscara

Dear Mr Thomson

Submission 8

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME PROPOSED AMENDMENT 1221/41
BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

o.24

Thank you for your letter dated 26 October 2011 seeking our comment on the proposed
amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme for the Banjup Urban Precinct located in the
City of Cockburn. We understand you are planning to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of
land from the Rural-Water Protection' zone to the 'Urban' zone and intend to rezone the
following portions of land:

o Lot 9002 Jandakot Road;
o Lot 132 Fraser Road;
o Lots 1 & 9004 Armadale Road;

Lot 8 Solomon Road; and
o Lots 867 (Crown Reserve: 47750) and 868 Dollier Road (Crown Reserve: 47751).

We understand the rezoning is to facilitate the residential development of the land following
a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision approval.

I have reviewed the information you provided and advise, based on that information, that
there are two places currently mapped on our Aboriginal Heritage Information System
(AHIS) that fall within the proposed amendment area boundary. DIA 3300 (Readymix
Sandpit 2) is located at the corner of Armadale and Tapper Roads and DIA 4108 (Readymix
Sandpit 1) is located at the corner of Armadale and Fraser Roads. There is insufficient
information about these places and further information is required to determine if these are
sites in terms of the Aboriginal Heritage Act.

Please find below a link to our Due Diligence Guidelines for assistance that help in
identifying the risk that proposed activities may have on adversely impacting Aboriginal
heritage values.

http://www.dia.wa.gov.au/Documents/HeritageCulture/Heritage%20management/AHA Due
Diligence Guidelines.pdf

1st Floor, 197 St Georges Terrace, Perth, Western Australia 6000
PO Box 7770, Cloisters Square, Perth, Western Australia 6850

Telephone (08) 9235 8000 Facsimile (08) 9235 8088
www.dia.wa.gov.au

vva.gov.au



Whilst rezoning is not included in the Guidelines, future activities that may be involved in
facilitating a residential development are.

We also note and commend that you have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
with the South West Land and Sea Council (SWALSC), and refer all proposals likely to have
an Aboriginal interest to SWALSC to comment before releasing documents for public
submission.

If you have any further queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact Senior
Heritage Officer Melissa Davis on 9235 8000.

Yours sincerely

nstin
Manager, Hiritage South
25 Januar 2012
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Sent: Wednesday, 25 January 2012 11:57 PM
To: Airportpolicies
Subject: Submission re Banjup Urban Precinct MRS Amendment

Dear Sir/Madam,

I would like to voice my strong objection to the above proposed amendment for the Banjup area.

I am against any re-zoning of land from water protection to urban zoning.

The environment is being threatened enough due to the felling of acreages of land around Jandakot Airport and
Armada le. I was under the impression that the presence of the water table in these environs prohibited such
development. The environment has been altered too greatly already.

Yours sincerely,

Juliette Haddy
Jandakot resident

VE3 ?ol?

(vs/ oZ//) 6,
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Hearing of submissions

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the WAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation
for the proposed amendment.

For information about the submission and hearings process, please refer to the amendment report and in
particular appendix D.

Please choose one of the following:

0-# No, I do not wish to speak at the hearings. (Please go to the bottom of the form and sign)

OR

0 Yes, I wish to speak at the hearings. (Please complete the following details)

I will be represented by:
Myself My telephone number (business hours):

or

A spokesperson

Name of spokesperson:
Contact telephone number (business hours):
Postal address:

I would prefer my hearing to be conducted in:
Public (members from the general public may attend your presentation)

OR

Private (only the people nominated by you or the hearings committee will be
permitted to attend)

You should be aware that:

The WAPC is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and as such, submissions made to the WAPC may be
subject to applications for access under the act.

® In the course of the WAPC assessing submissions, or making its report on these submissions, copies of your
submission or the substance of that submission, may be disclosed to third parties.

® All hearings are recorded and transcribed. The transcripts of all hearings, along with all written submissions, are
tabled in Parliament and published as public records should the Governor approve the proposed amendment. The
WAPC recommendations are similarly published in a report on submissions and tabled in Parliament.

To be signed by person(s) making the submission

Signature M- ccr)c. Date . ? c.24 ..........

Note: Submissions MUST be received by the advertised closing date, being close of
business (5pm) on 3 February 2012. Late submissions will NOT be considered.

Contacts: Telephone - (08) 6551 9000; Fax - (08) 6551 9001; Email mrs@planning.wa.gov.au; Website http://www.planning.wa.gov.au
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Hearing of submissions

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the WAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation
for the proposed amendment.

For information about the submission and hearings process, please refer to the amendment report and in
particular appendix D.

Please choose one of the following:

No, I do not wish to speak at the hearings. (Please go to the bottom of the form and sign)

OR

0 Yes, I wish to speak at the hearings. (Please complete the following details)

I will be represented by:

Myself My telephone number (business hours):

or

A spokesperson

Name of spokesperson:
Contact telephone number (business hours):
Postal address:

I would prefer my hearing to be conducted in:

Public (members from the general public may attend your presentation)

OR

Private (only the people nominated by you or the hearings committee will be
permitted to attend)

You should be aware that:

a The WAPC is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and as such, submissions made to the WAPC may be
subject to applications for access under the act.

a In the course of the WAPC assessing submissions, or making its report on these submissions, copies of your
submission or the substance of that submission, may be disclosed to third parties.

a All hearings are recorded and transcribed. The transcripts of all hearings, along with all written submissions, are
tabled in Parliament and published as public records should the Governor approve the proposed amendment. The
WAPC recommendations are similarly published in a report on submissions and tabled in Parliament.

Signature

To be signed by person(s) making the submission

Date
(

Note: Submissions MUST be received by the advertised closing date, being close of
business (5pm) on 3 February 2012. Late submissions will NOT be considered.

Contacts: Telephone - (08) 6551 9000; Fax - (08) 6551 9001; Email mrs@plannIng.wa.gov.au; Website http://www.plannIng.wa.gov.au



SUBMISSION TO: airportpolicies@planning.wa.gov.au
RE: REVIEW OF WAPC POLICY 5.3 (AIRPORT JANDAKOT)

My name is Malcolm Dobson, 139 Jandakot Road, Jandakot, 6164.
Phone No: 0418 956 379
Email: info@dobsonasociates.com.au

Re: State Planning Policy 5.3
Land Use Planning in the Vicinity of Jandakot Airport

The impact of the proposed planning policy changes, if adopted, on my property of 16 years is
significant. In conjunction with the proposed MRS Amendment 1221/41 it is a significant alteration
from a rural environment to a heavy populated precinct, 50 metres from my property boundary.

The planning commission relies on the ANEF contours supplied by Jandakot Airport to set strict
zoning guidelines for land surrounding Jandakot Airport.

I argue the predication by the WA Planning Commission to rely on the ANEF contours is basing their
policy on unproven data supplied by the Jandakot Airport Management.

The use of the ANEF contours has split my property into two zones, due to supposed aircraft
movements over my property. The zoning changes are not accurate for my property.

The use of the ANEF contours, as supplied by JAH to set zoning up to 2029/2030 is not based on
validated data.

As follows:

Air Services Australia states:

ANEFS are contour maps that show a forecast of aircraft noise levels that "are expected to exist in
the future". (Appendix 1)

"ANEFS are prepared by airport owners." For the major airports the ANEF forms part of their
master plan and is updated every five years. (Appendix 1)

WAPC Draft Planning Policy 5.3 Clause 2.5 states contours may be reviewed every five years this
clause should be changed to must be updated every five years. (Appendix 2)

Air Services Australia guidelines state an ANEF requires review at regular intervals (five years) to
ensure its continuing validity. (Appendix 2)

Most importantly Air Services states:

"Air Services has responsibility for endorsing the technical accuracy of ANEF'S, but it does not assess
any of the data or assumptions in a qualitive way." (Appendix 1)

Air Services and WAPC are taking on trust, Jandakot Airport Holdings information to Air Services who
put the lines on the contour grid, as being truthful and accurate, and whilst this may be the only
method, however inaccurate, to provide restrictions on land surrounding airports, it should not be
the basis for definitive action on land usage as it is not accurate.



In addition, Draft State Planning Policy 5.1, Page 13, states:

Relevant notes from Table 2.1 AS 2021,

"The actual location of the 20 ANEF Contour is difficult to define accurately, mainly because of
variation in aircraft flight paths."

In particular, Jandakot Airport after hours has no traffic controllers so light aircraft regularly vary
their flight paths rendering the ANEF contours invalid.

Jandakot airport also has a heavy activity in aircraft movement other than light aircraft, principally
helicopters. Helicopters for training, commercial activities, recreation, police activities and search
and rescue.

The MRS Amendment 1221/41, which is open for public submission until 03/02/2012, is heavily
subject to the helicopter circuit training this training is not incorporated into the ANEF contours.
The noise levels of helicopters is intense, far worse than light aircraft as they fly at low levels.

The WAPC may have to exercise their statutory functions very carefully in relation to the zoning
change on 1221/41 if the helicopter noise levels are ignored.

The ANEF contours are not accurately reflecting the massive increase in helicopter circuit flights and
the variation to those flight paths that occur every day.

Helicopter flights (not including the RAC rescue helicopter, shark flights, police aerial surveillance,
FESA intelligence, fire fighting helitacs/aerial cranes and type 1 helicopters) are increasing more
rapidly than fixed aircraft activity.

The land parcel subject to the MRS Amendment 1221/41 receives helicopter traffic during circuit
training at only 800ft above ground. (Appendix 5)

The ANEF contours do not indicate the level of noise generated at 800ft or less by the helicopters
that will occur to properties in the proposed rezoning area.

The Jandakot 2009 Master Plan envisaged by 2025 there will be 76,000 helicopter flights per annum.
Despite requests to Jandakot Airport Holdings for updated helicopter flight information they have
not supplied any data to advise the current level of helicopter flight movements. They are un-
cooperative. (Appendix 6)

As helicopters are doing circuit training over the proposed MRS Amendment 1221/41 then both
WAPC and the City of Cockburn may face a similar scenario as Port Stephens Shire Council vs Booth
ORS (2005) NSWCA 323. (Appendix 7)

WAPC Draft Planning Policy 5.3 Clause 6.4 Referral Arrangement why should any scheme
amendment, subdivision of any sort and development be referred to Jandakot Airport for comment
and advice.

Jandakot Airport is turning hundreds of hectares of pristine bushland into an industrial city - if I want
to develop my land, even under the unvalidated ANEF contours proposed under the Draft Planning
Policy 5.3, why do they have the right to comment and give advice on my proposal (ie I can place a



warehouse on my land) would not Jandakot Airport view my proposal as a commercial competitor to
their activities, and possibly object on commercial grounds who is in charge?

They should not have the right to interfere with any proposal outside of their airport boundaries
not the frame area of Armadale Road, Warton Road, Roe Highway, Kwinana Freeway and the 'ANEF
20 contour."

For the above reasons I object strongly to the proposed amendments to the State Planning Policy 5.3
land use in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport and also the zoning change for the Banjup Urban Precinct
1221/41.

As the zoning changes are based on unproven data I request my property and others be exempt
from the zoning amendments and restrictions.

Yours faithfully

Mal Dobson



APPENDIX

Appendix 1. Air Services Australia

Appendix 2. Draft State Planning Policy 5.3 Sect 2.5 Australian Noise Exposure Forecast

Appendix 3. Air Services Australia Guidelines for Production of Noise Contours for Australian
Airports 2A ANEF

Appendix 4. Draft Sate Planning Policy 5.1: Relevant notes from Table 2.1 of AS 2021

Appendix 5. Jandakot Airport Holdings Kevin Smith Operations Manager
Re: Helicopter Circuit and Height Levels

Appendix 6. City of Cockburn Minutes No 4064 OCM 08/10/2009 Jandakot Master Plan 2009

Appendix 7. Clayton Utz Environmental and Planning Insights



1/30/12 ANEF and ANEI I Airservices

comet-ling attitralian aviation

1

Australian Nois. Exposure Forecast (ARM

ANEF charts are contour maps that show a forecast of aircraft noise levels that are expected to
exist in the future. They are prepared for all of the major and regional airports and most of the
minor aerodromes that have a large number of annual movements.

ANEFs are prepared by airport owners. For the major airports the ANEF forms part of their
Master Plan and is updated every five years.

Airservices has responsibility for endorsing the technical accuracy of ANEFs, but does not
assess any of the data or assumptions in a qualitative way.

ANEFs are primarily used by local Councils for land use planning.

Australian Noise Exposure Index (ANEI)

ANEI charts (http://www.ail servicesaustralia,com/services/reports-and-statistics/australian-noise-
exposure-index-reports/) are contour maps that show actual historical aircraft noise levels over a
given period of time.

wvmr.airservicesaustralia.com/services/anef-and-anell 1/1



Draft State Planning Policy 5.3

in parts of this area. Housing has been developed to within 750 metres of the southern end of the

main runways, while the closest housing to the north-west of the main runways is some 1,5 km
away. The closest urban residential development is situated approximately 2.5 km to the north-

east of the main runways. See Figure 1.

2.3 Need for cooperation

Because of the strategic importance of Jandakot Airport, its presence needs to be recognised in
the planning of the region, and its operation protected as far as practicable from development
with the potential to prejudice its performance. At the same time however, it is important to
recognise the physical context In which the airport is situated, and to minimise as far as practicable,

adverse impacts on adjacent development such as aircraft noise.

With the division between Commonwealth, State and local responsibilities, a co-operative
approach is needed, in which land use planning agencies at both State and local government level

work with the airport operator and relevant Commonwealth agencies to achieve a satisfactory

outcome for all stakeholders. This involves;

an appreciation of the strategic importance of the airport and its operational
requirements;

an appreciation of the nature and significance of development and community Interest

which exists in the vicinity of the airport; and

a stable and predictable framework within which to plan for the future use and
development of the airport and and in the vicinity of the airport.

2.4 Aircraft noise measurement

The system of aircraft noise measurement, which has been traditionally used in Australia for the
purposes of evaluating land use compatibility, is known as the Australian Noise Exposure Forecast

(ANEF) system. This system is employed to produce the following noise measures, which are

usually illustrated in the form of noise exposure contours:

ANEF being a noise exposure forecast for a particular time in the future or based on

particular circumstances such as operational capacity; and

ANEI being a noise exposure Index based on data for a previous year where the exact

numbers and types of aircraft, which used the airport, are known.

stralian Noise Exposure Forecast

olicy is predicated upon the ANEF prepared byJandakot Airport Holdings in consultation with

Airservices Australia. The most current ANEF contours are shown in Figure 1 titled Jandakot Airport

2029/30 Australian Noise Exposure Forecast and Policy Areas. This map shows the ANEF contours, and

land use zones and reserves around the airport. The noise modelling that determines the ANEF
contours may be reviewed every five years in association with reviews of the master plan for the

airport. 4--

Land use planning in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport



AIRSERVICES AUSTRALIA

GUIDELINES FOR THE PRODUCTION OF NOISE CONTOURS
FOR AUSTRALIAN AIRPORTS,

1. Background

It is Australian Government policy that ANEF contours and the associated
land use compatibility advice be used as the land use planning criteria around
Australian airports. This policy was announced in the Government's response
to the HoRSCAN recommendations in September 1990. The ANEF system is
the basis of Australian Standard AS 2021-2000 (Acoustics - aircraft noise
intrusion - building siting and construction).

2. Types of Maps Produced

Three different types of aircraft noise contour maps are produced using the
ANEF system. All three types are produced using the same computational
process, a modified version of the US FAA's Integrated Noise Model (INM).
The differences between the three types arise from the data, which have been
used as input to the INM.

a) ANEF - Australian Noise Exposure Forecast

This is a contour map showing the forecast of aircraft noise levels that
is expected to exist in the future. The contour set may relate to a
particular year, generally about 10 years from the date of issue, or it
may be an "ultimate capacity" forecast. In the former case, it is based
on a forecast of aircraft movement numbers, aircraft types,
destinations, and a given set of runways at the airport for a particular
year. In the latter case, it may incorporate several sets of such
information relating to progressive stages in the development of an
airport within a definite time horizon. An ANEF requires review at
regular intervals (about 5 years) to ensure its continuing validity.

The ANEF map is the only one of the three types of map which is
intended to have status in land-use planning decisions. It will have
been subjected to review by relevant authorities before release and, for
civil airports, the map will display the official endorsement of Airservices
Australia and the date of the endorsement.

Only one ANEF map can be current at any one time, and a more
recently endorsed map supersedes an earlier map.
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Draft State Planning Policy 51

Appendix 1: Building site acceptability
(Adapted from AS2021, Table 2.1: Building Site Acceptability Based on ANEF Zones)

Building
type

Forecast noise exposure level (ANEF)

less than 20
ANEF

(Note 1)

20 to 25
ANEF
(Note 2)

25 to 30
ANEF

30 to 35
ANEF

House, home unit,
flat, caravan park

Acceptable Conditionally
Acceptable

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

School, university Acceptable Conditionally
Acceptable

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Hospital, nursing
home

Acceptable Conditionally
Acceptable

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Hotel, motel,
hostel

Acceptable Acceptable Conditionally
acceptable

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Public building Acceptable Conditionally
Acceptable

Conditionally
acceptable

Unacceptable
(Note 4)

Commercial
building

Acceptable Acceptable Conditionally
acceptable

Conditionally
acceptable

Light Industrial Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Conditionally
acceptable

Other industrial Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable

Relevant Notes from Table 2.1 of A52021:

1. The actual location of the 20 ANEF contour is difficult to define accurately, mainly because ofvariation

in aircraft flight paths. Therefore, the procedure of Clause 23.2 of AS2021 may be followed for building

sites outside but near to the 20 ANEF contour.

2. Within 20 ANEF to 25 ANEF, some people may find that the land is not compatible with residential or
educational uses. Land use authorities may consider that the incorporation of noise control features
in the construction of residences or schools is appropriate.

3. There will be cases where a building of a particular type will contain spaces used for activities which
would generally be found in a different type of building (e.g. an office in an industrial building). In
these cases, Table 21 should be used to determine site acceptability, but internal design noise levels
within the specific spaces should be determined by Table 33.

4. This Standard does not recommend development in unacceptable areas. However, where the relevant

planning authority determines that any development may be necessary within existing built-up areas
designated as unacceptable, it is recommended that such development should achieve the required

ANR determined according to Clause 3.2 of AS2021. For residences, schools, etc., the effect of aircraft
noise on outdoor areas associated with the buildings should be considered.

5. In no case should new development take place in green field sites deemed unacceptable because such

development may impact airport operations.

Land use planning in the vicinity of Perth Airport



Mal Dobson & Associates

From: Kevin Smith
Sent: Tuesday, 31 January 2012 10:14 AM
To: info@dobsonassociates,com.au
Cc: De Jong, Barry; Sarah Harris
Subject: Helicopter training area
Attachments: Jandakot Airport Feb06 Helicopter SthEast Boundry 300dpi .pdf; Jandakot Airport Feb06

Helicopter training area 300dpi .pdf

Hi Mel,

Further to our telephone conversation this morning I attach plans of the helicopter training areas each depends on
which runways are in use. The training area is confined to being within the airport boundaries. The training area is
where helicopters practise turns, auto rotations, landings etc.
For helicopter circuits, as is documented in ERSA (En Route Supplement Australia), circuits are allowed at 800 feet
and the circuit must be done within the fixed wing circuit pattern, so helicopter circuits do take place outside the
airport boundary at 800 ft but within the fixed wing circuit area.
Regards,

Kevin Smith
Operations Manager

JANDKO.
A I t} R. r

Jandakot Airport Holdings (Ply) Ltd
16 Eagle Drive Jandakot WA 6164, Australia
P 08 9417 0914 I F 08 9417 3777 I

I www.landakotairport.com.au

This email Is intended for the named recipient only. The Information contained in this message may be confidential or commercially sensitive. If you are notthe intended recipient
you must not reproduce or distribute any part of this email, disclose its contents to any other party, or take any action in reliance on it If you have received this email in error, please
contact the sender immediately, Please delete this message from your computer.

1
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colleges. In this respect retail development should be
limited to limited to a `Local Centre' scale, with a total
maximum aggregated floor space of 2000m2, in order to
minimise the impact on the City's Local Commercial
Strategy;

9. A formal protocol being established by way of
Memorandum of Understanding between the City and
JAH which requires involvement by the City in terms of
the preparation and processing of structure plans, the
processing of subdivision and development applications
including parks and landscaping design and construction
standards for infrastructure;

10. The Master Plan being modified to indicate the provision
of an appropriate buffer between the interface of all
commercial land use which adjoins 'Resource' zoned
allotments within the City;

11. Precincts 6 and 6A being clearly labelled as subject to a
future Master Plan, so as to make it clear that this is not
approved as part of the 2009 Master Plan. Similar to
Precinct 5, the City will also base its future position
regarding Precinct 6 and 6A on whether rehabilitation of
Precincts 7 and 8 by JAH outside the airport site has
produced viable and successful rehabilitation results to
the satisfaction of the City;

Should the fourth runway be approved, all residences
located within the 25-30 and 20-25 ANEF contour being
acoustically treated at JAH's expense;

13. If the fourth runway is approved, the number of flights per
year being permanently capped at 514,000 fixed wing
and 76,000 helicopter flights;

14. The informal night time curfew and Fly Neighbourly Policy
being converted into a legally binding set of regulations
upon both JAH and pilots;

15. JAH to provide copies of all sub-leases within the
commercial precinct to the City, upon JAH entering into
any sub-lease within that precinct;

16. Adequate servicing (especially reticulated sewer) being a
pre-requisite for any expansion of existing aviation or
non-aviation development on the airport;

17. The Bush Forever Officer of the Department of Planning
being specifically consulted by JAH regarding any future
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More reasons to exercise statutory functions with care

By Nick Thomas.

Key Points:

Authorities may exercise their statutory functions more cautiously, after two local councils
were held to be negligent in issuing development approvals and inspecting fire safety
facilities in separate court actions.

=el

Two recent NSW Supreme Court cases serve as a powerful reminder to statutoryauthorities to Nj_0( Th(

exercise their statutory functions prudently.

In Port Stephens Shire Council v Booth & Ors [2005] NSWCA 323, Port Stephens Shire Council

was found to be negligent in granting development consent and building approval for a holiday

resort in the vicinity of an Air Force base. In T &H Fatouros Holdings Ply Ltd V Randwick City

Council [2005] NSWSC 874, Randwick City Council was found to be negligent in approving an

unsafe fire stair atter requiring a fire safetyupgrade to the premises.

Environment and PI nning

each case, the relevant counc eki to be lia e person whose conduct the council

was regulating at the time.

Negligent development approvals and zoning certificates

In 1993 Lloyd Moffat Investments Ply Ltd (LMI) lodged a development appli ation with the Port

later approved LMI's building leatio vias-c s acted and subdivided as part of
.hens uncil for a holiday cabin resort. The Council granted de I pment consent, and

a communitytitle scheme, and individual lots were sold.

Not far awaywas an RAAF base and weapons range. At the time of giving the relevant

approvals, the Council had access to the Airport Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF), on which

noise exposure contours of 20, 25,30 and 40 are plotted. If land lies within a contour line above

25 then noise is a significant issue for the use of that land, and if land lies within a contour line

between 20-25 then noise is an environmental problem for the use of flatland. Most of the

proposed resort, and all of the purchasers' lots, were between contours 25-30.

The noise was not a significant problem until sometime alter 1995, when guests at the resort
started to complain. The resort minimised the disturbance byonly operating at the weekends

instead of full lime, and then LMI, the managing agent and some tot owners sued the council in

negligence. Theydalmed the Council had been negligent in granting the consentand approval,
and also in issuing zoning certificates under section 149 of the Environmental Planning and

Assessmeni Act 1979 (NSW) (Planning Act "), since the certificates only identified whether land

lay within the 20 ANEF contour line.

The plaintiffs succeeded at trial. On appeal, the Court of Appeal had lo determine a number of

issues, including whether the trial judge had erred in:

holding that, in granting the development consent and the building approval, the Council was

in breach of its dutyof care to LMI and the purchasers; and

holding that, in issuing the section 149 certificates, the Council was in breach of its dutyof

care to the purchasers.

Negligence in issuing the development approvals

The Council conceded that it owed a dulyof care, but denied that the duty had been breached.

The Court held that the duty of care arose from the Council's special knowledge and LMI's and

the potential purchasers' vulnerability. The Council had a dutyfo take reasonable care in

determining lAti's applications for development consent and building approval, and this

What others .
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required the Council to have proper regard to 2002 ANEF and relevant Australian Standard.

When the Council did not do this, it breached its duty.

The evidence showed that the Council did not make sufficient effort to understand or address

the ANEF. Worse still, the Council's mayor withheld from the Council decision-makers a report

on noise exposures which may have assisted the Council in its deliberations.

The Council argued that It was a matter for the Council's discretion whether to grant or withhold

approval and on what conditions, and therefore it could not be in breach of Its dutyof care

unless its decision was unreasonable in the administrative law sense so as to be Invalid. The

Court rejected this argument, staling that a duty of care to act reasonabiyoperated

independentlyof anyrequirement to make a reasonable decision according to the principles of
administrative law,

The Council also argued that, even if it granted approval without appropriate noise attenuation

conditions, it warned prospective purchasers of the noise affectation through the issue of

section 149 certificates. The Court held that this would not have assisted LMI as the developer
and, in anyevent, the certificates were defective, The Court then wentfurther and held that the

dutyof care to LMI would protect it from putting onto the market the defective commodities (le.

land with inappropriatelyconstructed cabins), and the dutyof care to prospective purchasers

protected them by preventing the defective commodities coming onto the market.

Negligence in Issuing the section 149 certificates

The Council contended that it was sufficient to refer to the outer limit of noise exposure, that is,

to the fact that the land laywithin the 20 ANEF contour line. It said that this was standard

procedure (using the disclosure of flood susceptibility by analogy), and was technically correct

because a property between the 25 and 30 contour lines was necessarilywithIn the 20 contour

line. The Council also argued that it was open to the recipient of the certificate, once alerted to
the Issue, to make further inquiries of the Council or others.

The Court of Appeal disagreed. it was still materiallymisleading to convey that the land lay

within the 20 contour line (and therefore maybe subject to noise exposure from aircraft) when

the true position was that the land lay between the 25 and 30 contour lines and was therefore

subject to a much higher degree of forecast noise exposure, especiallywhen the additional

exposure was cleariymaterial to the enjoyment of the land and the Council acknowledged that

the higher ANEF would affect the utilisation of the land.

Section 149(6) provides a defence to councils which include certain information in section 149

certificates If the information is provided "in good faith", However, the Court held that the

defence was not available here, because the negligent advice was caused by a systemic failure

in the council. The Council made a conscious decision not to identifythe applicable ANEF

contours with more precision, and it did not provide any evidence to Indicate that a more

specific approach would have caused it undue inconvenience.

Negligent fire safety Inspections

T&H Fatouros Holdings Pty Ltd owned and operated a boarding house in Randwlck Council's

area. The Council conducted annual fire safetyinspections, in accordance with its fire safety
powers which then existed under the Local Government Act 1993 (LG Act) (and now exist under

the Planning Act). In late 1996 the Council Issued an order to Fatouros under the LG Act stating

that the rear fire stairs were inadequate and requiring that theybe replaced with stairs which

complied with the Building Code of Australia,

Extensive correspondence between Fatouros and the Council followed, and the Council even

issued further orders. The fire stairs were eventually replaced in early 1998. The evidence was

that the new stairs obviously did not complywith the Building Code, and could not complywithin

the small space provided for them. Nevertheless, the Council expresslynoted that the

requirements of its order had been fulfilled, and subsequent inspection reports indicated that
the stairs were satisfactory,

The Council issued further fire safety orders to Fatouros, but these related to matters such as

fire extinguishers and clearance of rubbish.

In December 2000 one of the boarding house occupants slipped on the stairs and suffered

severe personal injuries. He sued Fatouros for damages, and Fatouros cross-claimed against

the Council, ultimately on the basis that the Council owed Fatouros a duty of care to exercise

the Council's statutory functions reasonably. [1]

claytonutz.com/.../more_reasons_to_exercise_statutory functionswith_... 2/3
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Justice Simpson acknowledged that, generally, a public authority which is not under a statutory

dutyto exercise a power does not have a common law dutyof care to do so. However, a

sla(uloryaulhority may attract such a duty of care byits conduct in certain circumstances. These

include where a public authority acts so that others rely on it to take care for their safety' (she

held that the term "safety' in this context included safety from exposure to a claim for damages.)

I.FX MUNI)1

AWLS/A
flEPOTITING
N1EMUER B.!..... ____

In the circumstances, she concluded thatthe Council did owe Fatouros a dutyof care.

According to Justice Simpson, the Council's dutywas, having directed Fatouros to erect a new

stairway, and having taken upon itself inspection of the new stairway, to ensure that the stairway

was safe for the purpose for which it Was to be used, and notto give the stairwayapproval until

it was safe. In approving an inherentlyunsafe structure, the Council failed in Its duty to Fatouros.
She then held that Fatouros was entitled to, and did, relyupon the expertise of the Council
officers in approving the construction.

As a result, the Court held the Council liable to indemnify Fatouros in relation to the damages
awarded in favour of the boarding house occupant

ImplicationS

In each of the above cases, the applicants did not challenge the lawfulness or even the merits

as such of the Council's decisions. Instead, the applicants claimed that the relevant council did
not acti,vith reasonable care in exercising its statutoryfunction.

In some situations, a statutory authority mayhave a statutory"good faith" defence (as Port

Stephens Council pleaded in relation to the issue of section 149 certificates), and in others it
may have the benefit of other statutory protection (such as civil liability legislation).

However, neither the slatulorypower itself nor these statutorydefences will necessarilyremove
common law duties of care when exercising statutoryfunctions.

Statutory authorities will need to keep this in mind when deciding whether to exercise their

statutory functions in anygiven situation and, if they decide to exercise those functions, in

considering how th ey mays afely dis charge their statutory and common law duties.

111 It interesting to note that after proceedings had been commenced against Fatouros, but

before Fatouros filed its cross-claim against the Council. the Council served a new fire safety
order on the new boarding house owners, requiring them to replace the fire stairs with stairs
which complied with the Building Code.

For further information. please contact Nick Thomas.

Return to Environment and Planning insights
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Enquiries: Lynne Wrigglesworth on 9323 4544

Our Ref: 111520 (D12#32675)

Your Ref: 809-2-23-18 Pt2

The Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

ATTENTION: ANTHONY MUSCARA

Dear Anthony

,lubmin, VII 12

rna nroads
EsTFRN AUsTRALIA

ABN: 50 860 676 021

1 February 2012

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME PROPOSED AMENDMENT 1221/41
BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

Thank you for your letter of 21 October 2011 inviting Main Roads comments on the
proposed Banjup Urban Precinct.

In our letter of 3 March 2011 advising of our concerns regarding this proposed scheme
amendment a copy of which is attached for your ease of reference - Main Roads
advised that until the long term planning for the re-alignment of Armadale Road / North
Lake Road was finalised and any future land requirements for the road reservation were
known, the rezoning of Lot 1 and the abutting portion of Lot 9004 to the west should be
excluded from this amendment.

A robust Traffic Impact Assessment was also requested. To date Main Roads does not
appear to have received a copy of this assessment report. In accordance with WAPC's
Transport Assessment Guidelines this assessment should be based on the year of full
opening of the Banjup Urban Precinct and 10 years after full opening.

It is likely that this Traffic Impact Assessment may also indicate that the proposed
Banjup Urban Precinct will have implications on other regional roads such as Jandakot
Road and these impacts should be addressed prior to the finalisation of this MRS
amendment.

As Armadale Road forms part of the Road Freight Network, a transport noise
assessment in accordance with the guidelines of the WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4
'Road and Rail Transport Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Policy' is
required. Any recommendations arising from this assessment are to be implemented
are relevant later stages.

Likewise, no other vehicle access will be permitted onto Armadale Road other than from
Fraser Road

In the interim however, Main Roads would be prepared to support the rezoning of Lots
132, 9002 and 9004 only from Rural Water Protection zone to Urban Deferred. Lot 1
should be excluded from this amendment.

Don Aitken Centre, Waterloo Crescent, East Perth or PO Sox 6202 EAST PERTH Western Australia 6892
Telephone: 138 138 Facsimile: (08) 9323 4547 TTY: (08) 9428 2230

Email: enquiries@mainroads.vragov,au Website: www.mainroacIsma_gov.au



If you require any further information please contact either Urban Road Planning
Manager (South) David Van Den Dries on 9323 4917 or Planning Information Officer
Lynne Wrigglesworth on 9323 4544.

Yours faithfully

Lindsa roadhurst
MANAGER ROAD PLANNING

Page 2 of 2



Enquiries: Ron Tolliday on (08) 9323 4536

Our Ref: 11/520 (D11#53763)

Your Ref: 809-2-23-18 (RLS/0159/1)

The Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Albert Facey House
469 Wellington Street
PERTH WA 6000

ATTENTION: ANTHONY MUSCARA

Dear Anthony,

3 March 2011

PROPOSED MAJOR METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (MRS) AMENDMENT
BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

Thank you for your letter dated 25th January, requesting Main Roads comments on the
above proposal.

Main Roads does not support the proposed MRS amendment until long term planning for
the re-alignment of Armada le Road / North Lake Road is finalised as this may impact the
road reservation requirement in the south-east corner of Lot 1 shown on the Indicative
Structure Plan (Figure 9). Consideration is now being given for North Lake Road and
Armada le Road to connect becoming a continuing road.

Main Roads does not support the re-alignment of Fraser Road to the proposed intersection
location with Armada le Road. To maintain the maximum distance as possible from the
North Lake Road intersection, it is preferable this intersection remains in its present
location, please refer to the attached design concept plan 1.7091.

A robust Traffic Impact Assessment will be required to determine the affects of this
development not only on Armada le Road, but also what impact it will have on the Jandakot
Road connection to Berrigan Drive and subsequently any flow-on affect on the Berrigan
Drive / Kwinana Freeway intersection.

The property is affected by land to be reserved for future road purposes (Main Roads
Drawing No 1.7103 attached). However, this area is not shown on the Indicative Structure
Plan (Figure 9).

Should the above items be addressed, Main Roads will impose other conditions on any
future development. These will include, but not be limited to, the following:

Australian Business
Excellence Awards

Bronze Award 2007

1. No earthworks shall encroach onto the Armada le Road reserve.

2. No stormwater drainage shall be discharged onto the Armada le Road reserve.

Don Aitken Centre, Waterloo Crescent, East Perth or PO Box 6202 EAST PERTH Western Australia 6892
Telephone: 138 138 Facsimile: (08) 9323 4174 TTY: (08) 9428 2230

Email: roadtraff @mainroads.wa.gov.au Website: www.mainroads.wa.gov.au



3. The applicant shall make good any damage to the existing verge vegetation within
the Armada le Road reservation.

4. No vehicle access shall be permitted onto the Armada le Road reserve.

5. The applicant is required to undertake a transport noise assessment in accordance
with the guidelines of the WAPC State Planning Policy 5.4 "Road and Rail Transport
Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning".

Advice to the Applicant

1. All enquiries related to conditions 1-4 shall be directed to the Metropolitan Region
Asset Manager.

If you require any further information please contact Mr Ron Tolliday on
(08) 9323 4536. In reply please quote file reference 11/520 (D11#53763).

Yours faithfully

Lindsay Broadhurst
MANAGER ROAD PLANNING

Page 2 of 2



Your Ref: 809-2-23-18 Pt2
Our Ref: JT1 2011 00927 VO1
Enquiries: Kevin Purcher
Telephone: 9420 2385

31 January 2012
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Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

Attention of: Anthony Muscara

13

Metropolitan Region Scheme Proposed Amendment 1221/41
Banjup Urban Precinct.

C O R P O R A T I O N
ABN 28 003 434 917

629 Newcastle Street
Leederville 6007

Western Australia

PO Box 100
Leederville 6902

Western Australia

Tel (+61 8) 9420 2099

www.watercorPoration.com.au

Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2011. The Water Corporation offers the
following comments in regard to this proposal.

Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area
The subject area falls within the Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control
Area G Gazetted P2 (UWPCA), in accordance with State Planning Policy 2.7
(2003). This UWPCA was based on "rigorous scientific evidence". This was to
ensure that there is no increased risk of pollution to water sources.

Department of Water (DoW)'s Land Use Compatibility Table states urban
subdivision is not supported within a P2 area (It is acceptable with conditions in a
P3 area). It therefore needs to be determined if this proposed change complies
with the water quality provisions outlined in the WAPC Statement of Planning Policy
No. 2.3 Jandakot Groundwater Protection, as the area is currently a "Rural Water
Protection Zone".

Developers within a UWPCA need to fulfill their legal responsibilities including those
covering land uses planning, environmental, health and building permit matters.
The Department of Water is responsible for managing and protecting Western
Australia's water resources. It is therefore recommended that this proposal is
assessed is accordance to the Department of Water's Land Use Compatibility in
Public Drinking Water Source Areas publication if it has not been already.

Portions of the amendment site are within the 300m Well Head Protection Zones of
two active production bores, J370 and J380, therefore the provisions relating to
groundwater protection under the Metropolitan Water Supply Sewerage and
Drainage Act apply. These Well Head Protection Zones are declared to protect the
quality of groundwater being extracted for drinking water. In these zones
groundwater moves rapidly towards wells and any surface contamination moving
through the soil could find its way into scheme water supplies. Activities and land
uses in these areas are restricted and subject to the DEC approval processes in
accordance with the Western Australian Planning Commissions current State
Planning Policy 2.7.



If urban subdivision is to be considered, it is recommended that the areas within
these 300m Well Head Protection Zones are to remain as native bush land.

The Corporation owns a bore site at Lot 8 Solomon Road (A2632) which is within
the amendment site. This site needs to be protected.

Water
The subject area falls outside a planned Water Supply Scheme and therefore a
reticulated potable water supply is not immediately available. If a reticulated
potable water supply is required the developer would need to arrange for Water
Scheme Planning to be undertaken. The new planning could determine that
substantial infrastructure is required.

Sewerage
The subject area falls outside a planned sewerage scheme and therefore a
reticulated wastewater is not immediately available. If a wastewater reticulated
scheme is required the developer would need to arrange for Wastewater Scheme
Planning to be undertaken. The new planning could determine that substantial
infrastructure is required.

Drainage
A portion of the subject area falls within the Southern Lakes Drainage District.

Urban Water Management
Water strategy and management issues should be addressed in accordance with
the State Water Strategy 2003, State Water Plan 2007, and Department of Water
document Better Urban Water Management.

General
The principle followed by the Water Corporation for the funding of subdivision or
development is one of user pays. The developer is expected to provide all
reticulated works and to contribute to headworks, if required. In addition the
developer may be required to fund new works or the upgrading of existing works to
provide for the increase demand resulting from the development and protection of
all works. Any temporary works needed are required to be fully funded by the
developer. The Corporation may also require land being ceded free of cost for
works.

Should you have any queries or require further clarification on any of the above
issues, please do not hesitate to contact the Enquiries Officer.

Kevin Purcher
Senior Development Planner
Development Services Branch
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Hearing of submissions

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personallypresent the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the WAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation
for the proposed amendment.

For information about the submission and hearings process, please refer to the amendment report and in
particular appendix D.

Please choose one of the following:

r. No, I do not wish to speak at the hearings. (Please go to the bottom of the form and sign)

OR

0 Yes, I wish to speak at the hearings. (Please complete the following details)

I will be represented by:

Myself My telephone number (business hours):

Or

[I] A spokesperson

Name of spokesperson:
Contact telephone number (business hours):
Postal address:

I would prefer my hearing to be conducted in:

Public (members from the general public may attend your presentation)

OR

[I] Private (only the people nominated by you or the hearings committee will be
permitted to attend)

You should be aware that:

The WAPC is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992 and as such, submissions made to the WAPC may be
subject to applications for access under the act.

o In the course of the WAPC assessing submissions, or making its report on these submissions, copies of your
submission or the substance of that submission, may be disclosed to third parties.

All hearings are recorded and transcribed. The transcripts of all hearings, along with all written submissions, are
tabled in Parliament and published as public records should the Governorapprove the proposed amendment The
WAPC recommendations are similarly published in a report on submissions and tabled in Parliament

To be signed by person(s) making the submission

Signature Date

Note: Submissions MUST be received by the advertised closing date, being close of
business (5pm) on 3 February 2012. Late submissions will NOT be considered.

Contacts: Telephone - (08)6551 9000; Fax - (08) 6551 9001; Email - mrs@planning.wa.gov.au; Website http://www.planning.wa.gov.au



ARMADALE R PTY LT I:
A.C.N. 114 745 318

Our Ref: 120202CMLET

2"d February 2012

Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

Armadale Road Pty Ltd is the owner of Lot 1 Armadale Road, Banjup (Lot 1), which is included in the
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41 (MRS Arndt) relating to the Banjup Urban Precinct.
Lot 1 is located to the south west of Lot 9004 Armadale Road, directly abuts the existing Industrial
zoned land to the west and has road frontage to Armada le Road.

We support the proposed rezoning from Rural to Urban given the site's strategic location in close
proximity to the train station and freeway, and also given the land was identified in Directions 2031 as
an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 2015' an area that could potentially be rezoned in the short to
medium term. We are currently considering future land use options for the site, including residential
or commercial / mixed business (ie showroom) uses. It is considered that commercial / mixed business
uses could integrate with adjoining similar uses on Armadale Road, and provide a transition to future
residential to be developed on Lot 9004. An Urban zoning will enable a range of both commercial and
residential use to be considered over Lot 1 and such uses will be determined as part of a local structure
planning process and a local planning scheme amendment.

Our key concern is to ensure Lot 1 has adequate accessibility from its only road frontage which is
Armadale Road thereby providing maximum flexibility for future uses and development options.
Without direct access to Armadale Road, Lot 1 is entirely without direct road access, significantly
compromising the use of the land.

The MRS Amdt report notes that the access arrangements for the MRS Amdt area have not yet been
finalised nor committed to by the relevant government departments. The MRS Arndt notes a possible
realignment of North Lake Road extension and its intersection with Armadale Road and a realignment
of Fraser Road with further traffic modelling and studies required.

The rezoning of the MRS Arndt area, inclusive of Lot 1, should not compromise or restrict the ability for
Lot 1 to have adequate accessibility from Armadale Road (via an appropriate access arrangement) in
the future. Based on preliminary advice from traffic consultants Transcore, it is considered that a left in
/ left out access point is potentially feasible and subject to appropriate traffic analysis and design would
provide safe access for Lot 1 onto Armadale Road. A technical note supporting this left in left out
arrangement to Armadale Road for Lot 1 is currently being prepared by Transcore and will be
forwarded to the WAPC shortly. We request that this proposal be considered by the WAPC and Main
Roads WA in finalising the MRS Arndt.

Suite 2, Majestic Rise, 16 Moreau Mews, Applecross. Western Australia
PO Box 1065, Canning Bridge. Western Australia

Telephone (08) 9316 1000 - Facsimile (08) 9316 0999



We will also be liaising separately with Main Roads WA to discuss Lot 1 access arrangements. The left
in left out access, designed to appropriate standards, ensures that the future development of Lot 1 is
not reliant on the timing / staging of development of Lot 9004 for access to Armada le Road (via Fraser
Road), particularly as the land use and development of Lot 1 has not yet been determined.

Should you have any queries please contact Craig Matthews of Armada le Road Pty Ltd on 9316 1000.

Yours faithfully

CRAIG MATTHEWS

Manager Property Development

cc: Andrew Trosic City of Cockburn
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This submisnion is against the amendment.

1. Do Not Set a Precedent

1.1 The Chairman of the WAPC has stated that no further development
proposals for Banjup will be considered by the Commission until the
current review of the Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy is
completed, which might be in 18 months' time. As

1.2 As the outcome of the Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy is
unknown it is imperative and incumbent upon WAPC to wait until the
outcome of the review is known before any further work is under
taken on this amendment.

1.3 An exception should not be made for Stock land. This has happened just
before the review commenced.

1.4 The Chairman of the WAPC has described the Quarry proposal a "test
case" for further development over the Water Mound. This precedent
should not be set as it will inevitably lead to further urbanisation, more risk
to drinking water sources, and further loss of natural bushland and habitat
for wildlife.

2. Equality of Opportunity
2.1 If the Quarry proposal is approved, then the same opportunities for
rezoning should be available to other Banjup landowners, recognising that
small landholdings would have to be aggregated before a viable parcel of
land could be developed for urban use.

WAPC should be very clear in its recommendation to the Minister
and to affected landowners in Banjup, what are the equitable
conditions that will constitute further developments in Banjup from a
strategic, in fill, logical and scientific aspect the requirements which
will determine further development approvals.

2.2 By approving the Quarry proposal, the WAPC will have recognised
that the Quarry is 'strategic' and a 'logical in-fill'. However, such
designations would apply equally, if not more so, to many other parts of
Banjup especially as they are close to the Cockburn Central facilities and
transport infrastructure. Certainly, other parts of Banjup not within the
Core Area or Frame Area are less of an exception to current planning
policies than is the Banjup Quarry area.



3. Unconscionable Exposure to Aircraft Noise Nuisance

3.1 State Planning Policy 5.3, Land use planning in the vicinity of Jandakot
Airport, states that "there is a general presumption against any re-zoning of land
which would permit development involving any increase in residential density
above one dwelling for every two hectares". Indeed, within the 'Core Area',
memorials must be placed on all land titles warning of aircraft noise nuisance.
Drawing on the experience of urban landowners in Glen Iris and Canning Vale
who have encountered noise nuisance far in excess of their expectations over
the past 10 years, it would be unconscionable for the Sate Government to permit
2,300 homes to be built in an area bound to be afflicted by ever increasing
aircraft noise.

4. Not Logical, Not In-Fill

4.1 The Quarry area is bounded to the east by commercial and
industrial businesses, to the north by the operations of Jandakot airport, to the
west by a brickworks, and to the south by the very busy and soon to be
duplicated Armadale Road. As such it is completely divorced from other
residential facilities, such as local shops, schools, and other public amenities.

Such a development cannot have been the "strategic need or logical in-fill" that
was in the mind of Parliament when it approved State Planning Policy 5.3. This
development is not a infill development as it is not surrounded by any other
developments.

Its logical development is no more logical that any other development on the
fringes of the metropolitan area. Logical could mean an extension on already
surrounding developed land, this does not exist in this area and therefore cannot
be considered to be a logical development.

5. Inconsistent Expert Advice About the Groundwater

5.1 On 20 January 2012, the Department of Water recommended "continued
protection of the Jandakot groundwater resource because of its importance
for Perth's water supply The priority areas (P1, P2 and P3) that exist now
have protected the water quality of this valuable water resource and are
recommended to continue." Such statements are completely at variance to
the Department's acquiescence to the Banjup Quarry proposal and call into
question the expertise that the WAPC seems to rely upon.



6. Consistency with WAPC's Own Planning Policies

6A To be consistent with its own planning policies, the WAPC should allow
sub-division only to 2 ha blocks, following rehabilitation of the whole Quarry area,
as required under the Mines Act.

5. Risk to Drinking Water Source

5.1 The quality of water from the Mound is already compromised and dense
housing and traffic in the Quarry area would only add to the risk of further
contamination.

7. Infrastructure concerns (Water, Power supply, Roads Public
transport)

7.1 If the Quarry proposal is approved, then further development along
Armada le Road is very likely. To avoid a repeat of the severe problems that have
arisen from the short-term planning around Cockburn Central, the WAPC should
insist that any infrastructure obligations placed upon the Quarry development
should be adequate to support not only the 'Urban Precinct' population but also
the population that can reasonably be predicted for the whole area over the
coming decade.

7.2 It is well recognised by State and local government that the transport
infrastructure around Cockburn Central is already beyond its capacity (see
Attachment 1). The demands of a further 6,000 people plus several times that
number as Banjup is developed would be impossible to meet without timely
provision of additional infrastructure.

7.3 Physical development of the Quarry should not proceed before agencies
such as Main Roads WA, Transperth, and the City of Cockburn have all funded
and commenced construction of appropriate and adequate infrastructure for the
surrounding area, including the Freeway interchange, upgrading of Armadale and
Jandakot Roads, increased parking at the railway station, and frequent shuttle
bus services to the railway station during rush hours.

7.4 Water, water is under increasing pressure from an ever expanding city.
According to the growth projections in Directions 2031 the population of Perth is
set to rise in 2016 from 1.73 million to 1.83 in 2021.

This population growth will require more water, as set out in the publication
WATER STRATEGY FOR PERTH AND MANDURAH TO 2021 (with a focus to
2010) written in 1995 goes on to extrapolate and discus's how Perth will source
the supply of additional water in section 1.2.2



Population in the Perth Statistical Division is expected to grow from about 1.2
million today to 1.7 million by the year 2011 and perhaps 2 million by 2021
(Appendix B).

On current trends this would mean an additional 260,000 dwellings connected to
the MWS system by 2011 and another 115,000 by 2021. The forecast total
annual demand of 271 million kilolitres in 1994/95 is the same as the estimated
current average annual water yield capacity of 271 million kilolitres per year from
the existing water supply sources.

Source development currently underway will boost supply capacity to meet
expected demand until around 1997/98. Additional water sources will be
required after this time to meet the expected continuing growth in demand for
water.

Together with growth in the Mandurah area and on the G&AWS this means that
an additional 120 million kilolitres (or 120 gigalitres (GI)) of scheme water supply
may be required under a 'most-likely' population and water use scenario by the
year 2011 and a further 110 GI per year by 2021 (table below).

Details of the forecasts of public potable water needs to the year 2021 are given
in Appendix B. Improved water use efficiency can reduce this water need.
However, additional sources of supply will still be required if population continues
to grow as forecast.

Table 1-1 Expected public water supply needs (GI/yr)
Year Perth
Perth
Perth Total G&AWS Total demand WUE
TOTAL
South
North
Saving
W.U.E.
1997/1998 136 133 269 29.1 297 17 280
2010/2011 199 190 389 31.3 420 48 372
2020/2021 253 245 498 33.0 531 61 470
Additional 2011-1998 63 57 120 2.2 123 31 92
Additional 2021-2011 54 55 109 1.7 111 13 98
Additional 2021-1998 117 112 229 3.9 234 44 190
Note: Perth South includes Mandurah

This additional water requirement is expected to be met by WUE (Water usage
efficiency) this is discussed in the document
With the compounding of Global Warming



8 Infrastructure, power (electricity generation)

Power (electricity generation) is under increasing pressure from an ever
expanding city.

The wooden power pole distribution structure has been reported to be in a
degraded situation and requires capital investment.

According to the growth projections in Directions 2031 the population of Perth is
set to rise in 2016 from 1.73 million to 1.83 in 2021.While WA's population grew
at an average rate of approximately 1.7% between 1996 and 2006, the per capita
residential energy consumption increased at an average annual rate of increase
of 2.7%. The total amount of power consumed each year has risen by 5% per
annum and is likely to continue into the future.

On top this Western Australia has the unenviable label of 'According to the
2007 State of the Environment Report, Western Australia registered one of the
highest per capita rates of resource consumption in the world between 1996 and
2006'.... extracted from Western Powers own Sustainability policy.

Western Power in their 2009 Transmission and Distribution annual report under
section 3 Network planning and section 3.1 Developing and applying electricity
demand and forecast make particular mention of new urban land releases and
infill growth in older subdivision developments. Further subdivision developments
will add to the power load. The average daily consumption stands at approx
2000Mwatts.

The majority of this is carbon fossil fuel generated.

At an increase of 5% generating capacity each year based on peak demand
requires another 125 mega watts of electricity. A development of the order of
2300 homes using say 20 units (20KWh) each per day will result in 46 mega
watts of additional power.

9. Roads Traffic Data

9.1 The local area is currently serviced on the south side of this development by
Armada le road. On the north side Jandakot road joining through to Warton Road
on the east and leading to either Solomon road or Berrigan Drive and then
access to the Kwinana freeway travelling westwards.

All roads are single lane.



Armada le road at peak periods is badly congested leading on to the Kwinana
Freeway. The traffic at morning times from 7-9am queues back to and beyond
the traffic lights at Armada le Road and to the entry to Atwell at Tapper Road.
This again occurs from late afternoon from 3.30 to 5pm. At this_ time 2 -3 light
changes can be experienced.

It is acknowledged by Mains Roads WA that Armada le Road is carrying more
traffic than it was designed for. At its peak it carries 50,000 vehicles a day.

Many heavy haulage trucks use Armada le Road to access the port of Fremantle
joining the Kwinana Freeway at this point. Also many heavy haulage trucks use
the Cockburn Central overpass in journeys from east to west. Many of these
trucks are 'B' doubles and when loaded are extremely slow adding to the traffic
throughput congestion.

In comparison, Armada le Road is crossed further down by the Tonkin Highway
and there is no urban development on either side of the Highway. Yet a double
lane road services the approaches from both Armada le (approx 20 kms away)
and from Forrestdale Weld Street (approxl5 kms away).

Jandakot Road, to the north of the proposed development, carries traffic from
Warton Rd through to the Kwinana Freeway and vice versa. Traffic from
Jandakot Road also accesses the Roe Highway via Berrigan Drive. Often at peak
periods the traffic bank back to roundabout at Berrigan Drive and Jandakot Road
making access to Kwinana Freeway or the Roe Highway difficult.

From the Main Roads WA web site at

http://www.nnainroads.wa.cov.au/UNDERSTANDINGROADS/FIGURES/TRAFFICDATA/
Paqes/TrafficData.aspx#count

shows traffic data which includes counts published by year that demonstarte
historical increases/decreases in traffic.

Road traffic counts for Armada le Rd West of Liddelow Rd for 2006/7 is 19,460
rising to 21,450 for 2007/8 no further data for subsequent years. But it can be
assumed that the increase will be greater than a proportional amount.

Road traffic counts for Kwinana freeway at the bridge is 36,360 for 2006/7; no
other data is supplied.

Road traffic counts east of Nicholson Rd (back towards Armada le and joining the
Tonkin Highway) is 15730 for 2004/5 and 12760 for 2005/6, no further data for
subsequent years. This part of Armada le Rd, which carries less traffic than that
west of Liddelow Rd (going towards the Kwinana Freeway single lane), is already
dual laned carriage way.WAPC should insist that any infrastructure obligations
placed upon the Quarry development should be adequate to support not only the
`Urban Precinct' population but also the population that can reasonably be
predicted for th infrastructure.



Physical development of the Quarry should not proceed before agencies such as Main
Roads WA, Transperth, and the City of Cockburn have all funded and commenced
construction of appropriate and adequate infrastructure for the surrounding area,
including the Freeway interchange, upgrading of Armada le and Jandakot Roads,
increased parking at the railway station, and frequent shuttle bus services to the railway
station during rush hours.

Summary
I would like to have definitive replies on the all the above points before any
further consideration is given to the Banjup Urban Precinct development.

`WAPC should be very clear in its recommendation to the Minister and to
affected landowners in Banjup, what are the equitable conditions that will
constitute further developments in Banjup from a strategic, in fill, logical
and scientific aspect requirements which will determine further
development considerations and approvals.'

`As the outcome of the Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy is
unknown it is imperative and incumbent upon WAPC to wait until the
outcome of the review is known before any further work is under taken on
this amendment.'

Assurance from the WAPC that development opportunities in Banjup will be
equally available to other landowners who can demonstrate similar reasons.

WAPC advises the Department of Planning to work with the City of Cockburn and
local residents and businesses over the coming year to prepare a Strategic
Development Plan for the development of the whole Banjup area over the next
10 to 20 years.

If the Quarry proposal is approved, then further development along Armada le
Road is very likely. To avoid a repeat of the severe problems that have arisen
from the short-term planning around Cockburn Central, the WAPC should insist
that any infrastructure obligations placed upon the Quarry development should
be adequate to support not only the 'Urban Precinct' population but also the
population that can reasonably be predicted for the whole area over the coming
decade.

It is well recognised by State and local government that the transport
infrastructure around Cockburn Central is already beyond its capacity (see
Attachment 1). The demands of a further 6,000 people plus several times that
number as Banjup is developed would be impossible to meet without timely
provision of additional infrastructure.



Physical development of the Quarry should not proceed before agencies such as
Main Roads WA, Transperth, and the City of Cockburn have all funded and
commenced construction of appropriate and adequate infrastructure for the
surrounding area, including the Freeway interchange, upgrading of Armadale and
Jandakot Roads, increased parking at the railway station, and frequent shuttle
bus services to the railway station during rush hours.

We request the WAPC include these conditions in its approval of the MRS
amendment:

1. All infrastructure development plans should be sufficient for the population
that can reasonably be predicted for the Banjup area over the coming
decade.

2. Appropriate upgrades to Armadale and Jandakot Roads are under
physical construction before earthworks commence at the Quarry site.

Paul Spittle
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Fleak-ino

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the VVAPC. You do no.: have to attend a hearing. The
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BANJUP RESIDENTS GROUP (Inc)
Submission Against the Amendment

MRS Amendment 1221/41
Banjup Urban Precinct

The Banjup Residents Group represents 250 people on 130 properties in Banjup, about 30%
of the total. Many in our community are against the proposed amendment while many others
are supportive of the amendment. Our Group has prepared two submissions to the WAPC:
one against and one supportive. This submission is against the amendment.

1. Do Not Set a Precedent

1.1 The Chairman of the WAPC has called the Quarry proposal a "test case" for further
development over the Water Mound. This precedent should not be set as it will
inevitably lead to further urbanisation, more risk to drinking water sources, and
further loss of natural bushland and habitat for wildlife.

2. Unconscionable Exposure to Aircraft Noise Nuisance

2.1 State Planning Policy 5.3, Land use planning in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport,
states that "there is a general presumption against any re-zoning of land which
would permit development involving any increase in residential density above one
dwelling for every two hectares". Indeed, within the 'Core Area', memorials must be
placed on all land titles warning of aircraft noise nuisance. Drawing on the
experience of urban landowners in Glen Iris and Canning Vale who have
encountered noise nuisance far in excess of their expectations over the past 10
years (verbal communication), it would be unconscionable for the State
Government to permit 2,300 homes to be built in an area bound to be afflicted by
ever increasing aircraft noise.

2.2 The 20 ANEF contour that defines the Core Area is an approximation only and will
have changed in 5 years' time when the next review is scheduled. The contour will
change again in the 5 years after that and so on. Yet houses will be built according
to today's defined Core Area and they will be there for the next 50 or more years.
By approving housing to be built underneath an ever growing Core Area, the WAPC
will afflict generations of Western Australians with significant noise nuisance.

2.3 Dense urban housing is an incompatible land use within the Frame Area because
the Core Area will continually be extended within it. The WAPC should recognise
this risk and not allow urban zoning in the Quarry and nearby areas.

3. Not Logical, Not In-Fill

3.1 The Quarry area is bounded to the east by commercial and industrial businesses, to
the north by the operations of Jandakot airport, to the west by a brickworks, and to
the south by the very busy and soon to be duplicated Armadale Road. As such it is
completely divorced from other residential facilities, such as local shops, schools,
and other public amenities. Such a development cannot have been the "strategic
need or logical in-fill" that was in the mind of Parliament when it approved State
Planning Policy 5.3.
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4. Inconsistent Expert Advice About the Groundwater

4.1 In a letter to the Banjup Residents Group on 20 January 20012, the Department of
Water recommended "continued protection of the Jandakot groundwater resource
because of its importance for Perth's water supply..... The priority areas (P1, P2
and P3) that exist now have protected the water quality of this valuable water
resource and are recommended to continue." Such statements are completely at
variance to the Department's acquiescence to the Banjup Quarry proposal and call
into question the expertise that the WAPC seems to rely upon.

4.2 The Water Corporation in its Drinking Water Source Protection Review 2006 has
clearly stated that urban areas including parks and roads have a significant
potential for contamination from fertiliser and pesticide applications, and from spills
of stored chemicals and fuels. This is another contradiction in advice from those
supposedly vitally interested in the quality of the Jandakot groundwater.

5. Risk to Drinking Water Source

5.1 The groundwater in the Jandakot Ground Water Mound is recharged by locally
falling rain water. Studies have shown that about 15-28% of rain is recharging the
superficial aquifer in Jandakot and Success (Department of Water, 2010).

Superficial unconfined aquifers are close to the land surface and unprotected
against infiltration from the surface, and are therefore at higher risk of becoming
contaminated.

5.2 Dames & Moore demonstrated in 1996 that the top of the Mound is in the area of
the Quarry and that ground water flows laterally from it to wetlands and to the wells
used by the Water Corporation. Thus, any contamination that occurs in the Quarry
area will spread to other areas of the Mound.

5.3 The construction of roads, housing and other sealed areas that are part of urban
development is expected to change the mode of ground water recharge from mainly
diffuse percolation, as it occurs now in the sandy quarry, to point source recharging.
This change may affect water chemistry in the aquifer the consequences of which
are not well understood. Scientific research in this field has highlighted the
complexity of groundwater recharge under urban areas and the lack of
understanding the impact on quality and quantity of the groundwater recharge (De
Vries & Simmers, 2002; Lerner, 2002).

5.4 It is not clear whether the effect of urbanisation on the superficial unconfined aquifer
has been thoroughly evaluated to ensure that this precious drinking water resource
is not adversely affected in quality and quantity.

Currently, the parcel of land subject to this zoning review, is a large sandy area with
very little activity occurring on it. In this state it is an area of very low pollution risk. A
change of zoning from P2 to P3 and urban development will certainly change the
pollution risk from low to a higher level.
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5.5 In the Gwelup ground water management area in Perth, high Arsenic levels have
been found in the unconfined sandy aquifer under urban development causing
concerns for the health of residents who may use the groundwater for garden
irrigation. The increased levels of arsenic are believed to be linked to activities
relating to urban construction (Appleyard, Angeloni, Watson, 2006). This highlights
the unintended and detrimental impact on ground water quality that urban
development can have on superficial unconfined aquifers.

5.6 The Western Australian Planning Commission in the Statement of Planning Policy
No. 2.7, section 5.5 states that "land uses and developments in all priority source
protection areas that have the potential to impact detrimentally on the quality and
quantity of public drinking water supplies should not be permitted unless it can be
demonstrated, having regard to advice from the WRC, that such impacts can be
satisfactorily managed."

We have serious doubts and concern about the assurances of a land developer and
its experts that any detrimental impact on our drinking water can be managed. We
cannot afford to take risks with our precious drinking water resource and the health
of our community.

5.7 Are we willing to risk a potential reduction in the ground water recharge quantity
during a time of changing climate and decreasing rain fall?

We must not take that risk. Urbanisation is long-term and irreversible. A mistake
now can not be corrected.

6. Consistency with WAPC's Own Planning Policies and Western Australian Law

6.1 The land is to a large extent degraded as a consequence of extensive sand mining
activities in the past. No attempts of rehabilitation of the sand quarry have been
made by the owner. The Mining Act WA 1978 requires rehabilitation of mined areas
after the mining activity is discontinued.

6.2 To be consistent with the requirements of the Mining Act WA 1978 the quarry area
should be rehabilitated.

6.3 To be consistent with its own planning policies, the WAPC should allow sub-division
only to 2 ha blocks.

7. Summary

Banjup residents against the Banjup Quarry development request that the WAPC
reject the rezoning proposal, for the reasons summarised below:

7.1 Banjup residents against the Banjup Quarry development request that the WAPC
reject the rezoning proposal, for the reasons summarised below:

7.2 Approving the 'test case' Quarry development will surely lead to further
development on the Jandakot Water Mound, a precedent that would be too risky to
set.

5 of 6 BRG Quarry Against Submission v7.doc 3 Feb 12
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7.3 Building 2,300 houses within the Frame Area, knowing that aircraft noise is bound
to increase significantly, would expose 6,000 people to unconscionable aircraft
noise nuisance.

7.4 The experts on whom the WAPC relies, the Department of Water and the Water
Corporation, give such different advice on the same matter to different
audiences that they cannot be relied upon.

7.5 The Jandakot Mound source of drinking water is very susceptible to
contamination and the urban activities of 6,000 people living upon it would place
the quality of the water to Perth as a whole at great risk.

7.6 The quarry area should be rehabilitated as required under the Mining Act.

8. References
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The purpose of this presentation is to highlight serious
risks associated with the urbanisation on the Jandakot
Groundwater Mound.

Presented by:

Liane Lied-Cord ruwi sch
Banjup resident since 1999
Bachelor of Science (Environmental Science)
Committee member of the Banjup Residents Group in 2012
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Overview

Unconfined Superficial Aquifer

The Groundwater Crest

Contamination Risk

Chemical Changes

Summary and Recommendation

Questions

The BanJup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

Sore facts

The Jandakot Groundwater Mound is a drinking water resource for
Perth.

Its clean, easily accessible water is located near the surface.

The Groundwater Mound is an unconfined superficial aquifer.



The Banjup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

A superficial unconfined
aquifer is open to receive
water from the surface.

Recharge occurs across its
entire surface by infiltrating
rain water.

A big problem of unconfined aquifers is

extreme susceptibility to contamination

The Banjup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropclitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

The quarry in its current state does not have much value as
an ecosystem.

The land is degraded.
Apart from some remnant vegetation it is a large sand pit.

Note:

This land has not been rehabilitated by its owner.

23/04/2012
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Very Valuable

As a groundwater recharge area it is very valuable.

15 to 28% of rainwater is recharging the superficial aquifer.

The area is a sandpit posing low risk of contamination.
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What will happen when the quarry is urbanised?

Scientists say that the aquifer recharge may change.

Increase by leaking sewage and water

pipes

Decrease due to sealed surfaces and

increased evaporation from those

Reference:
Lerner, D.N. (2002). Identifying and quantifying urban recharge: a review.
Hydrogeology Journal, 10, 143-152.
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When the rain water falls n urban areas

It is largely directed to storm drains.

Diffuse infiltration in the sand quarry changes
to point source recharge through storm drains.

Reference:
Appleyard, S. (1995). The impact of urban area development on recharge and
groundwater quality on a coastal aquifer near Perth, Western Australia. Hydrogeology
Journal, 3(2), 65-75.

The Banjup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

Consequence of change from diffuse t.
point source recharge

Higher oxygen concentration in water

Change of redox potential in groundwater

Oxidation of sulfides, pyrites (coffee rock component)

Acidification

Reference:
Department of Water (2010). Hydrogeochemical assessment of the superficial aquifer.
Perth metropolitan area. Hydrogeological record series Report no. HG37

23/04/2012
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Acidification

> Release of Arsensic

> Release of Heavy Metals

> Increase in sulphate concentration

References:
Appleyard, S.J., Angeloni, J., & Watson, R. (2006). Arsenic-rich groundwater in an urban
area experiencing drought and increasing population density, Perth, Australia. Applied
Geochemistry 21, 83-97.

Department of Water (2010). Hydrogeochemical assessment of the superficial aquifer.
Perth metropolitan area. Hydrogeological record series Report no. HG37

The Banjup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

Potential Contamination by Run-Off

Fertilisers

Nitrate

Herbicides

* Pesticides

Oils, fuel

Reference:
De Vries, J..J., & Simmers, I. (2002). Groundwater recharge: an overview of
processes and challenges, Hydrogeology Journal, 10, 5-17.
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The urban development of the quarry poses
a risk to our drinking water resource

.Uncertain and possible detrimental impact on the quality
and quantity of rain water recharge

-)Contamination of our drinking water supply by polluting run-
off and leaching of harmful chemicals

9The health of our community is too high a price to pay

The Banjup Residents Group
Submission against the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41.

Banjup residents against the Banjup Quarry development

request that the WAPC reject the rezoning proposal.

In light of the risks presented, we request the decision to be
deferred until the ground water policy review has been
completed.
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Banjup Urban Precinct submission (Sustainability)

The proposal to develop approximately half of the Midland Brick
quarry located along Armada le road next to the Cockburn Central
activity into the "Banjup urban precinct" centre could have potential
negative impacts on the environment and the local community. I
believe that it is inevitable that this land will be rezoned eventually
and that this land will be developed, my knowledge of urban planning,
urban morphology and sustainability, in order for this development
(Banjup Urban Precinct') and potentially other developments
adjacent to be sustainable a number of aspects would need to be
considered, but however if this was carried out in the correct manner
this strategic urban development could create a sustainable
community.

Thorough planning and organisation would need to be conducted in
order for this area and the community to become sustainable and self
sufficient. Many investigations, surveys etc would need to be carried
through in order to complete this.

Roads and infrastructure should be in place well before development
of the area has started to allow for the heavy traffic of tradesman,
trucks and other development traffic to have easy and efficient
access to this suburb. Prime roads such as Jandakot road, Armada le
road, the Freeway and North lake road would need to be upgraded to
be able to support a higher volume of traffic. Additionally adequate
and user friendly walking and bike paths should be added to these
roads to encourage 'green' transport such as walking and bicycle
riding.

The `Banjup Urban Precinct' should be designed in such a way to be
a green, sustainable and self sufficient suburb and to be an example
to the community and help promote sustainable development. It
should not just be built to house people as the population of Perth
rapidly increases, just as Ellenbrook was designed to fulfil the liveable
neighbourhood's policy. Although the development is not as large as
Ellenbrook it should be designed in a similar way, with 'village'
centres within a 500m walking distance radius from housing.
However as a town centre Cockburn Gateways shopping centre
already exists in the area it would only be required for village centres
to be established. The proposed primary school should be within a
certain walking distance from the 'villages'. The nearby Atwell College



secondary school could be reached by sufficient walking/bicycle
paths as well as a well
devised and efficient public
transport route maybe
bypassing Cockburn Central.
The already existing 527
(Atwell/Aubin Grove) bus
route could be modified to
include the Banjup Urban
Precinct'. The Arterial road
of Armada le road that is
adjacent to the proposed
development site will need to
be upgraded to support this
community and traffic flow.
The main arterial road

should be built through this suburb to allow for easy access in and out
of the suburb. The Primary school, potential town centre, and the
majority of the public transport should be built along this arterial road.

Figure 1: Example of a distrct structure plan

The infrastructure around the area is inadequate and does not
support the current heavy flow of traffic. It seems that little effort has
been put into upgrading these roads. A prime example is Armada le
road which is still single laned up to the "South Central" shopping
area where it is dual laned for approximately 100m each way. During
peak hour Armada le road is blocked due to traffic congestion from
daily traffic and the large amount of trucks trying to use the road. This
road cannot support the current level of traffic let alone more traffic
that would be generated from such a development. If public transport
such as a bus service was to be included in this development
Armada le road would need to be upgraded in order for it work
properly as busses coupled with the already heavy use of trucks and
large transport would cause increased traffic congestion and
therefore busses would be an inadequate service to this area. As it
can be seen the infrastructure surrounding the Banjup Urban
Precinct' is inadequate to cater for the predicted number of people
that would occupy the 2,300 houses. Armada le road around the
`Cockburn Central' activity centre is blocked due to traffic around 7-
9am and 3-5pm. In all too many vehicles are trying to access to small
and inadequate roads which catered for the traffic of the past but can
not handle the large traffic flow of the present day. More cars would
simply cause more problems are potentially accidents. Roads should
be in place to support the new development well before any building



construction is to initiate. Walkways to the train station and 'Cockburn
Central' as well as Cockburn Gateway shopping centre would be a
great idea as it would encourage people to walk or ride around
instead of driving. This would only be successful if the paths were
designed to encourage residents to use walking/riding as an
alternative to vehicles. A good example is Ellenbrook which uses
paths to connect the whole suburb together to make it easier for
people to get around.

As included in the Directions 2031 plan and the Network City plan,
low to medium density housing could add to the urban sprawl which
is evident in Perth particularly around the south east of Perth. This
development could potentially cause more developments to be built in
the area leading to an expansion of urban areas and thus leading to
urban sprawl. To minimize urban sprawl adequate infrastructure
including road networks and public transport would need to be set up.
As the `Banjup Urban Precinct' is on the Rural Urban Fringe, it could
cause potential for urban infill and close the gaps between existing
suburbs, however it should not be a potential project for Stock lands
or any other housing developer to expand south of Armada le road. If
this expansion was to occur many things would need to be settled
such as the current problem with determining the extent of the coffee
rock under ground and the water protection issues. Existing main
roads including Armada le road would need to be upgraded. The
apartments and flats located next to the Cockburn Central train
station seem to be a very popular alternative to living on a medium
density block. If the proposed development were to include both
medium and high density housing it could accommodate more
residents and could minimise such urban problems as urban sprawl.

Ellenbrook is a good example of a new suburb that appears to be
properly planned. It is evident that all 8 components of the liveable
neighbourhood's policy were included when building this suburb. If
the same design and thinking went into building the "Banjup Urban
Precinct" along with the pre existing "Cockburn Central Activity
Centre" the new suburb would be sustainable and self sufficient. The
local shopping centre "Cockburn Gateways" and the nearby industrial
area would provide jobs for the residents. With having said this
adequate and reliable road networks and public transport needs to be
put in place first.

The area surrounding the proposed "Banjup Urban Precinct" is
extremely vulnerable to bushfires with approximately 3 ®4 occurring



each year in this area. Along Armidale road opposite Midland Brick
the passage of land from the road to the backs of Banjup Residents
houses should be cleared as a fire break. In recent years it has
overgrown and has not been cleared. 2 occurred along this fire break
in 2011 and both jumped onto the opposite side of Armada le road.
This could not have occurred if the passage had a fire break. This
area if developed could potentially face frequent bushfire events.

The local environment surrounding the proposed development is
habitat for the local flora and fauna. Some of the local fauna include
the threatened and endangered species of the Southern Brown
Bandicoot and the iconic Kangaroo. Many species of birds use the
trees in the area as shelter and their homes. Correct planning and
surveying would need to be conducted in order to protect the local
flora and fauna species. Development of the area would not only
threaten the local habitat of the flora and fauna it could cause water
and soil pollution. The area is located above the Jandakot Water
Mound which is a viable water ground water source which needs to
be protected and if the development occurs potential water pollution
could occur.

It is currently unclear on the City of Cockburn's position on the
proposed Development as in a letter sent to local residents on the
16th of august 2011 entitled REZONING AND SUBVISION
POTENTIAL WITHIN THE JANDAKOT UNDERGROUND WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL AREA it was stated that "There is no support
by the city for any rezoning, urbanisation or industrialisation within the
`Resource zone' (Jandakot water mound)" Were as in the 8th of
December council meeting minutes it was clearly stated that the
development of the area ad the amendment to the MRS would be
supported by the City of Cockburn.

The potential resident's of the `Banjup Urban Precinct' could face
frequent noise pollution, mainly from the large arterial roads of the
Freeway and North Lake road as well as the noise generated from
planes taking off and landing from Jandakot Airport. The Jandakot
airport lies within close proximity to the proposed area and residents
would face frequent airplane noise. Frequent loud noise could
potentially cause negative health problems and frequent complaints
from local residents. Although it has already been thought that flight
paths can be changed, soon Jandakot Airport could potentially be



surrounded by residential on every side as well as large built up
roads adding to the noise pollution.

A new development would add more stress to our already vulnerable
water sources. The Water Corporation has been advertising for years
about reducing our water usage and experimenting with other means
of obtaining potable water. The `Banjup Urban Precinct' lies right on
top of the Jandakot Water Mound however it is still unsure of how
vulnerable this ground water supply is to pollution. If the mound is
going to be replenished in further years as the Water Corporation has
suggested in current 'Target 60' advertisement campaigns, it needs
to be in a state to allow for safe, potable and healthy drinking water.
This area should be constantly monitored and studied to determine
the real impact of nearby 5 acre blocks and industry on the water
mound, in order to determine the health of the mound. As the
population of Perth rapidly increases so will the Cities water
consumption rate. If areas such as Banjup are zoned as water
protection and left as is just like the pine forests surrounding the
Gnangara water mound are, then potentially less pollution could
occur. Alternatively regulations that affect the residents of Banjup's
water use and fertiliser/livestock could be modified to greatly protect
this valuable source of water.

On Monday the 16th of January at a meeting held by Joe Francis and
the West Australian Planning Commission at Glenn Iris golf course, it
was brought to my attention that the Environmental protection agency
and the water board had both stated that they had no concerns with
the proposed development. Although the majority of this land is
already cleared a lage area of the land is home to dense bush and
trees that would be home to many species of flora and fauna.
Developing this area and adjacent blocks of land could potentially
have a large negative impact on the environment.

It is particularly strange to see that the water board would have no
problems with a development to be built straight on top of a vital
ground water supply that could be vital for the survival of Perth in the
future especially with the vulnerable Dams and the pending problem
of global warming. Fertiliser and other chemicals used in homes for
day to day jobs such as fertilising the garden could accumulate
underground and cause water pollution, soil pollution etc which could
have devastating add on effects to the underground water supply.



In order for the land to be rezoned and developed properly, serious
planning, careful and deliberate expenditure as well as frequent
community consultation would need to be considered. For potential
future communities around this area to be sustainable and self
sufficient serious planning needs to occur to allow for sustainable
expansion, not just rushed to make money, allocate homes for people
and solve this problem as quickly as possible. If this was to occur
serious urban problems could become apparent or strengthen now
and in the future such as traffic congestion urban sprawl and a loss of
amenity.
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To whom it may concern,

MRS Amendment 1221/41: Banjup Urban Precinct

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the MRS Amendment 1221/41: Banjup
Urban Precinct.

This submission has been prepared by the Office of Hon. Lynn Mac Laren IVILC, the Greens WA
spokesperson on Planning and Member for the South Metropolitan Region. It is informed by Greens
WA planning, environment, transport and sustainability policies, as well as consultation with
community groups and members, including constituents in the proposed development area, and
representatives from Stock land (the developers). It will first outline our key related policies and then
touch on key issues relating to the proposed development.

I welcome and encourage further discussion on this development. If you have any queries or require
any further information, feel free to contact my office at 9430-7233.

Yours Sincerely,

ekik)

Ho !Lynn MacLaren MLC
Member for South Metropolitan Region

3 February 2012
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Submission by Office of Hon Lynn Mac Laren MLC
MRS Amendment 1221/41: Banjup Urban Precinct

Summary
The Banjup Urban Precinct provides an opportunity to develop a higher density, mixed-use
residential and commercial community. However there are several significant challenges to meet
before I can support the proposal. Situated on the Jandakot water mound, the most important
consideration of land use planning is to prevent any negative impact on the water supply. Water
management strategies and design considerations must ensure that our groundwater is protected.
Secondly, two pockets of remnant native vegetation must be conserved. Thirdly, any development
must be managed to mitigate noise and industrial impacts from nearby industry and airport activities.
Fourthly, attractive pedestrian and cycling facilities and frequent public transport links must be
established to nearby activity centres and the Mandurah rail line. Finally, it must be recognised that
a development of this scale, on a former quarry, is a rare opportunity to showcase contemporary
sustainable design principles and require the highest building standards for energy and water
efficiency.

1, Planning Direction
The Greens WA support a community-driven approach to land use planning. We need designated
areas of little or no development to maintain a healthy ecosystem that provides safe drinking water,
air free from harmful toxins, and thriving animal, bird, plant, insect and marine life. The community
of Cockburn as well as the greater south metropolitan area should continue to be fully consulted and
their views taken into consideration.

Transport fuel supply should be a pivotal issue in land use planning due to the global decline in
cheap oil production.

We encourage initiatives that:

o Ensure adequately resourced community engagement processes for all urban planning
proposals

Require land use planning to connect and integrate activity nodes with residential areas to
favour walking, cycling and public transport use over car use

Ensure full community involvement in every stage of planning decisions at local and state
levels

Assess the agricultural value of land proposed for rezoning from rural to urban to ensure
that sufficient fertile land adjacent to population concentrations is retained for food
production

Ensure that information being used by local and State planning authorities to make decisions
is publicly accessible

Require planning decision makers to publish reasons for their decisions

O Allow public right of appeal on development and subdivision decisions to the State
Administrative Tribunal (third party appeal rights)

Support uniform standards for energy rating of buildings



Submission on Banjup Urban Precinct

We strive to ensure that the right of affected third parties is protected not only to be notified
but also to have a right of appeal regarding development planning. Part of responsible planning
is to:

Ensure that the appeals process is affordable and accessible

Require all town planning studies, schemes and regional plans to take account of the
approaching decline of cheap oil and the consequent rising cost of transport

Require the WAPC to include someone with environmental/conservation experience

Ensure planning incorporates recommendations of full environmental, health and social
impact assessments of any large scale or strategic industrial or urban development plans
in Western Australia

2. Potential conservation impacts
Although the site has been largely cleared due to its previous use as a sand quarry, some remnant
vegetation remains on the site. The eastern side of the site also abuts Bush Forever site 390 (Fraser
Road bushland).

The area of native vegetation on the eastern side of the site contains the King Spider Orchid. This is
listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act.' It is also possible that endangered Carnaby's Black
Cockatoos and quendas may periodically inhabit the site as the vegetation is of a type suitable for
them.

The proponents (Stockland) have expressed a commitment to retain and conserve the area of
bushland containing the orchid in perpetuity. However there is a high level of concern that this
bushland, as well as the adjoining bush forever site 390, will degenerate if residential development is
situated next to it.

Recommendations
Require a full flora and fauna survey of the site and ensure that any rare and threatened species
on the site are properly preserved.

Patches of remnant vegetation on the site should be retained.

The area containing Caladenia hueglii, plus an adequate buffer, should be excised from the
development and handed over to the City of Cockburn or the Department of Environment and
Conservation as a conservation reserve. This should be amalgamated with the adjacent Bush
Forever site.

3. Potential water resource impacts
The site is located in the Jandakot underground water pollution control area (P2 area). P2 areas have
been identified to ensure there is no increased risk of pollution to the water source and are declared
over land where low intensity development (such as rural) already exists. The policy stipulates
further intensification of land use may result in contamination of the public drinking water source
and therefore urban development is not considered appropriate within the P2 area.

1 Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (2012). Caladenia huegelii in
Species Profile and Threats Database,
http://www.environnnent.gov.au/sprathttp://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-
bin/sprat/publicipublicspecies.pl?taxon_id=7309
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A portion of the site is also in the 300m wellhead protection zone for Water Corporation bore J380.
The proponent has stated that the area surrounding the wellhead will be maintained as public open
space.2 This may not be sufficient to ensure the protection of the wellhead.

The proponents have argued that:
"the change in classification of the site from P2 to P3 (supported by studies) is justified as the
groundwater resource can be protected with respect to the water quantity and quality of
rainfall recharge to the aquifer. It has also submitted that the site is unique in its context, and
its reclassification is not a precedent for urbanisation of other areas over the Jandakot
groundwater mound."3

A condition for the development proposal should be to ensure the groundwater is not affected.

I understand that deep sewerage will be required for this development, but there are currently no
plans for onsite greywater recycling. This should be considered to reduce water use, provided that
filtration systems are established and maintained.

The report on the groundwater investigations carried out on the site states that:

"The coffee sand / coffee rock layer underlying the site acts as a partial or leaky aquitard to
delay the downward flow of groundwater from the superficial sand aquifer to the lower sand
layer where water is extracted for drinking water supply.

This retardation plays a significant role in reducing the risk of negative impacts on the
drinking water source and combined with good water management planning makes the risk
posed by urban development compatible with the risk avoidance profile required for a
drinking water supply zone. "4

Good water management planning should be a condition of the rezoning.

The report also states that:

"all water being extracted must have passed through the coffee sand / coffee rock layer first.
This has significant implications for the protection of the water resource, as the risk of
pollution of drinking water is much lower when there is a long delay between a source of
pollution coming into contact with the surface, and the pollutant reaching the extraction well.
To illustrate, if a pollutant can migrate from source to well in a matter of days, there is not
sufficient time to identify the problem and remediate it before the water is extracted. If it
takes several months for the water to travel that distance, then the problem will likely be
identified in the first month (as quality monitoring is performed monthly), the size and
location of the plume can be established and remediation can be planned and undertaken
before the pollutant reaches the extraction well."5

However, the report fails to mention what remediation techniques could be adopted to prevent
groundwater contamination once pollution is in the ground.

2 Pers. comm. Alf Lay, Stockland
3 WAPC (2011) Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41: Banjup Urban Precinct Amendment Report,
p. 3, http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/dop pub pdf/DOP 1221-
41 Banjup Urban Precinct Amendment Report.pdf
4

Emerson Stewart Consulting (2012) Summary of Groundwater Risk Investigations, p. 20.
5 Ibid., p. 17.

Office of Hon Lynn MacLaren MLC - 3 February 2012 3



Submission on Banjup Urban Precinct

Urban development is not easily compatible with groundwater protection for a range of reasons.
Residential development brings the risk of household and garden chemical and fertiliser usage and
also increases the risk of fuel spillages from leaking vehicles and accidents.

Fuel leaks at nearby Jandakot airport have already contaminated the groundwater and leaks from a
soil blending plant on Acourt Road also caused groundwater pollution a few years ago. I'm
concerned that if development in this area is not properly regulated, the local production bores will
fail to meet water quality standards after a few years. This has certainly been the experience
elsewhere in Jandakot.

I am not necessarily opposed to all development on the Jandakot water mound but believe it needs
to be carefully controlled:

Water sensitive design principles need to be adopted.
o Developments need to be sewered.
o Irrigation should be restricted.
o A groundwater investigation should be required to establish whether run off will infiltrate

the groundwater and if there are aquatards in the soil.
o Commercial activities in the area that would heighten the risk of groundwater contamination

should be prohibited, especially:
o Petrol stations
o Dry cleaners

The WAPC has justified a general review of the Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy (SPP 2.3) on
the basis of pressure from landowners within the Jandakot water protection area who are
requesting urbanisation and because the Kwinana desalination plant now provides up to 45
gigalitres of water per annum for the Perth metropolitan region which is not reliant on climatic
conditions.

The Jandakot water mound provides clean, cheap water and does not involve energy intensive
processes such as desalination. To destroy this water source through increased urbanisation would
be a travesty.

Recommendations
Ensure that the groundwater contamination risk of the proposed development is properly
assessed and, if it is likely to result in an increased risk of groundwater contamination, reject the
proposal.

o If the develop does proceed ensure that strict standards are in place to prevent groundwater
contamination.

4. Potential traffic impacts
The proposed development is situated near to Cockburn Centre, Gateways Shopping Centre and
other activity centres. This would make it ideal for higher density development if the potential
groundwater contamination concerns could be overcome.

The Department of Transport have raised concerns about the effect of the proposed development
on congestion levels on Armadale Road and have argued that the provision of pedestrian and cycling
facilities will be necessary to enable non-motorised trips to be taken within the precinct and
neighbouring locations.6 The proponent mentioned the possibility of a shuttle bus service from the

6 WAPC (2011), p. 6.
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development to local activity centres! Frequent public transport services from the proposed
development to these centres will be necessary to ease congestion levels on Armadale Road.

Recommendations

Ensure the provision of high quality pedestrian and cycling facilities to encourage non-
motorised trips to be taken within the precinct and to neighbouring locations.

6 Investigate the potential to link this new residential area with the activity centres at Murdoch
and Cockburn with light rail or high frequency bus networks.

5. Potential landuse conflicts
The proposed development abuts an industrial area to the west and is close to Jandakot Airport. This
could raise potential landuse conflicts such as noise and industrial pollution affecting residents.
These potential conflicts need to be managed.

The site is currently a disused sand quarry. Potential land uses for the area include residential or
industrial development, leaving it as it is, or attempting to rehabilitate it as a bushland area. Given
the degraded nature of the bushland on most of the site, and the proximity of the site to Cockburn
Central, the best use of the site is likely to be medium to high density residential development. This
is on the condition that the groundwater quality and neighbouring bushland can be adequately
protected.

Recommendation
Establish buffers or design requirements (such as double glazing) that are sufficient to prevent land
use conflicts between the proposed development, the adjacent industrial area and Jandakot Airport.

7 Pers. comm. Alf Lay, Stockland
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Water

Mr Anthony Muscara
We Stern Australian Planning ConiMisSiOn
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000

Dear Mr Muscara

Submission 19

looking alter all our water neods

Your ref: 809-2-23-18 Pt2

Our ref: CEOW29112

RF3755-03 / SRS 28500

Enquiries: Brett Dunn, ph 9550 4202

METROPOLITAN SCHEME PROPOSED AMENDMENT 1221/41 - BANJUP
URBAN PRECINCT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme
(MRS) amendment for the Banjup Urban Precinct, received with correspondence dated
21 October 2011. The Department of Water (DoW) has reviewed the proposal and
wishes to provide the following advice.

Jandakot Underground Water Pollution Control Area

The DoW's advice on this matter reflects the integrated land use planning and drinking
water source protection function of the Department of Planning (DoP) and DoW. It is
also consistent with the DoW's role as the government agency responsible for the
management and protection of the state's water resources, which includes providing
technical advice on water related matters to state planning and development agencies.

The proposed development is located within the Jandakot underground water pollution
control area (UWPCA) and the site is currently defined as a Priority 2 (P2) area under
the Metropolitan Water Supply and Sewerage Act 1909 for the purpose of State Planning
Policy 2.3. The site is also zoned under planning legislation as 'rural water protection', a
zoning specifically created in the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) to reflect the water
resource value of the Jandakot mound. The Jandakot Mound is still an important source
of good quality groundwater abstracted for use with other sources to provide Perth's
integrated water supply scheme.

In order to protect the quality of public water supplies, the DoW does not advocate the
intensification of development in public drinking water source areas due to increased
risks to water quality and public health. However, the DoVV has noted advice from the
DoP that the Banjup site is identified in a strategic planning document (i.e. Directions
2031) because of its development potential. Additionally, the site is inclUded in the 'outer
metropolitan Perth and Peel sub-regional strategy' as an urban expansion area 2011-
2015, and the focus of a steering and working group chaired by the DoP confirmed its
development potential. Given this information, if the Western Australian Planning
Commission (WAPC) confirms the strategic value of rezoning this site, a Priority 3 (P3)
area would be applied by the DoW to replace the current P2 area.

168 St Georges Terrace Perth Western Australia 6000
PO Box K822 Perth Western Australia 6842

Telephone (08) 6364 7600 Facsimile (08) 6364 7601
vw.v.waterwa g ov.a u

lit, !Intl 911



Finally, the DoW notes and supports the WAPC's publiC advice that State Planning
Policy 2.3 be reviewed. This review will need to consider the State's future development
and water supply needs, and the changing land and water factors since the mid 1990's
when the current priority areas (P1, P2 and P3) were determined for the UWPCA. Until
this review has been undertaken, and in consideration of agreement between the DoW
and the DoP, the DoW will not consider or support any further proposed urbanisation of
land from P2 to P3 within the Jandakot UWPCA.

Urban Water Management

In accordance with Better Urban Water Management (WAPC, 2008) and provisions in
State Planning Policy 2.9 Water Resources:

"Planning to guide water resources management should be integrated with land use
planning decisions to achieve more sustainable development and protection of our water
resources".

"The strategy/plan should address the influences the area will have on the surrounding
catchment(s) together with the influences the catchment(s) will have on the dynamics of
the area. This will enable relevant land and water management issues in relation to
water supply, wastewater, groundwater and surface water to be considered collectively
rather than in isolation, as well as ensuring acknowledgement of their relationship to
other issues such as biodiversity, urban structure and sustainability."

and Liveable Neighbourhoods (WAPC):

"Subdivision and development should have regard to an urban water management
strategy that forms part of the regional, district and/or local structure plans..."

The proposed MRS amendment, to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from the
Rural Water Protection zone to the Urban zone for the Banjup Urban Precinct, is
supported by the Banjup Quarry Redevelopment District Water Management Strategy
(DWMS) (Emerson Stewart, 2011). The DoW is satisfied the aforementioned DWMS
provides sufficient water resource management information to demonstrate the site can
support an urban land use, thus is deemed suitable to inform the proposed amendment
to the MRS.

Groundwater

The subject property is located within the Jandakot Groundwater Area as proclaimed
under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914. Any groundwater abstraction in this
proclaimed area for purposes other than domestic and/or stock watering taken from the
superficial aquifer is subject to licensing by the DoW. The issuing of a groundwater
licence is not guaranteed but if issued will contain a number of conditions that are
binding upon the licensee.

Should you wish to discuss this matter further, the appropriate person to contact
throughout the consultation process is noted below:

Mr Brett Dunn
Acting Program Manager, Urban Water Management, Kwinana-Peel Regional Office
Department of Water
PO Box 332
MANDURAH WA 6210



If you wish to discUss the attached comments Mr Dunn may be contacted by telephone
on (08) 9550 4202 or via email at brett.dunn@waterwa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Maree De Lacey
AIDIRECTOR GENERAL

3 Febetrary 2012
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Dear Sir,

RE: MRS MAJOR AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from
the rural - water protection zone to the urban zone in the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS), as shown on Figure 1. The amendment also seeks to reserve 1.13
ha as primary regional roads (and associated water catchment reservation
adjustment) associated with Armada le Road.
The proposed urban zoning will allow for the residential development of the land
following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision
approval. Pg 1

In regards to the above, I have no objection to the development approval
proceeding as proposed but I feel that equal opportunity should be given to
adjoining landowners to do the same. Now that Stockland has put in the time,
effort and expense into doing the groundwork to prove that residential housing
densities can be managed in the Priority 2 areas of the Water Resource Zone, I
believe the same conditions would apply to land in close vicinity to the subject
site.

Further to the meeting with WAPC at the Glen,Iris Restaurant, I, would like to
comment that the representative for WAPC mentioned that other landowners in
the area are free to submit a proposal for similar tOoning. We got together with
a few of our adjoining neighbours and :Sribriiiited a detailed proposal with an
environmental report included, by,amajor Towil Planner, for an area of about
100 acres in the vicinity of Jandakot:Airport and they put our submission on hold
while approving the Stockland site for residential development the month after
our proposal was put on hold. When questioned about this, he said the reason for
that was that the Stockland site was a single owner as compared to us. That is
not a valid reason. In fact, our land is directly opposite residential land and has
been for a number of years, which should make it even more appropriate for
residential rezoning as all necessary infrastructure is in place for future
subdivision.

The draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy was released for
public advertising in 2010 and provides a framework for delivering the objectives
of Directions 2031. It identifies, a strategic plan,of actions, stakeholder
responsibilities and time frames for, delivery. The sub- regional strategy links State
and local government strategic planning to guide the preparation and review of
structure plans and local planning strategies.
Consistent with Directions 2031, the Sub-region Strategy identifies the majority of
the land as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 7 2015', and as an area that could
potentially be rezoned in the short to medium term. The strategy notes that a
decision on whether Banjup can be developed can only be made once the likely
impact of development on the Jandakot groundwater mound has been made.
In this regard, the Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the land
being rezoned to urban and has approved a District Water Management Strategy
for the site. It is also noted that the site will add to the viability of the Cockburn
Secondary Centre (approximately 1.5 km to the west), Cockburn rail station and is
in close proximity to existing regional road connections i.e. Kwinana Freeway
and Armadale Road. Pg 2



Referring to the above paragraph; I would like to comment that a group of around thirty
landowners in close vicinity to the subject site got together and put in a comment through
Greg Rowe and Assoc. when DirectiqnS- 2031' was open for comment. In spite of the fact
that we had shown our interest in haVing our land included in the Urban expansion Area
2011-1015, our land was not included but Stockland's site which comprises of seven
individual parcels of land; was earmarked for Urban expansion. The only significant
difference with our land and the Stockland site is that the Stockland site has been
extensively cleared as it was previously used as a quarry. There's no evidence that land
that has been cleared of vegetation as compared to land that has some vegetation on it
will change the quality of water entering the,ground and seeping through to the aquifer.
Furthermore, the land in the Priority .,2 area between Jandakot Road and Cutler Road is
surrounded by industrial area or a Of course ail of which have a huge impact on
contaminating the ground water with,Various chemicals, nitrates from fertilizers and other
toxic waste. How can one ignore all of this and claim that the ground water from the
Jandakot aquifer is suitable for human consurnption.in fact, having septic tanks and
horses on the land in the ResoUrce zone would probably contaminate the ground water
more than changing the priority. to P3 and having deep sewerage with higher density
housing. In effect, this would ;solve two prob,lems. It would,create substantial housing lots
close to the secondary centre Cockburn Central (which is in line with TOD and Directions
2031) and reduce pollution of the aquifer,in Jandakot

The Priority 2 areas have changed Considerably since the boundaries were originally set
in 1998. There seems to be some ,confusion as,to who gets their submission approved
and who doesn't. I feel, that there shOuld be a fairer system in place so that if a
submission is approved in a Priority 2 'prep, and the rules are changed to allow for future
sub-division, (Priority 3), then clearly)t has been proVed by the company that made the
submission that it is possible to protect the underground water resource and have
residential development take place in the Resourcp Zone. Therefore, instead of all the
other landowners re-inventing the Wheel, ,,Why notg,iv'e the adjoining landowners the
benefit of the same level of priority{ as tpe:Stockland site with the same restrictions?

The subject land is located at the northern end of the JUWPCA within an area
classified as a Priority 2 (P2). The land was classified P2 in 1996 and precludes any
form of urban development. Awellhea.CI protection lone of 300 m.exists for Water
Corporation bore J380, which aifects,p0rfion of Lot 9002 Jandakot Road. Pg 3

The north-western portion of the'land is located withina 300 m wellhead protection
buffer. These are declared tO'protect tke,quality of groundwater' being extracted for
drinking water. In these 'ioneS, groUnthivateiin6Ves.' rapidly towards wells and any
surface contamination could contaminate water supplies. Pg 5

In response to the above paragraphs, I would like to state that our land is on Prinsep
Road, Jandakot and permission was granted for a pocket of residential development
directly across the road from our land and less than 50 metres from a wellhead,
sometime in 2002-4. This approval has, in effect, made this bore useless for the purpose
it was intended as it doesn't have the necessary 300 mt. protection zone. Taking this into
account, our land, which is adjacent to this bore, should have also been changed to P3
as the wellhead can no longer be used for the extraction of drinking water. The argument
used at the time was, you just happen to be on the wrong side of the road. I don't think
that is a valid reason.

The whole of the subject land is located within the 'frame area' (not the 'core
area') of Jandakot Airport in which memorials on, title will be required. Land within
the 'core area' is considered to be significantly impacted by aircraft noise.

Land within the 'frame area' (outhide the 20-ANEF) can be rezoned to allow
residential development if the proposal complies with a certain criteria, such as:
demonstrated strategic need for more intensive development on the site and



development of the land represents a logical infill which will complete, rather than
extend, an established pattern of development. Pgs 3-4

This is what is stated in Draft State Planning Policy 5.3
2.6 Impacts of aircraft noise
There have been serious concerns expressed in recent years about the suitability of the
ANEF system as the basis for land use planning in the vicinity of general aviation airports
such as Jandakot.2The thrust of these concerns is that the ANEF contours do not adequately
reflect the level of noise nuisance associated with general aviation aircraft operations and that
the ANEF system has not been validated for use in relation to general aviation airports. In
response to the deficiencies in the ANEF system, the Commonwealth Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government has proposed in the
National Aviation Policy White Paper, 2009 that a national planning regime be developed for
land use planning around airports.

2.7 Policy measures
Pending the development of such a regime, and in light of the concerns about the application
of the current ANEF system to general aviation airports, a more conservative approach is
required in the application of Australian Standard 2021 Acoustics-Aircraft noise intrusion-
Building siting and construction, 2000 (AS2021) at Jandakot Airport, The policy measures
below reflect this more conservative approach. In particular, policy measures have been
developed for areas outside of the 20 ANEF contour, within the Frame Area. It should be
noted that AS2021, is purely advisory, and has no direct statutory application.

In view of the above, I believe there should not be restrictions to residential development
in the Resource Zone based purely on the projections of the ANEF contours for 2029-30
as it has already been deemed to be incorrect and is of a purely advisory nature. In
reality, there is not much of a difference with noise nuisance from aircraft in the core area
as compared to the frame area in Jandakot. The fact is, surrounding residential areas like
Leeming, Willetton, Canning Vale, Banjup, Wandi Glen Iris, and many other suburbs
have been affected by noise pollution from small aircraft at Jandakot Airport for many
years but no restrictions were placed on that land including subdivisions in Jandakot itself
on Prinsep Road and Imlah Court, which are newly released subdivisions.

Around Perth Domestic and International Airports, the ANEF contours are in the vicinity
of 35 in high-density residential areas. There's no comparison between the levels of
noise pollution at Perth Airports and the noise nuisance levels at Jandakot Airport even
at ANEF 20-25 at Jandakot Airport.

Historically, if this was seen to be an issue, it has been managed with double-glazing and
insulation, which, I'm sure, most landowners would be prepared to accommodate, should
we be granted Priority 3 status.

I believe the Government should be seen to be fair to all parties regardless of their
financial position. Obviously, a large company like Stockland, have a lot at stake and
have the necessary funds to undertake major studies to prove a point. Now that they
have done so to have their proposal approved, I believe the same results can be applied
to the surrounding land to give adjoining landowners the option to develop their land,
should they wish to do so, by broadening the MRS zoning change to include the
adjoining land to P3.

The residential development of the site will contribute to social sustainability in the
following ways:
8 Reducing transport times and costs by bringing people closer to a regional
activity centre, a railway station and employment nodes;

Provision of a range of housing products, with regard to density, pricing and
lifestyle options;



Create a sense of place through application of place making principles as
part of the local structure planning design process;
Provide access to life-long lealning'opportunities and encourage co- location of

learning facilities with other community infrastructure;
Provide health initiatives such as walking and cycling infrastructure while

partnering with local health groups to prOvide group exercise opportunities;
Provide opportunities and support residents to respect, maintain and nurture the

natural environment by putting in place infrastruature to reduce the use of private
vehicles and supporting the establishment of environmental care groups; and

Ensure residents have access to appropriate community services.
Economic 'Economic prosperity' - the main elements of this principle are
employment, investment, innovation and efficiency. The residential development
of the site will contribute to economic sustainability in the following ways:

Reduction in investment required in new infrastructure and services as
future residents can utilise existing infrastructure and services;

Increased infrastructure and service efficiency by increasing the number of
users of existing infrastructure and services;

Urban planning and stormwater design in accordance with Australian
Drinking Water Guideline multiple barrier strategy to avoid risk of capital
expenditure on drinking water treatment; and

Some potential for increased recharge through scheme water irrigation in
urban areas. Pgs 8-9

All of the above relates to a major portion of the Resource Zone that is within a 1.5 to 2
Km. radius from Cockburn Central. The only difference is that a major portion of the
Stockland site has been cleared of vegetation but many of the 5 acre lots are also devoid
of much bush land.

Also, according to the TOD and Directions 2031 guidelines, land that is in close
proximity to a sub-regional centre or a secondary centre (in this instance,
Cockburn), should be given priority with land development as mentioned below.
Excerpt taken from DoP website.

The Department of Planning (DoP) is committed to encouraging the use of
transit oriented development principles to link land use and public transport
across Perth.
Development.Control Policy 1Ai Planning to Support Transit Lls,s, and
Transit thiented Dev elopment has been updated to reflect this vision.
Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-intensity
commercial, mixed use, community and residential development close to train
stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to encourage public transport use
over private vehicles.
The benefits of transit oriented development include:

improving the attractiveness and access to public transport, cycling and
walking;

providing communities with interesting and vibrant places for people to
interact;

reducing the impact of transport on the environment;

reducing household travelling expenses; and

providing more housing diversity and affordable housing options.



Since the 1950's, Perth's urban sprawl has become more dependant on
private motor vehicle travel than most other cities around the world and
therefore generates more CO2 compared to more compact development
patterns such as TOD. TOD helps address the issues of Clihnate Change by
providing people with choices of lifestyles and personal travel that directly or
indirectly reduce the use of fossil fuels and emission of CO2.
Also, in the coming years, the world's declining oil reserves will significantly
impact on many aspects of Perth's social and economic structures, in
particular its growing dependence on vehicles. Already, the days of cheap
conventional oil are in the past, and it is expected that the demand for oil will
eventually outstrip supply.
Providing walking and cycling options and a more efficient public transport
system across the city can reduce the impact of declining oil reserves.
Concepts such as activity centres and higher residential densities along high-
frequency public transport routes is one way to reduce vehicle dependence.

8 Transit' oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-

intensity retail, commercial, mixed use, community and residential
development close to train stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to
encourage public transport use over private vehicles.

I think that we have been treated unfairly in this process and are now being
further disadvantaged as new restrictions are being put into place regarding the
ANEF contours over our land.

Our land is within the 20-25 ANEF contours and allows for mixed business and
commercial development. Why, then, has our application been put on hold while
Stockland gets approval for residential use and has already gone to the next
stage of Public Comment? Both sites are in the same vicinity and proximity to the
Jandakot Airport, Cockburn Central and in the Priority 2 area. Seeing the
Stockland site has been given approval to be changed to Priority 3, I feel, we and
adjoining landowners with 5 acres of land or more, in Jandakot and Banjup
should be treated the same way and have a Priority change made to our land,
namely P3. There is no difference with the Stockland site and the neighbouring
land, except that it has been cleared to a greater extent. This would not affect the
quality of water seeping through the soil to the underground aquifer.

Murdoch City Planning Study
The Directions 2031 and Beyond Regional Planning Framework for Perth
and Peel (August 2010) identifies the prospect of Murdoch becoming a
significant activity centre by classifying it as a specialised centre. The
Government's decision to locate the new Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch,
combined with existing institutions including St. John of God Hospital,
Challenger Institute of Technology, Murdoch University and other uses, will
produce one of the largest concentrations of employment - potentially in the
order of 35,000 jobs - outside of Perth Central Business District. These major
employment generators will support a significant amount of related
commercial development and demand for new housing, creating all the



elements of a prototypical mixed-use, transit oriented activity centre. This
unique opportunity has been recognised for some time and extensive
planning has already been completed for the core of the rail station precinct,
anchored by the new Fiona Stanley Hospital.

There has been comment made that Directions 2031 and TOD will take
precedence over existing policy when their criteria are met. In our instance, we
certainly meet all the criteria to promote TOD and Directions 2031.

Our land is bound by residential subdivision and a golf course to the east, a
public utility to the south, Urban Stone factory to the north and adjoining
neighbour to the west. There has been a lot of commercial and industrial
development taken place over the last few years which gives rise to a demand for
new housing and commercial/ industrial development.

I would like you to re-consider our proposal that was made to WAPC in view of
the fact that Cockburn Council is also intending to convert existing industrial
land into residential land.

Thank you and kind regards,

Clayton and Teneale Leaver
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Hearing of submissions

Anyone who has made a written submission on the amendment has the opportunity to personally present the
basis of their submission to a sub-committee of the WAPC. You do not have to attend a hearing. The
comments presented by you in this written submission will be considered in determining the recommendation
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Dear Sir, tst 0,2,1143

DEPARTMENT of PLANNING

0 3 FEB 2012

RE: MRS MAJOR AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from
the rural - water protection zone to the urban zone in the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS), as shown on Figure 1. The amendment also seeks to reserve 1.13
ha as primary regional roads (and associated water catchment reservation
adjustment) associated with Armada le Road.
The proposed urban zoning will allow for the residential development of the land
following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision
approval. Pg 1

In regards to the above, I have no objection to the development approval
proceeding as proposed but I feel that equal opportunity should be given to
adjoining landowners to do the same. Now that Stock land has put in the time,
effort and expense into doing the groundwork to prove that residential housing
densities can be managed in the Priority 2 areas of the Water Resource Zone, I
believe the same conditions would apply to land in close vicinity to the subject
site.

Further to the meeting with WAPC at the Glen Iris Restaurant, I would like to
comment that the representative for WAPC mentioned that other landowners in
the area are free to submit a proposal for similar re-zoning. We got together with
a few of our adjoining neighbours and submitted a detailed proposal with an
environmental report included, by amajor Town Planner, for an area of about
100 acres in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport and they put our submission on hold
while approving the Stockland site for residential development the month after
our proposal was put on hold. When questioned about this, he said the reason for
that was that the Stockland site was a single owner as compared to us. That is
not a valid reason. In fact, our land is directly opposite residential land and has
been for a number of years, which should make it even more appropriate for
residential rezoning as all necessary infrastructure is in place for future
subdivision.

The draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy was released for
public advertising in 2010 and provides a framework for delivering the objectives
of Directions 2031. It identifies a strategic plan of actions, stakeholder
responsibilities and time frames for delivery. The sub- regional strategy links State
and local government strategic planning to guide the preparation and review of
structure plans and local planning strategies.
Consistent with Directions 2031, the Sub-region Strategy identifies the majority of
the land as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 2015', and as an area that could
potentially be rezoned in the short to medium term. The strategy notes that a
decision on whether Banjup can be developed can only be made once the likely
impact of development on the Jandakot groundwater mound has been made.
In this regard, the Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the land
being rezoned to urban and has approved a District Water Management Strategy
for the site. It is also noted that the site will add to the viability of the Cockburn
Secondary Centre (approximately 1.5 km to the west), Cockburn rail station and is
in close proximity to existing regional road connections i.e. Kwinana Freeway
and Armadale Road. Pg 2



Referring to the above paragraph, I would like to comment that a group of around thirty
landowners in close vicinity to the subject site got together and put in a comment through
Greg Rowe and Assoc. when Directions 2031 was open for comment. In spite of the fact
that we had shown our interest in having our land included in the Urban expansion Area
2011-1015, our land was not included but Stock land's site which comprises of seven
individual parcels of land, was earmarked for Urban expansion. The only significant
difference with our land and the Stock land site is that the Stock land site has been
extensively cleared as it was previously used as a quarry. There's no evidence that land
that has been cleared of vegetation as compared to land that has some vegetation on it
will change the quality of water entering the ground and seeping through to the aquifer.
Furthermore, the land in the Priority 2 area between Jandakot Road and Cutler Road is
surrounded by industrial area or a golf course all of which have a huge impact on
contaminating the ground water with various chemicals, nitrates from fertilizers and other
toxic waste. How can one ignore all of this and claim that the ground water from the
Jandakot aquifer is suitable for human consumption. In fact, having septic tanks and
horses on the land in the Resource zone would probably contaminate the ground water
more than changing the priority to P3 and having deep sewerage with higher density
housing. In effect, this would solve two problems. It would create substantial housing lots
close to the secondary centre Cockburn,Central (which is in line with TOD and Directions
2031) and reduce pollution of the aquifer in Jandakot.

The Priority 2 areas have changed considerably since the boundaries were originally set
in 1998. There seems to be some confusion as to who gets their submission approved
and who doesn't. I feel that there should be a fairer system in place so that if a
submission is approved in a Priority 2 area and the rules are changed to allow for future
sub-division, (Priority 3), then clearly it has been proved by the company that made the
submission that it is possible to protect the underground water resource and have
residential development take place in the Resource Zone. Therefore, instead of all the
other landowners re-inventing the wheel, why not give the adjoining landowners the
benefit of the same level of priority as the Stock land site with the same restrictions?

The subject land is located at the northern end of the JUWPCA within an area
classified as a Priority 2 (P2). The land was classified P2 in 1996 and precludes any
form of urban development. A wellhead protection zone of 300 m exists for Water
Corporation bore J380, which affects portion of Lot 9002 Jandakot Road. Pg 3

The north-western portion of the land is located within a 300 m wellhead protection
buffer. These are declared to protect the,quality of groundwater being extracted for
drinking water. In these zones, groundwater moves rapidly towards wells and any
surface contamination could contaminate water supplies. Pg 5

In response to the above paragraphs, I would like to state that our land is on Prinsep
Road, Jandakot and permission was granted for a pocket of residential development
directly across the road from our land and less than 50 metres from a wellhead,
sometime in 2002-4. This approval has, in effect, made this bore useless for the purpose
it was intended as it doesn't have the necessary 300 mt. protection zone. Taking this into
account, our land, which is adjacent to this bore, should have also been changed to P3
as the wellhead can no longer be used for the extraction of drinking water. The argument
used at the time was, you just happen to be on the wrong side of the road. I don't think
that is a valid reason.

The whole of the subject land is located within the 'frame area' (not the 'core
area') of Jandakot Airport in which memorials on title will be required. Land within
the 'core area' is considered to be significantly impacted by aircraft noise.

Land within the 'frame area' (outside the 20 ANEF) can be rezoned to allow
residential development if the proposal complies with a certain criteria, such as:
demonstrated strategic need for more intensive development on the site and



development of the land represents a logical infill which will complete, rather than
extend, an established pattern of development. Pgs 3-4

This is what is stated in Draft State Planning Policy 5.3
2.6 Impacts of aircraft noise
There have been serious concerns expressed in recent years about the suitability of the
ANEF system as the basis for and use planning in the vicinity of general aviation airports
such as Jandakot.2The thrust of these concerns is that the ANEF contours do not adequately
reflect the level of noise nuisance associated with general aviation aircraft operations and that
the ANEF system has not been validated for use in relation to general aviation airports. In
response to the deficiencies in the ANEF system, the Commonwealth Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government has proposed in the
National Aviation Policy White Paper, 2009 that a national planning regime be developed for
land use planning around airports.

2.7 Policy measures
Pending the development of such a regime, and in light of the concerns about the application
of the current ANEF system to general aviation airports, a more conservative approach is
required in the application of Australian Standard 2021 Acoustics-Aircraft noise intrusion-
Building siting and construction, 2000 (AS2021) at Jandakot Airport. The policy measures
below reflect this more conservative approach. In particular, policy measures have been
developed for areas outside of the 20 ANEF contour, within the Frame Area. It should be
noted that AS2021, is purely advisory, and has no direct statutory application.

In view of the above, I believe there should not be restrictions to residential development
in the Resource Zone based purely on the projections of the ANEF contours for 2029-30
as it has already been deemed to be incorrect and is of a purely advisory nature. In
reality, there is not much of a difference with noise nuisance from aircraft in the core area
as compared to the frame area in Jandakot. The fact is, surrounding residential areas like
Leeming, Willetton, Canning Vale, Banjup, Wandi Glen Iris, and many other suburbs
have been affected by noise pollution from small aircraft at Jandakot Airport for many
years but no restrictions were placed on that land including subdivisions in Jandakot itself
on Prinsep Road and Imlah Court, which are newly released subdivisions.

Around Perth Domestic and International Airports, the ANEF contours are in the vicinity
of 35 in high-density residential areas. There's no comparison between the levels of
noise pollution at Perth Airports and the noise nuisance levels at Jandakot Airport even
at ANEF 20-25 at Jandakot Airport.

Historically, if this was seen to be an issue, it has been managed with double-glazing and
insulation, which, I'm sure, most landowners would be prepared to accommodate, should
we be granted Priority 3 status.

I believe the Government should be seen to be fair to all parties regardless of their
financial position. Obviously, a large company like Stock land, have a lot at stake and
have the necessary funds to undertake major studies to prove a point. Now that they
have done so to have their proposal approved, I believe the same results can be applied
to the surrounding land to give adjoining landowners the option to develop their land,
should they wish to do so, by broadening the MRS zoning change to include the
adjoining land to P3.

The residential development of the site will contribute to social sustainability in the
following ways:
8 Reducing transport times and costs by bringing people closer to a regional
activity centre, a railway station and employment nodes;

Provision of a range of housing products, with regard to density, pricing and
lifestyle options;



Create a sense of place through application of place making principles as
part of the local structure planning design process;
Provide access to life-long learning opportunities and encourage co- location of

learning facilities with other community infrastructure;
Provide health initiatives such as walking and cycling infrastructure while

partnering with local health groups to provide group exercise opportunities;
Provide opportunities and support residents to respect, maintain and nurture the

natural environment by putting in place infrastructure to reduce the use of private
vehicles and supporting the establishment of environmental care groups; and

Ensure residents have access to appropriate community services.
Economic 'Economic prosperity' - the main elements of this principle are
employment, investment, innovation and efficiency. The residential development
of the site will contribute to economic sustainability in the following ways:

Reduction in investment required in new infrastructure and services as
future residents can utilise existing infrastructure and services;

Increased infrastructure and service efficiency by increasing the number of
users of existing infrastructure and services;

Urban planning and stormwater design in accordance with Australian
Drinking Water Guideline multiple barrier strategy to avoid risk of capital
expenditure on drinking water treatment; and

Some potential for increased recharge through scheme water irrigation in
urban areas. Pgs 8-9

All of the above relates to a major portion of the Resource Zone that is within a 1.5 to 2
Km. radius from Cockburn Central. The only difference is that a major portion of the
Stock land site has been cleared of vegetation but many of the 5 acre lots are also devoid
of much bush land.

Also, according to the TOD and Directions 2031 guidelines, land that is in close
proximity to a sub-regional centre or a secondary centre (in this instance,
Cockburn), should be given priority with land development as mentioned below.
Excerpt taken from DoP website.

The Department of Planning (DoP) is committed to encouraging the use of
transit oriented development principles to link land use and public transport
across Perth.
Development Control Policy 1.6 Plakining to u pOrt TVariSit Use and
Transit Oriented Development has been updated to reflect this vision.
Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-intensity
commercial, mixed use, community and residential development close to train
stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to encourage public transport use
over private vehicles.
The benefits of transit oriented development include:

improving the attractiveness and access to public transport, cycling and
walking;

providing communities with interesting and vibrant places for people to
interact;

reducing the impact of transport on the environment;

reducing household travelling expenses; and

providing more housing diversity and affordable housing options.



Since the 1950's, Perth's urban sprawl has become more dependant on
private motor vehicle travel than most other cities around the world and
therefore generates more CO2 compared to more compact development
patterns such as TOD. TOD helps address the issues of Climate Change by
providing people with choices of lifestyles and personal travel that directly or
indirectly reduce the use of fossil fuels and emission of 002.
Also, in the coming years, the world's declining oil reserves will significantly
impact on many aspects of Perth's social and economic structures, in
particular its growing dependence on vehicles. Already, the days of cheap
conventional oil are in the past, and it is expected that the demand for oil will
eventually outstrip supply.
Providing walking and cycling options and a more efficient public transport
system across the city can reduce the impact of declining oil reserves.
Concepts such as activity centres and higher residential densities along high-
frequency public transport routes is one way to reduce vehicle dependence.

8 Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-
intensity retail, commercial, mixed use, community and residential
development close to train stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to
encourage public transport use over private vehicles.

I think that we have been treated unfairly in this process and are now being
further disadvantaged as new restrictions are being put into place regarding the
ANEF contours over our land.

Our land is within the 20-25 ANEF contours and allows for mixed business and
commercial development. Why, then, has our application been put on hold while
Stock land gets approval for residential use and has already gone to the next
stage of Public Comment? Both sites are in the same vicinity and proximity to the
Jandakot Airport, Cockburn Central and in the Priority 2 area. Seeing the
Stock land site has been given approval to be changed to Priority 3, I feel, we and
adjoining landowners with 5 acres of land or more, in Jandakot and Banjup
should be treated the same way and have a Priority change made to our land,
namely P3. There is no difference with the Stock land site and the neighbouring
land, except that it has been cleared to a greater extent. This would not affect the
quality of water seeping through the soil to the underground aquifer.

Murdoch City Planning Study
The Directions 2031 and Beyond Regional Planning Framework for Perth
and Peel (August 2010) identifies the prospect of Murdoch becoming a
significant activity centre by classifying it as a specialised centre. The
Government's decision to locate the new Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch,
combined with existing institutions including St. John of God Hospital,
Challenger Institute of Technology, Murdoch University and other uses, will
produce one of the largest concentrations of employment - potentially in the
order of 35,000 jobs outside of Perth Central Business District, These major
employment generators will support a significant amount of related
commercial development and demand for new housing, creating all the



elements of a prototypical mixed-use, transit oriented activity centre. This
unique opportunity has been recognised for some time and extensive
planning has already been completed for the core of the rail station precinct,
anchored by the new Fiona Stanley Hospital.

There has been comment made that Directions 2031 and TOD will take
precedence over existing policy when their criteria are met. In our instance, we
certainly meet all the criteria to promote TOD and Directions 2031.

Our land is bound by residential subdivision and a golf course to the east, a
public utility to the south, Urban Stone factory to the north and adjoining
neighbour to the west. There has been a lot of commercial and industrial
development taken place over the last few years which gives rise to a demand for
new housing and commercial/ industrial development.

I would like you to re-consider our proposal that was made to WAPC in view of
the fact that Cockburn Council is also intending to convert existing industrial
land into residential land.

Thank you and kind regards,

Roy & Moyna Rapp
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Dear Sir,
Hip

RE: MRS MAJOR AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT
tqc)249

The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from
the rural - water protection zone to the urban zone in the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS), as shown on Figure 1. The amendment also seeks to reserve 1.13
ha as primary regional roads (and associated water catchment reservation
adjustment) associated with Armada le Road.
The proposed urban zoning will allow for the residential development of the land
following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision
approval. Pg 1

In regards to the above, I have no objection to the development approval
proceeding as proposed but I feel that equal opportunity should be given to
adjoining landowners to do the same. Now that Stockland has put in the time,
effort and expense into doing the groundwork to prove that residential housing
densities can be managed in the Priority 2 areas of the Water Resource Zone, I
believe the same conditions would apply to land in close vicinity to the subject
site.

Further to the meeting with WAPC at the Glen Iris Restaurant, I would like to
comment that the representative for WAPC mentioned that other landowners in
the area are free to submit a proposal for similar re-zoning. We got together with
a few of our adjoining neighbours and submitted a detailed proposal with an
environmental report included, by amajor Town Planner, for an area of about
100 acres in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport and they put our submission on hold
while approving the Stock land site for residential development the month after
our proposal was put on hold. When questioned about this, he said the reason for
that was that the Stock land site was a single owner as compared to us. That is
not a valid reason. In fact, our land is directly opposite residential land and has
been for a number of years, which should make it even more appropriate for
residential rezoning as all necessary infrastructure is in place for future
subdivision.

The draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy was released for
public advertising in 2010 and provides a framework for delivering the objectives
of Directions 2031. It identifies a strategic plan of actions, stakeholder
responsibilities and time frames for delivery. The sub- regional strategy links State
and local government strategic planning to guide the preparation and review of
structure plans and local planning strategies.
Consistent with Directions 2031, the Sub-region Strategy identifies the majority of
the land as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 2015', and as an area that could
potentially be rezoned in the short to medium term. The strategy notes that a
decision on whether Banjup can be developed can only be made once the likely
impact of development on the Jandakot groundwater mound has been made.
In this regard, the Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the land
being rezoned to urban and has approved a District Water Management Strategy
for the site. It is also noted that the site will add to the viability of the Cockburn
Secondary Centre (approximately 1.5 km to the west), Cockburn rail station and is
in close proximity to existing regional road connections i.e. Kwinana Freeway
and Armada le Road. Pg 2



Referring to the above paragraph, I would like to comment that a group of around thirty
landowners in close vicinity to the subject site got together and put in a comment through
Greg Rowe and Assoc. when Directions 2031 was open for comment. In spite of the fact
that we had shown our interest in having our land included in the Urban expansion Area
2011-1015, our land was not included but Stock land's site which comprises of seven
individual parcels of land, was earmarked for Urban expansion. The only significant
difference with our land and the Stock land site is that the Stock land site has been
extensively cleared as it was previously used as a quarry. There's no evidence that land
that has been cleared of vegetation as compared to land that has some vegetation on it
will change the quality of water entering the ground and seeping through to the aquifer.
Furthermore, the land in the Priority 2 area between Jandakot Road and Cutler Road is
surrounded by industrial area or a golf course all of which have a huge impact on
contaminating the ground water with various chemicals, nitrates from fertilizers and other
toxic waste. How can one ignore all of this and claim that the ground water from the
Jandakot aquifer is suitable for human consumption. In fact, having septic tanks and
horses on the land in the Resource zone would probably contaminate the ground water
more than changing the priority to P3 and having deep sewerage with higher density
housing. In effect, this would solve two problems. It would create substantial housing lots
close to the secondary centre Cockburn Central (which is in line with TOD and Directions
2031) and reduce pollution of the aquifer in Jandakot.

The Priority 2 areas have changed considerably since the boundaries were originally set
in 1998. There seems to be some confusion as to who gets their submission approved
and who doesn't. I feel that there should be a fairer system in place so that if a
submission is approved in a Priority 2 area and the rules are changed to allow for future
sub-division, (Priority 3), then clearly it has been proved by the company that made the
submission that it is possible to protect the underground water resource and have
residential development take place in the Resource Zone. Therefore, instead of all the
other landowners re-inventing the wheel, why not give the adjoining landowners the
benefit of the same level of priority as the Stockland site with the same restrictions?

The subject land is located at the northern end of the JUWPCA within an area
classified as a Priority 2 (P2). The land was classified P2 in 1996 and precludes any
form of urban development. A wellhead protection zone of 300 m exists for Water
Corporation bore J380, which affects portion of Lot 9002 Jandakot Road. Pg 3

The north-western portion of the land is located within a 300 m wellhead protection
buffer. These are declared to protect the quality of groundwater being extracted for
drinking water. In these zones, groundwater moves rapidly towards wells and any
surface contamination could contaminate water supplies. Pg 5

In response to the above paragraphs, I would like to state that our land is on Prinsep
Road, Jandakot and permission was granted for a pocket of residential development
directly across the road from our land and less than 50 metres from a wellhead,
sometime in 2002-4. This approval has, in effect, made this bore useless for the purpose
it was intended as it doesn't have the necessary 300 mt. protection zone. Taking this into
account, our land, which is adjacent to this bore, should have also been changed to P3
as the wellhead can no longer be used for the extraction of drinking water. The argument
used at the time was, you just happen to be on the wrong side of the road. I don't think
that is a valid reason.

The whole of the subject land is located within the 'frame area' (not the 'core
area') of Jandakot Airport in which memorials on title will be required. Land within
the 'core area' is considered to be significantly impacted by aircraft noise.

Land within the 'frame area' (outside the 20 ANEF) can be rezoned to allow
residential development if the proposal complies with a certain criteria, such as:
demonstrated strategic need for more intensive development on the site and



development of the land represents a logical infill which will complete, rather than
extend, an established pattern of development. Pgs 3-4

This is what is stated in Draft State Planning Policy 5.3
2.6 Impacts of aircraft noise
There have been serious concerns expressed in recent years about the suitability of the
AN EF system as the basis for land use planning in the vicinity of general aviation airports
such as Jandakot.2The thrust of these concerns is that the ANEF contours do not adequately
reflect the level of noise nuisance associated with general aviation aircraft operations and that
the ANEF system has not been validated for use in relation to general aviation airports. In
response to the deficiencies in the ANEF system, the Commonwealth Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government has proposed in the
National Aviation Policy White Paper, 2009 that a national planning regime be developed for
and use planning around airports.

2.7 Policy measures
Pending the development of such a regime, and in light of the concerns about the application
of the current ANEF system to general aviation airports, a more conservative approach is
required in the application of Australian Standard 2021 Acoustics-Aircraft noise intrusion-
Building siting and construction, 2000 (AS2021) at Jandakot Airport. The policy measures
below reflect this more conservative approach. In particular, policy measures have been
developed for areas outside of the 20 ANEF contour, within the Frame Area. It should be
noted that AS2021, is purely advisory, and has no direct statutory application.

In view of the above, I believe there should not be restrictions to residential development
in the Resource Zone based purely on the projections of the ANEF contours for 2029-30
as it has already been deemed to be incorrect and is of a purely advisory nature. In
reality, there is not much of a difference with noise nuisance from aircraft in the core area
as compared to the frame area in Jandakot. The fact is, surrounding residential areas like
Leeming, Willetton, Canning Vale, Banjup, Wandi Glen Iris, and many other suburbs
have been affected by noise pollution from small aircraft at Jandakot Airport for many
years but no restrictions were placed on that land including subdivisions in Jandakot itself
on Prinsep Road and Imlah Court, which are newly released subdivisions.

Around Perth Domestic and International Airports, the ANEF contours are in the vicinity
of 35 in high-density residential areas. There's no comparison between the levels of
noise pollution at Perth Airports and the noise nuisance levels at Jandakot Airport even
at ANEF 20-25 at Jandakot Airport.

Historically, if this was seen to be an issue, it has been managed with double-glazing and
insulation, which, I'm sure, most landowners would be prepared to accommodate, should
we be granted Priority 3 status.

I believe the Government should be seen to be fair to all parties regardless of their
financial position. Obviously, a large company like Stock land, have a lot at stake and
have the necessary funds to undertake major studies to prove a point. Now that they
have done so to have their proposal approved, I believe the same results can be applied
to the surrounding land to give adjoining landowners the option to develop their land,
should they wish to do so, by broadening the MRS zoning change to include the
adjoining land to P3.

The residential development of the site will contribute to social sustainability in the
following ways;
8 Reducing transport times and costs by bringing people closer to a regional
activity centre, a railway station and employment nodes;

Provision of a range of housing products, with regard to density, pricing and
lifestyle options;



Create a sense of place through application of place making principles as
part of the local structure planning design process;
Provide access to life-long learning opportunities and encourage co- location of

learning facilities with other community infrastructure;
Provide health initiatives such as walking and cycling infrastructure while

partnering with local health groups to provide group exercise opportunities;
Provide opportunities and support residents to respect, maintain and nurture the

natural environment by putting in place infrastructure to reduce the use of private
vehicles and supporting the establishment of environmental care groups; and

Ensure residents have access to appropriate community services.
Economic 'Economic prosperity' - the main elements of this principle are
employment, investment, innovation and efficiency. The residential development
of the site will contribute to economic sustainability in the following ways:

Reduction in investment required in new infrastructure and services as
future residents can utilise existing infrastructure and services;

Increased infrastructure and service efficiency by increasing the number of
users of existing infrastructure and services;

Urban planning and stormwater design in accordance with Australian
Drinking Water Guideline multiple barrier strategy to avoid risk of capital
expenditure on drinking water treatment; and

Some potential for increased recharge through scheme water irrigation in
urban areas. Pgs 8-9

All of the above relates to a major portion of the Resource Zone that is within a 1.5 to 2
Km. radius from Cockburn Central. The only difference is that a major portion of the
Stock land site has been cleared of vegetation but many of the 5 acre lots are also devoid
of much bush land.

Also, according to the TOD and Directions 2031 guidelines, land that is in close
proximity to a sub-regional centre or a secondary centre (in this instance,
Cockburn), should be given priority with land development as mentioned below.
Excerpt taken from DoP website.

The Department of Planning (DoP) is committed to encouraging the use of
transit oriented development principles to link land use and public transport
across Perth.
Development Control Policy 1.6 Planning to Support Tranit Use and
Transit Oriented Develop ent has been updated to reflect this vision.
Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-intensity
commercial, mixed use, community and residential development close to train
stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to encourage public transport use
over private vehicles.
The benefits of transit oriented development include:

improving the attractiveness and access to public transport, cycling and
walking;

providing communities with interesting and vibrant places for people to
interact;

reducing the impact of transport on the environment;

reducing household travelling expenses; and

providing more housing diversity and affordable housing options.



Since the 1950's, Perth's urban sprawl has become more dependant on
private motor vehicle travel than most other cities around the world and
therefore generates more CO2 compared to more compact development
patterns such as TOD. TOD helps address the issues of Cliniao Change by
providing people with choices of lifestyles and personal travel that directly or
indirectly reduce the use of fossil fuels and emission of CO2.
Also, in the coming years, the world's declining oil reserves will significantly
impact on many aspects of Perth's social and economic structures, in
particular its growing dependence on vehicles. Already, the days of cheap
conventional oil are in the past, and it is expected that the demand for oil will
eventually outstrip supply.
Providing walking and cycling options and a more efficient public transport
system across the city can reduce the impact of declining oil reserves.
Concepts such as activity centres and higher residential densities along high-
frequency public transport routes is one way to reduce vehicle dependence.

8 Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-
intensity retail, commercial, mixed use, community and residential
development close to train stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to
encourage public transport use over private vehicles.

I think that we have been treated unfairly in this process and are now being
further disadvantaged as new restrictions are being put into place regarding the
ANEF contours over our land.

Our land is within the 20-25 ANEF contours and allows for mixed business and
commercial development. Why, then, has our application been put on hold while
Stock land gets approval for residential use and has already gone to the next
stage of Public Comment? Both sites are in the same vicinity and proximity to the
Jandakot Airport, Cockburn Central and in the Priority 2 area. Seeing the
Stock land site has been given approval to be changed to Priority 3, I feel, we and
adjoining landowners with 5 acres of land or more, in Jandakot and Banjup
should be treated the same way and have a Priority change made to our land,
namely P3. There is no difference with the Stockland site and the neighbouring
land, except that it has been cleared to a greater extent. This would not affect the
quality of water seeping through the soil to the underground aquifer.

Murdoch City Planning Study
The Directions 2031 and Beyond Regional Planning Framework for Perth
and Peel (August 2010) identifies the prospect of Murdoch becoming a
significant activity centre by classifying it as a specialised centre. The
Government's decision to locate the new Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch,
combined with existing institutions including St. John of God Hospital,
Challenger Institute of Technology, Murdoch University and other uses, will
produce one of the largest concentrations of employment potentially in the
order of 35,000 jobs outside of Perth Central Business District. These major
employment generators will support a significant amount of related
commercial development and demand for new housing, creating all the



elements of a prototypical mixed-use, transit oriented activity centre. This
unique opportunity has been recognised for some time and extensive
planning has already been completed for the core of the rail station precinct,
anchored by the new Fiona Stanley Hospital.

There has been comment made that Directions 2031 and TOD will take
precedence over existing policy when their criteria are met. In our instance, we
certainly meet all the criteria to promote TOD and Directions 2031.

Our land is bound by residential subdivision and a golf course to the east, a
public utility to the south, Urban Stone factory to the north and adjoining
neighbour to the west. There has been a lot of commercial and industrial
development taken place over the last few years which gives rise to a demand for
new housing and commercial/ industrial development.

I would like you to re-consider our proposal that was made to WAPC in view of
the fact that Cockburn Council is also intending to convert existing industrial
land into residential land.

Thank you and kind regards,

Aaron Rapp
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In response to your correspondence of 27 October 2011, requesting comments on the
above amendment, the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) provides
the following advice.

The proposed amendment involves rezoning seven lots, located to the north of
Armada le Road and east of Cockburn Central, from Rural Water Protection Zone to
Urban zone in the Metropolitan Region Scheme. The amendment area, which
comprises 152 hectares and is located to the south of Jandakot Airport, is adjacent to
an industrial area and within close proximity to remnant native vegetation with
recognised conservation values. These issues are discussed in more detail below.

Noise from Jandakot Airport

State Planning Policy 5.3: Land Use Planning in the Vicinity of Jandakot Airport (SPP
5.3) addresses land use planning issues relating to noise from Jandakot Airport. It
defines two key areas - a Core Area and a Frame Area.

The Core area is defined by the 20ANEF noise contour (Australian Noise Exposure
Forecast an annualised average noise level based on a future model incorporating all
predicted aircraft movements), and is affected by signivant levels of noise. In this area
SPP 5.3 states that no re-zoning of land is to take place where the predominant type of
development is likely to be housing.

The Frame Area is the land between the 20ANEF contour and bounded by Roe
Highway, Ranford Road, Warton Road, Armada le Road and Kwinana Freeway. Within
this area there is a general presumption against any re-zoning which would permit
development involving an increase in residential density above one dwelling every 2
hectares.

Swan Region: 7 Turner Avenue, Technology Park, Bentley
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The whole of the subject land is within the Frame Area (except where it is within the
20ANEF contour). While the land is outside of the current 20ANEF noise contour, the
revised contours for 2029/30 show the 20ANEF contour crossing the southern part of
the subject land. It is understood SPP5.3 is currently under review with a view to
incorporating the 2029/30 contours. If the 20ANEF for 2029/30 is applied to the subject
land, then there would be an area just north of Armada le Road where Clause 4.1.2 of
the SPP would preclude re-zoning to an urban zone. The remainder of the subject land
then would be subject to the provisions of SPP 5.3 as they apply to the Frame Area.

SPP 5.3 also states that "where there is a demonstrated strategic need for more
intensive development, or where the area of land concerned represents a logical infill
and development would complete rather than extend an established pattern of
development, consideration will be given to appropriate re-zoning". The amendment
document states that Directions 2031 identifies the majority of the land as an 'Urban
Expansion Area 2011 2013', mentioning the need for a more consolidated city and a
sustainable urban transport network. Given the surrounding landuses of rural and
industrial it could not be argued that the deVelopment of the land represents logical

infill.

The proposed development of the subject land would represent a new urban
expansion into an area that has previously been used for non-noise-sensitive purposes
and would not protect airport infrastructure from encroachment. There would be
implications for residents living with the noise impacts as the subject land lies under the
main southern circuit paths used by the majority of aircraft undertaking training at
Jandakot Airport. There is now significant research regarding health impacts that may
be associated with increased noise levels (refer attachment for detail).

Should the development proceed, there would likely be a significant level of community
opposition to the airport, and resulting increased pressure for its relocation. The Banjup

area is being used as the primary noise buffer for Jandakot Airport, and it is likely that
any urban development on the subject land will lead to a general push for urban
development throughout this southern part of the Frame Area, jeopardising the viability
of this infrastructure. The integrity of this buffer should be paramount.

Other Noise

It is noted that Armadale Road passes along the southern boundary of the subject land
and that road traffic noise should be managed under State Planning Policy 5.4 Road
and Rail Transport Noise and Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning.

Air Quality

The proposed amendment will result in the establishment of residential development
adjacent to the nearby industrial zone, which contains an operating "Paving
Manufacturing Plants to the south of the site. The Environmental Protection Authority's
Guidance for the Assessment of Environmental Factors No. 3 Separation distances
between industrial and sensitive land uses requires a buffer size between 300 to 1000
m for a brickworks or similar facility. This means that a minimum buffer of 1000m
should be maintained around the brickworks. If the proponent wishes to reduce the
size of the buffer they should undertake a robust assessment of air quality impacts. If
computer modelling is required as part of the assessment, then it must be undertaken
in accordance with the DEC's air quality modelling guidelines. Please note that even if

an air quality assessment is undertaken, DEC's Air Quality Management Branch
advises against a buffer less than 300m.
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Flora and Fauna

Declared Rare Flora

Ca/adenia huegelii has been recorded in vegetation within and adjacent to the subject
land. Caladenia huegelii is listed as declared rare flora (DRF) under the State Wildlife
Conservation Act 1950. It is also listed in the Schedule to the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 as 'Endangered'.

While is it known to occur on site, the extent of the population of Caladenia huegelii
within the subject land has not been adequately surveyed to date. In order for all plants

to be protected and managed, a targeted spring flora survey should be conducted by
the proponent, prior to further planning approvals, to identify occurrences of the
species in all vegetated areas. Due to its known occurrence in areas of similar habitat,
it is likely the species may occur more extensively than is currently mapped. Any
further clearing of native vegetation has the, potential to disturb the DRF species and
therefore no changes to land use or clearing should occur prior to detailed flora
surveys being undertaken.

Matters of State and National Environmental Significance.

Due to the potential for native vegetation clearing as a result of urbanisation of the
subject site consideration should be given to impacts on those threatened flora and
fauna species listed under State and Federal legislation and the obligations for
assessment of the proposals in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act
1986, the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). Fauna species that may be impacted
include Carnaby's Black Cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus latirostris) and the Forest Red-
tailed Black Cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus banksii naso) which are listed as Endangered
and Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and may also include the graceful sun moth
(Synemon gratiosa), which is listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act. As mentioned
previously the threatened flroa species Caladenia huegelii is also listed under both
State and Federal legislation.

The proponent should be made aware of their notification responsibilities under the
EPBC Act and should therefore contact the Department of Sustainability, Environment,
Water, Population and Communities for further information on these responsibilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application and please contact Karen
Sanders at the Swan Region Office of DEC (Ph: 9423 2987) if you have any queries
regarding this advice.

Yours sincerely

David Lodwick
Regional Leader, Land Use Planning
SWAN REGION

3 February 2012
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Additional Technical comments:

Regarding the use of the southern circuit: This southern area is used in preference to
the northern circuit in acknowledgement of the significant community opposition in that
area to flight training. An examination of the N60 noise contours for Jandakot Airport
for 2029/30 (Page 105 of the Jandakot Airport Master Plan 2009) shows that the vast
majority of training circuits will be to the south over the subject land, and that the whole
of the subject land would receive an average of more than 200 overflights per day at
levels above 60dB(A). This compares with some 50 per day in the area to the north of
the airport.

Regarding airport movements: It should also be recognised that the contours were only
plotted for up to'200 events per day, and that the actual numbers may be much higher,
given that the airport plans to accommodate some 470,000 movements by 2029/30
(1,287 per day on average). It also needs to be noted that the draft Master Plan for
Jandakot Airport of 2009 contained what appeared to be a discrepancy between the
aircraft movements proposed in the Master Plan and those on which the ANEF was
based. Section 5.3 of the draft Master Plan indicated 1,618 movements per day (total
including helicopters), while the number in the. Runway Utilisation Table in Figure 27 of
the Master Plan, on which the 2029/30 ANEF was based, was only 1,042 per day total
(a difference of 55%). The number of helicopter movements differs by a factor of three
(208 per day in Section 5.3 versus 73 per day in the ANEF map). The numbers of
movements used in Section 5.3 of the draft Master Plan are therefore significantly
greater than those in the model on which the ANEF and presumably the N60 was
based. The implication of this is that both the 20ANEF and the N60 contours may
underestimate the extent of the ultimate noise impact areas.

Regarding health impacts: The noise impacts tend to be greatest during the day on
weekends, when flight training is busiest, and when many residents are at home and
using the recreation areas in and around the home. Noise insulation of the dwellings is
not required in the Frame Area, and while it would provide some amelioration for indoor
areas, it would not benefit outdoor areas. There is now a significant body of research
data showing health impacts in terms of increased blood pressure, leading overtime to
increased incidence of heart disease and more recently stroke. These health
outcomes appear to be evident from noise levels roughly equivalent to the 15ANEF
level (the 15ANEF contour would enclose the whole of the subject land). Vulnerable
groups such as children and the elderly may be at greater risk. There is also good
evidence of adverse impacts on childrens' educational performance. SPP5.3 does not
even require a notification on title as a condition of subdivision or planning approval,
and even if required, would not materially assist in terms of amelioration of long term

health impacts.
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1 February 2012

Mr Neil Thomson
Acting Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001

Dear Mr Thomson

South West Aboriginal
Land & Sea Council

Metropolitan Region Scheme Proposed Amendment 1221/41 ® Banjup Urban
Precinct

We acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 21 October 2011 regarding the above
Notice seeking public comment.

The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) is the registered native
title representative body for the claimants the Whadjuk People (WAD242/2011).

The SWALSC on behalf of its clients will table this matter at the next Working Party
meeting (WPM) scheduled in late March 2012 to obtain their instructions and
submission.

We refer to page 7 of the Amendment Report and identification of Department of
Indigenous Affairs (DIA) Registered Heritage sites within the Precinct area. The
Report recognises the importance of having reliable Aboriginal information on land
and heritage and acknowledges the `WAPC/DoP' Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the SWALSC for the provision of Aboriginal consultative services.

Subject to their instructions, the SWALSC reserves the right under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972 (WA) and MOU to request Aboriginal heritage survey work.

The SWALSC will be in a position to advise shortly after the WPM.

If you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me.

Yours sincerely

7701
Carolyn Fennel le
Legal Officer
South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council

Telephone: 9358 7400 © 1800 617 617 ® Facsimilie: 9358 7499

1490 Albany Highway, Cannington a PO Box 585 Cannington, WA 6987 wvvv noongar org.au

ICN 3832

ABN 42 485 265 673



Your Ref: 809-2-21-23
Our Ref: FTA2162

5 April 2012

Mr Neil Thomson
Acting Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6000

Dear Neil

South West Aboriginal
Land & Sea Council

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME PROPOSED AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP
URBAN PRECINCT

The South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) is the registered native
title representative body for the claimants the Whadjuk People (WAD242/2011).

The SWALSC on behalf of its clients tabled this matter at the Working Party Meeting
(WPM) held on 28 and 29 March 2012 and obtained their instructions and submission.

We understand the purpose of the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41
is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from the rural water protection zone to

" the urban zone as shown in figure 1 attached to the Report. The Amendment also
seeks to reserve 1.13 ha as primary regional roads associated with Armadale Road.

The Working Party referred to the water protection zone or area and surrounds as
significant to the Whadjuk People and noted Aboriginal Sites registered on the
Department of Indigenous Affairs Heritage Sites Register. These include:

o Site ID3301 Banjup: Calsil Artefacts /Scatter and Camp;
® Site ID3447 Mather Reserve, Banjup Mythological and Hunting Ground;
o Site ID3446 Bartram Swamp, Banjup/forr Hunting Place;
o Site ID4339 Warton Road, Banjup Artefacts/Scatter.

Subject to the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (WA), which also protects unregistered
sites, and MOU with the WAPC to request Aboriginal Heritage survey work, we are
instructed that for ground disturbing work a full heritage site identification survey is
required. Ground disturbing work will also be subject to s18 Application under the AHA.

Due to the significance of the area to the Whadjuk People, our clients request monitors
for ground disturbing work and ongoing consultation with the WAPL and relevant
government organisations in relation to the proposed Amendment.

Telephone: 9358 7400 * 1800 617 617 a Facsimilie: 9358 7499

1490 Albany Highway, Cannington PO Box 585 Cannington, WA 6987 WWw,nnongar.org.au

ICN 3832

ABN 42 485 265 673



If you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Carolyn Fennelle
Legal Officer
South West Aboriginal Land & Sea Council



15 March 2012

Ms Vicki Evans
Schemes Officer
Schemes and Appeals
Department of Planning
Locked Bag 2506
PERTH WA 6001
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Dear Vicki,

INTERIM SUBMISSION MRS AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

I refer to our email dated 3 February 2012 regarding the interim submission on the Banjup
Urban Precinct MRS Amendment.

The Association's State Council met on T March 2012 and consideredthis interim
submission and the following position was endorsed:

1. That the interim submission to the WA Planning Commission on the Metropolitan
Regional Scheme Amendment 1221/41 Banjup Urban Precinct note be endorsed
at this time.

2. WALGA advocates that the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1221/41
Banjup Urban Precinct be considered after the WA Planning Commission has
completed a comprehensive review of the State Planning Policy 2.3 Jandakot
Groundwater Protection Policy.

Should you have any queries in regard to this correspondence, please do not hesitate to
contact Ms Vanessa Jackson, Policy Manager Planning, Reform and Improvement on 9213
2064 or email vjackson@walga.asn.au

Yours sincerely

Allison Hailes
Executive Manager Planning and Community Development

Local Government House

15 Altona Street

West Perth WA 6005

PO Box 1549

West Perth WA 6872

Telephone: (08) 9213 2000
Facsimile: (08) 9322 2611

Email: infogwalga.asn.au

Website: www.walga.asn.ati
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subject to applications for access under the act.
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Dear Sir,

RE: MRS MAJOR AMENDMENT 1221/41 BANJUP URBAN PRECINCT

The purpose of the amendment is to transfer approximately 151.75 ha of land from
the rural - water protection zone to the urban zone in the Metropolitan Region
Scheme (MRS), as shown on Figure 1. The amendment also seeks to reserve 1.13
ha as primary regional roads (and associated water catchment reservation
adjustment) associated with Armada le Road.
The proposed urban zoning will allow for the residential development of the land
following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure planning and subdivision
approval.Pg 1

In regards to the above, I have no objection to the development approval
proceeding as proposed but I feel that equal opportunity should be given to
adjoining landowners to do the same. Now that Stock land has put in the time,
effort and expense into doing the groundwork to prove that residential housing
densities can be managed in the Priority 2 areas of the Water Resource Zone, I
believe the same conditions would apply to land in close vicinity to the subject
site.

Further to the meeting with WAPC at the Glen Iris Restaurant, I would like to
comment that the representative for WAPC mentioned that other landowners in
the area are free to submit a proposal for similar re-zoning. We got together with
a few of our adjoining neighbours and submitted a detailed proposal with an
environmental report included, by amajor Town Planner, for an area of about
100 acres in the vicinity of Jandakot Airport and they put our submission on hold
while approving the Stockland site for residential development the month after
our proposal was put on hold. When questioned about this, he said the reason for
that was that the Stockland site was a single owner as compared to us. That is
not a valid reason. In fact, our land is directly opposite residential land and has
been for a number of years, which should make it even more appropriate for
residential rezoning as all necessary infrastructure is in place for future
subdivision.

The draft Outer Metropolitan Perth and Peel Sub-regional Strategy was released for
public advertising in 2010 and provides a framework for delivering the objectives
of Directions 2031. It identifies a strategic plan of actions, stakeholder
responsibilities and time frames for delivery. The sub- regional strategy links State
and local government strategic planning to guide the preparation and review of
structure plans and local planning strategies.
Consistent with Directions 2031, the Sub-region Strategy identifies the majority of
the land as an 'Urban Expansion Area 2011 2015', and as an area that could
potentially be rezoned in the short to medium term. The strategy notes that a
decision on whether Banjup can be developed can only be made once the likely
impact of development on the Jandakot groundwater mound has been made.
In this regard, the Department of Water (DoW) raises no objections to the land
being rezoned to urban and has approved a District Water Management Strategy
for the site. It is also noted that the site will add to the viability of the Cockburn
Secondary Centre (approximately 1.5 km to the west), Cockburn rail station and is
in close proximity to existing regional road connections i.e. Kwinana Freeway
and Armadale Road.Pg 2



Referring to the above paragraph, I would like to comment that a group of around thirty
landowners in close vicinity to the subject site got together and put in a comment through
Greg Rowe and Assoc. when Directions 2031 was open for comment. In spite of the fact
that we had shown our interest in having our land included in the Urban expansion Area
2011-1015, our land was not included but Stock land's site which comprises of seven
individual parcels of land, was earmarked for Urban expansion. The only significant
difference with our land and the Stock land site is that the Stock land site has been
extensively cleared as it was previously used as a quarry. There's no evidence that land
that has been cleared of vegetation as compared to land that has some vegetation on it
will change the quality of water entering the ground and seeping through to the aquifer.
Furthermore, the land in the Priority 2 area between Jandakot Road and Cutler Road is
surrounded by industrial area or a golf course all of which have a huge impact on
contaminating the ground water with various chemicals, nitrates from fertilizers and other
toxic waste. How can one ignore all of this and claim that the ground water from the
Jandakot aquifer is suitable for human consumption. In fact, having septic tanks and
horses on the land in the Resource zone would probably contaminate the ground water
more than changing the priority to P3 and having deep sewerage with higher density
housing. In effect, this would solve two problems. It would create substantial housing lots
close to the secondary centre Cockburn Central (which is in line with TOD and Directions
2031) and reduce pollution of the aquifer in Jandakot.

The Priority 2 areas have changed considerably since the boundaries were originally set
in 1998. There seems to be some confusion as to who gets their submission approved
and who doesn't. I feel that there should be a fairer system in place so that if a
submission is approved in a Priority 2 area and the rules are changed to allow for future
sub-division, (Priority 3), then clearly it has been proved by the company that made the
submission that it is possible to protect the underground water resource and have
residential development take place in the Resource Zone. Therefore, instead of all the
other landowners re-inventing the wheel, why not give the adjoining landowners the
benefit of the same level of priority as the Stockland site with the same restrictions?

The subject land is located at the northern end of the JUWPCA within an area
classified as a Priority 2 (P2). The land was classified P2 in 1996 and precludes any
form of urban development. A wellhead protection zone of 300 m exists for Water
Corporation bore J380, which affects portion of Lot 9002 Jandakot Road.Pg 3

The north-western portion of the land is located within a 300 m wellhead protection
buffer. These are declared to protect the quality of groundwater being extracted for
drinking water. In these zones, groundwater moves rapidly towards wells and any
surface contamination could contaminate water supplies.Pg 5

In response to the above paragraphs, I would like to state that our land is on Prinsep
Road, Jandakot and permission was granted for a pocket of residential development
directly across the road from our land and less than 50 metres from a wellhead,
sometime in 2002-4. This approval has, in effect, made this bore useless for the purpose
it was intended as it doesn't have the necessary 300 mt. protection zone. Taking this into
account, our land, which is adjacent to this bore, should have also been changed to P3
as the wellhead can no longer be used for the extraction of drinking water. The argument
used at the time was, you just happen to be on the wrong side of the road. I don't think
that is a valid reason.

The whole of the subject land is located within the 'frame area' (not the 'core
area') of Jandakot Airport in which memorials on title will be required.Land within
the 'core area' is considered to be significantly impacted by aircraft noise.

Land within the 'frame area' (outside the 20 ANEF) can be rezoned to allow
residential development if the proposal complies with a certain criteria, such as:
demonstrated strategic need for more intensive development on the site and



development of the land represents a logical infill which will complete, rather than
extend, an established pattern of development. Pgs 3-4

This is what is stated in Draft State Planning Policy 5.3
2.6 Impacts of aircraft noise
There have been serious concerns expressed in recent years about the suitability of the
ANEF system as the basis for land use planning in the vicinity of general aviation airports
such as Jandakot.2The thrust of these concerns is that the ANEF contours do not adequately
reflect the level of noise nuisance associated with general aviation aircraft operations and that
the ANEF system has not been validated for use in relation to general aviation airports. In
response to the deficiencies in the ANEF system, the Commonwealth Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government has proposed in the
National Aviation Policy White Paper, 2009 that a national planning regime be developed for
land use planning around airports.
2.7 Policy measures
Pending the development of such a regime, and in light of the concerns about the application
of the current ANEF system to general aviation airports, a more conservative approach is
required in the application of Australian Standard 2021 Acoustics-Aircraft noise intrusion-
Building siting and construction, 2000 (AS2021) at Jandakot Airport. The policy measures
below reflect this more conservative approach. In particular, policy measures have been
developed for areas outside of the 20 ANEF contour, within the Frame Area. It should be
noted that AS2021, is purely advisory, and has no direct statutory application.

In view of the above, I believe there should not be restrictions to residential development
in the Resource Zone based purely on the projections of the ANEF contours for 2029-30
as it has already been deemed to be incorrect and is of a purely advisory nature. In
reality, there is not much of a difference with noise nuisance from aircraft in the core area
as compared to the frame area in Jandakot. The fact is, surrounding residential areas like
Leeming, Willetton, Canning Vale, Banjup, Wandi Glen Iris, and many other suburbs
have been affected by noise pollution from small aircraft at Jandakot Airport for many
years but no restrictions were placed on that land including subdivisions in Jandakot itself
on Prinsep Road and lmlah Court, which are newly released subdivisions.

Around Perth Domestic and International Airports, the ANEF contours are in the vicinity
of 35 in high-density residential areas. There's no comparison between the levels of
noise pollution at Perth Airports and the noise nuisance levels at Jandakot Airport even
at ANEF 20-25 at JandakotAirport.

Historically, if this was seen to be an issue,it has been managed with double-glazing and
insulation, which, I'm sure, most landowners would be prepared to accommodate, should
we be granted Priority 3 status.

I believe the Government should be seen to be fair to all parties regardless of their
financial position. Obviously, a large company like Stockland, have a lot at stake and
have the necessary funds to undertake major studies to prove a point. Now that they
have done so to have their proposal approved, I believe the same results can be applied
to the surrounding land to give adjoining landowners the option to develop their land,
should they wish to do so, by broadening the MRS zoning change to include the
adjoining land to P3.

The residential development of the site will contribute to social sustainability in the
following ways:
8 Reducing transport times and costs by bringing people closer to a regional
activity centre, a railway station and employment nodes;

Provision of a range of housing products, with regard to density, pricing and
lifestyle options;

Create a sense of place through application of place making principles as



part of the local structure planning design process;
Provide access to life-long learning opportunities and encourage co- location of

learning facilities with other community infrastructure;
Provide health initiatives such as walking and cycling infrastructure while

partnering with local health groups to provide group exercise opportunities;
Provide opportunities and support residents to respect, maintain and nurture the

natural environment by putting in place infrastructure to reduce the use of private
vehicles and supporting the establishment of environmental care groups; and

Ensure residents have access to appropriate community services.
Economic 'Economic prosperity' the main elements of this principle are
employment, investment, innovation and efficiency. The residential development
of the site will contribute to economic sustainability in the following ways:

Reduction in investment required in new infrastructure and services as
future residents can utilise existing infrastructure and services;

Increased infrastructure and service efficiency by increasing the number of
users of existing infrastructure and services;

Urban planning and stormwater design in accordance with Australian
Drinking Water Guideline multiple barrier strategy to avoid risk of capital
expenditure on drinking water treatment; and

Some potential for increased recharge through scheme water irrigation in
urban areas. Pgs 8-9

All of the above relates to a major portion of the Resource Zone that is within a 1.5 to 2
Km. radius from Cockburn Central. The only difference is that a major portion of the
Stockland site has been cleared of vegetation but many of the 5 acre lots are also devoid
of much bush land.

Also, according to the TOD and Directions 2031 guidelines, land that is in close
proximity to a sub-regional centre or a secondary centre (in this instance,
Cockburn), should be given priority with land development as mentioned below.
Excerpt taken from DoP website.

The Department of Planning (DoP) is committed to encouraging the use of
transit oriented development principles to link land use and public transport
across Perth.
Development Control Policy 1.6 Planning to Support Transit Use and
Transit Oriented Development has been updated to reflect this vision.
Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-intensity
commercial, mixed use, community and residential development close to train
stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to encourage public transport use
over private vehicles.
The benefits of transit oriented development include:

improving the attractiveness and access to public transport,
cycling and walking;

providing communities with interesting and vibrant places for
people to interact;

reducing the impact of transport on the environment;

reducing household travelling expenses; and

providing more housing diversity and affordable housing options.

Since the 1950's, Perth's urban sprawl has become more dependant on



private motor vehicle travel than most other cities around the world and
therefore generates more CO2 compared to more compact development
patterns such as TOD. TOD helps address the issues of Climate Change by
providing people with choices of lifestyles and personal travel that directly or
indirectly reduce the use of fossil fuels and emission of CO2.
Also, in the coming years, the world's declining oil reserves will significantly
impact on many aspects of Perth's social and economic structures, in
particular its growing dependence on vehicles. Already, the days of cheap
conventional oil are in the past, and it is expected that the demand for oil will
eventually outstrip supply.
Providing walking and cycling options and a more efficient public transport
system across the city can reduce the impact of declining oil reserves.
Concepts such as activity centres and higher residential densities along high-
frequency public transport routes is one way to reduce vehicle dependence.

8 Transit oriented development refers to locating moderate to high-
intensity retail, commercial, mixed use, community and residential
development close to train stations and/or high-frequency bus routes to
encourage public transport use over private vehicles.

I think that we have been treated unfairly in this process and are now being
further disadvantaged as new restrictions are being put into place regarding the
ANEF contours over our land.

Our land is within the 20-25 ANEF contours and allows for mixed business and
commercial development. Why, then, has our application been put on hold while
Stock land gets approval for residential use and has already gone to the next
stage of Public Comment? Both sites are in the same vicinity and proximity to the
Jandakot Airport, Cockburn Central and in the Priority 2 area. Seeing the
Stock land site has been given approval to be changed to Priority 3, I feel, we and
adjoining landowners with 5 acres of land or more, in Jandakot and Banjup
should be treated the same way and have a Priority change made to our land,
namely P3. There is no difference with the Stock land site and the neighbouring
land, except that it has been cleared to a greater extent. This would not affect the
quality of water seeping through the soil to the underground aquifer.

Murdoch City Planning Study
The Directions 2031 and Beyond - Regional Planning Framework for Perth
and Peel (August 2010) identifies the prospect of Murdoch becoming a
significant activity centre by classifying it as a specialisedcentre. The
Government's decision to locate the new Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch,
combined with existing institutions including St. John of God Hospital,
Challenger Institute of Technology, Murdoch University and other uses, will
produce one of the largest concentrations of employment - potentially in the
order of 35,000 jobs outside of Perth Central Business District. These major
employment generators will support a significant amount of related
commercial development and demand for new housing, creating all the
elements of a prototypical mixed-use, transit oriented activity centre. This



unique opportunity has been recognised for some time and extensive
planning has already been completed for the core of the rail station precinct,
anchored by the new Fiona Stanley Hospital.

There has been comment made that Directions 2031 and TOD will take
precedence over existing policy when their criteria are met. In our instance, we
certainly meet all the criteria to promote TOD and Directions 2031.

Our land is bound by residential subdivision and a golf course to the east, a
public utility to the south, Urban Stone factory to the north and adjoining
neighbour to the west. There has been a lot of commercial and industrial
development taken place over the last few years which gives rise to a demand for
new housing and commercial/ industrial development.

I would like you to re-consider our proposal that was made to WAPC in view of
the fact that Cockburn Council is also intending to convert existing industrial
land into residential land.

Thank you and kind regards,

Harry



SUBMISSION MRS AMENDMENT NO. 1221/41

Introduction

Late Submission

Development
Planning Strategies

Development Planning Strategies has prepared this submission on behalf of the proponent being Stockland

(WA) Development Pty Ltd. The following discussion represents a consolidation of information previously

provided to the WAPC by the proponent.

The purpose of the Amendment is to rezone the subject land from 'Rural Water Protection' zone to 'Urban'

zone, to facilitate the intended residential development of the site. The proposal to rezone Lots 9002, 9004, 132

and 1 (the latter being owned by another entity) within the locality of Banjup, represents a strategically located

and sustainable option for urban development. The urbanisation of the site represents an attractive and viable

urban infill opportunity, which would capitalise on the existing infrastructure and go beyond best practice in

sustainable design.

Contextual Setting

Lots 9002, 9004 and 132 collectively total some 153 hectares in area and therefore represent a considerable

composite landholding within a 'middle ring' suburb of the Perth metropolitan area. Critically, the subject land

lies in close proximity (within 1.5 kilometres) of the regionally significant Cockburn Central Railway Station and

associated sub-regional centre. Similarly, the Kwinana Freeway, which is directly accessible via Armadale Road, is

located within a kilometre of the subject land.

Currently, the subject site is predominantly cleared vacant land, effectively representing the remnants of an

exhausted sand quarry. The quarry operated for a period of about 30 years, only ceasing some 3 years ago. The

site was extensively mined, resulting in its environmental and visual qualities being significantly degraded.

As such, the historic and existing land use has little positive relationship to the immediate locality, the district and

the sub-region and region as a whole. A change of use is therefore logical and necessary to facilitate efficient use

of this strategically located vacant land.

The whole of the subject land lies within the northern portion of the Jandakot Underground Water Pollution

Control Area within a 'Priority 2' (P2) classification and it is currently zoned 'rural-water protected zone'. In P2

areas rural zoning is common. A change to more intense land uses, such as urban, is not normally compatible

within a P2 area unless it can be demonstrated that significant changes have occurred to the land and water

factors considered when the original P2 area was determined.

It will be submitted later in this document that significant changes have in fact occurred since 1996, when the P2

area was originally defined and that a Priority 3 classification is now more appropriate to reflect the current land

and water circumstances.

Further to the groundwater issue, the subject land accommodates very little in the way of biodiversity value,

having been extensively modified as part of the previous sand quarrying activities. In short, the site is generally

devoid of known habitat for rare and endangered species, contains no mapped wetlands and has limited

remnant vegetation. The relatively minor areas of biodiversity value should and can be captured and protected

as part of any land use change.
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Rationale for Urbanisation

The strategic location of the subject site represents an almost 'brown field' development opportunity. The site,

being located just 18km from the Perth Central Business District, has significant potential for infill development. It

is located within an existing urban setting and is predominantly cleared with minimal planning constraints. It

presents as a 'blank canvas' for implementing cutting edge sustainability practices and exciting urban design

initiatives. Given the unique characteristics of the subject site this Amendment will not set a precedent for other

areas on the Jandakot Mound to be rezoned for urban development.

Importantly, over the past two years, the necessary and important site and surrounds research that underpins the

substantive case for this land to be rezoned has been complemented by an exhaustive key stakeholder

consultation process.

The following details help rationalise the Amendment for the urbanisation of the subject site.

Consistency with Government Policy

The urbanisation of the site fully embraces and reinforces the aspirations of Government as expressed in the

documents outlined below:

Directions 2031 and Beyond

The urbanisation of the subject site is consistent with and fully embraces the principles for urban development

embodied in Directions 2031 and Beyond. Directions 2031 and Beyond enunciates the spatial framework and

strategic plan for the Metropolitan Perth and Peel regions, and plans for land and housing supply needs to cater

for a city of 3.5 million people. The subject land is identified as an "Urban Expansion Area (2011 2015)" within

the document.

The Amendment is strongly aligned with achieving some key targets outlined as part of the strategy to control

and sustain growth in Directions 2031 and Beyond. It will assist in pursuing:

A 50% improvement on current infill residential development trends of 30% and 35%; and has set a

target of 47% or 154,000 of the required 328,000 dwellings as infill development; and

A 50% increase in the current average residential density of 10 dwellings per gross urban zoned hectare;

and, has set a target of 15 dwellings per gross urban zoned hectare of and in new development areas.

In accordance with Directions 2031 and Beyond, the Amendment will support the need to provide sustainable

residential development to accommodate the growing population of Perth. It will facilitate far greater and more

efficient use of existing regional infrastructure and will enable some of the Directions 2031 and Beyond's core

objectives to be tangibly implemented. Specifically it has the opportunity to:

Provide for urban growth and residential living opportunities in extremely close proximity to activity

and employment centres and public transport corridors

Increase the catchment for the railway and enhance the economic efficiency of the railway system

Contribute to the supply of strategically located affordable housing within the existing urban fabric

a Enhance the economic activity and vibrancy of Cockburn Central, and other lower order activity centres

in the district, by providing a greater residential catchment to support these centres
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Increase the workforce servicing nearby industrial, light industrial, service commercial, retail and other

economic activities

Provide for a diverse mix of housing types, services and amenities that facilitate economic development

and employment

Provide for protection of the groundwater resource located beneath the site (as a P3 area) and ensure

this resource is able to be drawn upon as a public drinking water supply

Ensure that any areas of biodiversity value are protected and managed

Through proximity to the railway, provide for a significant opportunity to reduce car dependency and in

so doing, help reduce road congestion and greenhouse gas emissions and other air quality concerns

Represent a true infill development opportunity through the very efficient, responsible and effective use

of degraded land and the surrounding physical and social infrastructure

Assists in optimising and supporting increased and effective utilisation of existing urban infrastructure

State Sustainability Strategy

The Amendment complies with the guiding principles and priorities for action outlined in the State Sustainability

Strategy. Urbanisation of the site will achieve simultaneous environmental, social and economic improvements. It

represents sustainable urban growth that will revitalise an under-utilised and degraded site, and increase the

catchment around Cockburn Central rail station and Secondary Activity Centre.

State Planning Framework

Urbanisation of the subject site is consistent with the guiding principles of State Planning Framework and State

Planning Strategy. It is based on environmentally sustainable principles to protect and enhance the natural assets

of the site, namely the groundwater resource. Urbanisation of the site will contribute towards a more vibrant

community and maximise the potential of the area for economic activity. It will take advantage of its strategic

location and maximise the efficiency of infrastructure in close proximity.

SPP 3 Urban Growth and Settlement

The Amendment is consistent with the key requirements for sustainable communities, including; the efficient use

of land and infrastructure, accessible residential development, proper consideration of the environment and

access to employment opportunities.

SPP 23 Jandakot Groundwater Protection Policy

The change of land use is compatible with the protection of groundwater for public supply. Urbanisation will

ensure an appropriate balance between environmental resource protection and economic and social viability of

the site.
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Management of Ground Water Resource

The subject land is one of the few sites on the Jandakot Groundwater Mound that has been cleared of nearly all

vegetation cover and its original land surface is highly modified through previous sand excavation activity. The

highly compromised ecological condition of the site sets it apart from other sites over the Jandakot Groundwater

Mound.

For the subject site, it can be clearly demonstrated that significant changes have occurred to the land and water

factors since 1996, when the P2 area was originally defined. The current zoning and P2 classification of the

subject land was determined from existing land uses (that is, not necessarily from a scientific perspective) and

need to protect the groundwater in 1996 when the Jandakot Land Use and Water Management Strategy was

published. A P3 classification is now more appropriate, to reflect the current land and water circumstances.

The site can be developed for residential purposes concurrently with protecting and enhancing the groundwater

resource. Urban development generally increases groundwater recharge through increased capture of rainfall

from impervious roads and roofs. The protection of groundwater quality and quantity can be achieved through a

combination of design and pollutant mitigation strategies, multiple barrier drinking water protection protocols,

appropriate urban design and customised stormwater management design solutions. Furthermore, scientific

investigations have confirmed the unique underlying coffee rock and aquifer formation specific to the subject

land will help retard of potential pollutants.

The above principles together with specific management measures have been formulated over a two and a half

year scientific modelling and profiling exercise undertaken by Emerson Stewart in collaboration with the

Department of Water. The compatibility of the subject land to be urbanised without impacting the continued

extraction of drinking water within this portion of the Jandakot Mound has been verified by the Department of

Water's approval of the Banjup Quarry District Water Management Strategy on 1 July 2011.

Improvement of Biodiversity Values

Utilisation of this site for urban development presents the opportunity to locate new growth in a location where

previous land use has almost completely removed previous ecological values. It is one of the few sites on the

Jandakot Groundwater Mound that has been significantly cleared, reinforcing its merit as a place where urban

infill can occur without significant ecological impact on the land or its surrounds. The small areas within the site

that retain some ecological value will be protected through appropriate design measures.

Cockburn Central Proximity

The subject site is located only 15km directly east of Cockburn Central, an identified Secondary Activity Centre,

and the Cockburn Rail Station. Urbanisation of the site would improve the viability of Cockburn Central and

contribute to its vibrancy and help maximise the existing retail, commercial and community services offered. The

high levels of accessibility and connectivity from the site to the rail station will encourage and facilitate less car

use and more use of the rail by future residents. Additionally, the proposal will bring people closer to existing

infrastructure which has already been the subject of significant investment by the private and government

sectors. Future residents will also be close to existing bus routes along Armadale and Jandakot Roads, the

Kwinana Freeway and other regional road networks,
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Access to Regional Roads Network

The Kwinana Freeway is less than lkm from the site and provides connection to the north, to Perth CBD and

beyond, and to the south, to Rockingham and Mandurah. The site also has excellent regional road access and

connectivity to facilitate travel throughout the metropolitan area.

Access to Employment Centres

The site is only 18km from the Perth Central Business District and the employment opportunities afforded

therein. Direct access to the CBD is available via rail and the Kwinana Freeway.

Recapping, the subject land is closely located to the following major employment/activity centres:

Jandakot Airport a specialised centre having strategic significance for aviation functions as well

as operations and associated land uses that contribute to local employment and economic

development;

Cockburn Central a Secondary Activity Centre for retail, commercial, leisure, recreation,

entertainment and other community services;

Jandakot Business Park a commercial and showroom area immediately to the west;

Various nearby employment nodes at Bibra Lake, Cockburn, Kwinana, Henderson, Rockingham,

Forrestdale Business Park and the future 'Latitude 32' industrial area; and

Other major employment generators including Murdoch University and the Fiona Stanley

Hospital.

In short, the subject land will provide an 'employee resource' for the aforementioned key employment nodes.

Diversity of Housing

Cognisant of the aspirations of Directions 2031, the urbanisation of the site will increase the diversity of housing

stock and transitional opportunities in the metropolitan region. There is the opportunity to provide for a broad

range of housing and lot product types including:

Small cottage lots

Medium family sized' lots

Single story homes

Two story homes

Grouped housing (one to four storys)

Apartments (4 storys and potentially up to 6 storys)

Affordable lots and/or house and land packages

Aged housing (a 9 hectare retirement living site forms part of the current concept for Banjup)
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Summary and conclusion

In overview, the area subject of MRS Amendment No1221/41 is ideally suited to urbanisation. The site is literally

surrounded by major infrastructural services and is located within an existing urban setting. The site has minimal

urban planning constraints and whilst providing significant urban planning opportunities, represents a 'blank

canvas' for implementing cutting edge sustainability practices and exciting urban design initiatives, including

housing affordability and diversity.

It has been scientifically demonstrated that the reclassification from P2 to P3 can be supported due to the

combination of denuded site conditions and unique composition of the underlying aquifer formation specific to

the area. The subject land is substantial in size (153 hectares) and lies within 1.5 kilometres of Cockburn Central.

It is not considered that this proposal will set a precedent for other areas on the Jandakot Mound (specifically

south of Armadale Road) to be rezoned for urban development. It has been demonstrated within this report and

accompanying studies that rezoning of the subject land to Urban will not prevent the continued use of the area

for public water supply.

In closing:

Urbanisation of the subject site is consistent with and fully embraces the aspirations of government

policy.

It represents a true and sustainable urban infill opportunity that will revitalise an under-utilised and

degraded site.

Urban development on the site would increase the catchment around Cockburn Central rail station and

Secondary Activity Centre and improve their viability and efficiency.

The project will protect the groundwater resource located beneath the site and ensure this resource

remains available to be drawn upon as a public drinking water supply.

Urban development on the currently degraded site would provide for the protection of its remaining

ecological integrity.

Urbanisation of the site will provide viable and sustainable residential development in a strategically

placed location, to accommodate the growing population of Perth.
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Transport

Neil Thompson
Acting Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506
Perth WA 6001

Late Submisp!ion

Your ref : 809-2-23-18 Pt 2
Our ref : DT/10/02152
Enquiries : Tony Radford 6551 6104

8 February 2012

Attn: Anthony Muscara

Dear Neil,

Re: MRS Proposed Amendment Banjup Urban Precinct

Reference made to your letter dated 21 October 2011 regarding the proposed MRS
Amendment at the above noted location.

The Department of Transport (DoT) has consulted with the Public Transport Authority (PTA and
Main Road WA (MRWA) and notes the concerns raised by MRWA in the letter to the WAPC
dated 1 February 2012 and requires the issues identified, to be addressed.

DoT is of the understanding that the proposed MRS amendment process would take about two
years before it is finalised. It is further understood from previous meetings held with Transcor
and the City of Cockburn that the issues raised by MRWA would be resolved before the MRS
process is finalised.

DoT would therefore support the proposed MRS amendment, provided that it is not finalised
until the alignment and long-term impact of North Lake Road (and reservation as Other
Regional Roads) on the amendment area has been determined and finalised with MRWA.

Please feel free to discuss this application with Tony Radford if you would like to clarify any of
the above information.

Yours sincerely

27Robert Campbell
/Director: Travel Demand Management

CC: PTA
MRWA

140 William Street, Perth, Western Australia 6000
Tel: (08) 6551 6000 Fax: (08) 6551 6001 www.transport.wa.Rov.au ABN 27 285 643 255
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Minutes of the Committee hearing submissions on Metropolitan Region Scheme
Amendment 1221/41 Banjup Urban Precinct

Monday 23 April 2012, 140 William Street, Perth

The composition of the hearings committee was endorsed by the chairman of the Western
Australian Planning Commission on 27 February 2012, in accordance with the 27 October 2009
resolution of the Commission.

Chairperson

Members

In attendance

Gary Prattley Western Australian Planning
Commission

Carol Adams South West Districts Planning Committee

Bruce Hamilton Independent, with environmental expertise

Vicki Evans Department of Planning

Jane McCredie Department of Planning

Anthony Muscara Department of Planning

Steven Radley Department of Planning

Mayor Adams advised that a family member owned land in the vicinity of, but outside the
amendment area and made a declaration of impartiality. The Chairman determined that there
was no direct conflict of interest that should preclude Mayor Adams from participating in the
hearings process.

Presentations to the Committee commenced at 9 55am.

The proceedings were recorded by 'Spark & Cannon Pty Ltd'.

The following people made presentations:

1) Mr Rory Spittle for submission number 17.
Mr Spittle represented himself.

2) Mr Paul Spittle for submission number 15.
Mr Spittle represented himself.

3) Ms Bella Bropho, Mr Albert Corunna, Mr Kevin Garlett, Ms Margaret Jefferies,
Mr Victor Warrell and Mr Richard Wilkes (Elders and Native Title Holders) and Mr
Stuart Fisher (representative) for submission number 4, all representing Swan River
People Native Title Holders.

4) Mr Neil Raine and Ian Thurston for submission number 5.
Mr Raine and Mr Thurston represented Banjup Residents Group (support).

5) Ms Liane Lied-Cordruwisch for submission number 16.
Ms Lied-Cordruwisch represented Banjup Residents Group (against).



6) Mr Daniel Arndt and Mr Andrew Trosic for submission number 7.
Mr Arndt and Mr Trosic represented City of Cockburn.

7) Ms Moyna Rapp for submission number 21.
Ms Rapp represented herself and Mr Roy Rapp.

Gary Pratt ley declared the hearings closed at 12.25pm.

Chairperson:

Date:
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Mr Rory Spittle
representing himself

MR PRATTLEY: Come in, gentlemen. Please grab a seat.

MR P SPITTLE: Hello.

MR PRATTLEY: Hello, how are you?

MR P SPITTLE: I'm Paul and this is Rory.

MR PRATTLEY: Welcome, gentlemen. My apologies for the delay. We've had some
unusual technical set-up problems, as you can see, because the transcripts get recorded
and tabled in Parliament and so on, we have to make sure it's all working properly, so I do
apologise for the delay. It's most unusual for this team. Welcome. Can I introduce
myself? I'm Gary Pratt ley, Chairman of the Planning Commission, Mayor Carol Adams from
Kwinana is also a member of the Planning Commission.

CR ADAMS: Hello.

MR PRATTLEY: And Bruce Hamilton is our independent expert on the panel and Anthony
Muscara runs the MRS team. So welcome, gentlemen. Your role is to tell us whatever you
wish and our job is really to sit and listen to you elaborate on your submission and ask any
questions that might arise from that. Who's going first?

MR R SPITTLE: I'll go first.

MR PRATTLEY: Are you going to sort of do it together or you want

MR P SPITTLE: No, no, we'll do it singularly. I'm just going to listen to what he's got to say.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Welcome, Rory.

MR R SPITTLE: Welcome. Basically, what I want to say is that I think if this development
was to go to the Banjup Urban Precinct was to be put in place it would have to be the
infrastructures at the moment are mainly Armadale Road and Jandakot Road and the other
roads that are adjacent around the area are at full capacity and they can't really take on any
more cars because in the morning, afternoon and during the day they're just blocked up and
they would have to be obviously expanded and upgraded to allow for more cars that would
come as a result of the new development and obviously other infrastructure, such as buses
and, you know, lanes and bigger roads to support the buses and other infrastructure, you
know, walking paths and bike baths would have to be put in or expanded because obviously
all that would need to be put in place before or during the development of the Banjup Urban
Precinct.

23.04.2012 1 Spittle



I think that's the main point because obviously if that development was put in without any
infrastructure or greater infrastructure it would not it wouldn't work. There would just be
more cars and you wouldn't be able to get around the people wouldn't be able to get
around and I think the main thing that could be a good thing is because the Cockburn train
station is nearby obviously there could be a good route to get from the train station to the
new development, maybe walking paths.

MR P SPITTLE: Bus connections.

MR R SPITTLE: Bus connections, yeah. There would be a lot more bus connections. I'm

just trying to think what I put in my submission.

MR P SPITTLE: Sustainability?

MR R SPITTLE: Yeah. So with the

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. I think your point on the sustainability in the submission

MR R SPITTLE: Yeah. It basically

MR PRATTLEY: particularly the alternative means of access to the station

MR R SPITTLE: Alternative means of access to the station, yeah. Basically

MR PRATTLEY: is a very good point.

MR R SPITTLE: following, you know, your Network City plan and the Directions 2031,
is it? Yeah, basically, like when I went to Ellenbrook last year I saw that it had been built
around those plans. If this development was built around those plans and around those I

think you've got the Liveable Neighbourhoods policy. If it was built around that then
obviously it would be a good sustainable suburb and everything would work fine.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR R SPITTLE: Which other suburbs I've been around, you know, Atwell, Success, they've
been put in recently kind of seem like they've just been rushed and built. They haven't really
been planned very well because I believe if the suburb was planned quite effectively and put
in, there wouldn't be many urban issues, such as traffic congestion or maybe urban maybe
you could obviously urban sprawl is a bad thing.

MR PRATTLEY: I think we're all well aware of the traffic issues.

MR R SPITTLE: Well aware of the traffic issues. Yeah.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.
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MR R SPITTLE: Not just (indistinct)

MR PRATTLEY: Carol's job's in Cockburn and she travels regularly and

MR R SPITTLE: Of course.

MR PRATTLEY: I know every time I've been down Armada le Road there's been

MR R SPITTLE: We all should be cycling more. We should all be using public transport
more. Yeah.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. Obviously at the MRS amendment stage, we're just identifying
whether it will go urban, the next stages in the process will be structure planning and, you
know, assuming it does go forward we'll focus very much on those issues, but certainly the
proponent in this case has indicated that they are looking heavily at those issues.

MR R SPITTLE: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Most of their developments are pretty much best practice these days in
terms of Liveable Neighbourhoods and sustainability issues.

MR R SPITTLE: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: But I think they are looking at going further with bus linkages and talking
with Professor Newman about other initiatives they could put in place to

MR R SPITTLE: The other thing that I didn't include

MR PRATTLEY: service that area if it proceeds.

MR R SPITTLE: The other thing that I didn't include in my submission but I would like to
say is if this development was to go in place would that then create more opportunities for
other areas around or next to adjacent to the development to be developed either now or in
the future?

MR PRATTLEY: I think the answer to that is a tentative yes. I know there has been a
question in a lot of the submissions about why this site and not others and it was initiated
after considerable discussion with the proponents and the Department of Water and
Environment on the condition that, you know, millions of dollars worth of testing were
undertaken to hydrological testing to test whether it was feasible or if it satisfied the
Department of Water and Environment on those issues and that so far has indicated yes, it
is.

Similar sort of testing would have to be undertaken on a much wider scale and I guess all
agencies have said, "Well, we're prepared to have a look at this one and see if it can be
made to work," and at the same time review the policy with a view to saying, "Well, if similar
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circumstances can be established we would look at expanding it so that" hence the focus
on reviewing the policy which is currently under way and given that it was, you know, a
decision of Parliament originally (indistinct) policies that will take some time but I think
there's probably not much more I can say about that.

It is true this has been treated to some degree as a test case, but both in terms of
hydrological conditions and in terms of assessing what sort of development could be put in
place to manage the water management issues.

MR R SPITTLE: The thing you keep saying it's a test case, but how come it's a test you
know, changing the zoning it's a protected water zone. How come, you know, the other
suburbs and south central, Cockburn Central, all of that was able to put in it's under the
same zone of the protected water zone, but it all managed to go in and be developed without
this test case or reviewing or anything like that in the past? How come that was able to be
so

MR PRATTLEY: Well, I can't speak for the past in that sense. I guess we're not here for
a debate on those things

MR R SPITTLE: No.

MR PRATTLEY: but the history is, it has happened. I think there were different
boundaries at different stages to water mounds and there's been decisions that have been
made. Obviously, this is a major amendment so it has to pass the scrutiny of parliament
ultimately

MR R SPITTLE: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: not just this committee we make recommendations to the
Commission. The Commission will make recommendations to the Minister, and depending
on what the Minister decides to do with it, it then has to be tabled in Parliament so it is

subject to a lot of scrutiny.

MR R SPITTLE: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: I think Rory's thrust of his submission is if you go to visit Sydney or
Melbourne, you can see what it's like to live there. I mean, as and we've seen in Perth a
sprawling city, the block size of houses gets smaller, the living density gets greater. More
people in a smaller area puts greater pressure on surrounding infrastructure which is
certainly lacking in our area. Roadwise: we have a train line now, but even so the train line
carparks are chockablock every day, full up. The freeway is full every day at peak
periods. The roads are full at peak periods.

The electricity generation is under pressure. Water is under pressure in WA. Gas supplies,
although we've got plentiful, still it's a resource that's going to be put under further pressure.
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MR PRATTLEY: I wish there was an easy answer to that.

MR P SPITTLE: Well, there's not, but anyway I think that's where he is coming from.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, yes.

MR P SPITTLE: Yes. Okay.

MR PRATTLEY: I understand. Thanks, Rory. Do you have any questions at all?

DR HAMILTON: I'd just like to congratulate you both on very good submissions. In another
hat that I wear, being getting involved in trying to move towards more sustainable planning
across particularly the whole of this corridor because your point is exactly right, that if you
look at the inner suburbs they're probably not as liveable as we might want them to be. So
you've raised all the key issues and I really don't have any questions other than to
congratulate you because I believe you've really put it down on paper where we need to go.

MR P SPITTLE: Thank you. Thanks for the compliments.

MR PRATTLEY: I would certainly endorse that.

CR ADAMS: Yes; and, look, just following on from what the Chairman said, I am very
cognisant of the traffic issues, especially Armada le Road, Cockburn Central and it's
something that we're all, you know, very, very well aware of.

MR PRATTLEY: Paul?
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Mr Paul Spittle
representing himself

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. I just want to say a few other things if that's all right.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. My opening in part of this was about the review that's being done of
the Jandakot water mound at the moment and I felt it was incumbent on the planning
department to wait for that report to be submitted before the decision on this amendment is
even considered because that will have a large impact on although the Department of
Water approved it, it still seems that this could reveal other information that might be
pertinent to the decision. I just throw that out there.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: To me that seems fundamental.

MR PRATTLEY: I think, as I said, it's not our purpose to debate these issues here, but I
suppose a lot of that review will be testing whether the circumstances that exist on this site
exist over the rest of the area then in what form, you know, can the development
proceed. So they've been convinced that on this site, at least, because of the millions of
dollars of hydrological studies that have been done that it is capable of merging the thing
provided it's done correctly. Well, that's the view to this point. A lot of the review will be
about testing, I suppose

MR P SPITTLE: Of the sustainability of the Jandakot water mound?

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: Yeah. Okay. Which covers a large area, not just underneath this part that
we're talking about.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. Point 2 was equality of opportunity. As the Banjup Residents'
Group will talk about there's a lot of us five-acre block owners in Banjup that wouldn't be
offered the same opportunity as this large tract of land that's being offered under this MRS
review and it seems unfair, inequitable for us the remaining blocks that are there not to be
offered that. The aircraft noise, point 3, there are some frame areas that protrude into the
proposed amendment area and I do believe that's being reviewed by the federal
government.

We don't live in the frame area at the moment but we are on a five-acre block and we know
what the aircraft noise is like at 6 o'clock in the morning, 6.30 through to 8 o'clock when
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you're still sometimes trying to sleep; noisy small single engine craft come over. We're not in
the frame area.

MR PRATTLEY: No.

MR P SPITTLE: Large jets fly over us as well early in the morning, coming in at 5.10 or
whatever the opening time is at Perth Airport, Air Asia fly in early in the morning and I often
hear that jet come in. So Jandakot Airport is likely only to expand, get bigger, more aircraft
movements and the impact will certainly be something that people who move there won't
enjoy.

MR PRATTLEY: I am a member of the Federal National Aviation Safeguard Advisory
Group, which is assessing those things. We had a meeting as recently as Friday in
Canberra on that, but there's not likely to be any significant changes in the short term, at
least, in relation to that.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. I mean, from someone who doesn't live near the airport, the aircraft
noises is annoying at times.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: So I mean if you were living directly under it and in a designated frame
area, it would be how can I say it daily annoying. Okay. I didn't see it as a logical nor as
an in-fill proposal. I don't see that it's a logical area for housing to be put into or an in-fill
certainly not in-fill. It's not surrounded by suburbia at the moment. It's surrounded by five-
acre blocks. Again, I don't see the schools, the infrastructure, the shops and everything else
that goes with a logical and in-fill development that should be there to support that. I hope
other members can see that as well, but predominently on three sides the proposal is
surrounded by five-acre blocks. Why it's not going to be subdivided into five-acre blocks, I

don't understand.

MR PRATTLEY: Well, ultimately, that's a question for the Commission and the Minister, but
in terms of infrastructure, the Commission does see it as logical as to this date it seems
logical in-fill because it's one and a half kilometres from a major train station, so in
sustainability terms the more we can house people in close proximity to a major railway
station rather than 10 or 20 kilometres away from a railway station and if we've got a site
there that's capable of housing for a number of people that close to the station, it is seen as
making best use of the extremely expensive infrastructure, if you like.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. I didn't research that point well

MR PRATTLEY: No, no.

MR P SPITTLE: I think when it came down to one and a half kilometres

MR PRATTLEY: I mean, that is the fundamental reason we were prepared to look at this
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site because finding, you know, land to house our future population, whether we like it or not,
we're growing and ultimately if we're trying to accommodate three and a half million people
in the longer term we've got to maximise the opportunities we have close to the very
expensive infrastructure we've put in place.

MR P SPITTLE: Sure.

MR PRATTLEY: All other things being equal, it is

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. Point 5 was inconsistent expert advice about the groundwater. I

don't think I need to expand on that any more, do I?

MR PRATTLEY: No.

MR P SPITTLE: You'll probably be hearing more about that during the day. Essentially,
priority areas P1, P2 and P3 that now exist have protective water quality of this valuable
water resource and are recommended to continue.

DR HAMILTON: Perhaps if I can just make a comment there?

MR P. SPITTLE: Sure.

DR HAMILTON: I've been involved in this work for probably close to 35 years and the one
thing I am aware of is that these groundwater mounds Jandakot, which is a bit smaller than
Gnangara, are taken very, very seriously and there has been a lot of study done so
decisions like we're considering today aren't taken lightly. So I've looked very carefully at
the evidence that backs up the potential rezoning of this site and, yes, it's not taken
lightly. I'll be certainly keeping an eye on that in my position on this panel.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. That's good. Point 6, consistency with the WAPC'ss own planning
policies: to be consistent with its own planning policies, the WAPC should allow subdivision
only of two-hectare blocks following the rehabilitation of the whole quarry area as required
under the Mines Act. I can't make any comments on that. That's just a statement that was
given to me at the Banjup Residents' Group and they believe there's something under the
Mines Act. Maybe, Bruce, you can

DR HAMILTON: Gary probably knows more than me.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay.

DR HAMILTON: But the quarry sites, it's been a longstanding policy of successive
governments that you look at transitional use.

MR P SPITTLE: Right.

DR HAMILTON: So once they're quarrying with it for sand or rock or whatever, if it's in an
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area of future development, then it's a transitional approach. That would certainly apply in
this case.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay.

MR PRATTLEY: So if it wasn't proceeding that it didn't proceed to urban development
there would be a requirement for the rehabilitation of the site in some form; whatever the
future

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. Well, that's good. All right. The risk to drinking water, point
5: there seems to be fors and against on this argument. If you put in the correct sewerage
systems and water outfall systems to take the water away then it's okay to develop these
sites into what we term suburban dwelling areas and by virtue of that, the water that goes
into the ground is clean and it will help replenish the Jandakot water mound and that's the
reason and rationale that the Department of Water approved the thing in the first place. As I
said, they didn't have any problem with that development.

That, to me as a layman, sounds okay, but more people living there with more cars driving
around, with some people who are not so diligent about how they dispose of waste
materials, oil wash off from roadways, other contaminants that have got to come with dense
suburban living making their way into the water mound do give me some concerns. Yes, on
one hand I can see that it's perhaps a protective way of doing it, on the other hand I can see
that perhaps it's not and if it was left as five-acre blocks, I could see it as a less polluting
activity on the Jandakot mound. As we already know

MR PRATTLEY: It depends what you do on your five-acre block.

MR P SPITTLE: Well, 80 per cent of the water mound is covered already by suburbia,
so

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, I know.

MR P SPITTLE: All right.

DR HAMILTON: I think the answer to that is, as I said before, we've

MR P SPITTLE: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: seen a lot of research done on this and the big issue for future
development on the sandy Swan Coastal Plain is that all developments have to meet a much
higher standard. I'm not making the I'm not acting as a proponent for this, I'm just saying
that that is the big issue for all future development and there's a lot of work being done on
how you develop and implement urban areas to stop that sort of pollution that you're talking
about.

MR P SPITTLE: Yes.
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DR HAMILTON: So we've still got a bit to learn, but we are progressing quite fast.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay.

DR HAMILTON: It is now a strict requirement to build the water planning into all future
development on the Coastal Plain.

MR P SPITTLE: Okay. All right.

DR HAMILTON: And, again, from my perspective, I'll be looking pretty hard at this one.

MR P. SPITTLE: Okay. Good. Infrastructure concerns: we've already covered roads
which is a major concern to us who live in the area.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: As the planet warms up, water becomes more scarce, electricity
generation promotes more fossil fuel, carbon emissions into the atmosphere which science
already tells us it's advancing greenhouse activities in the atmosphere. Perth is already a
sprawling city and as Gary rightly says, we've got to house more people, but, yeah, we are
putting more pressure on our limited fossil fuel resources and we definitely need to be aware
of that. Sustainability we've already touched on. His proposal talks about mainly is a big
concern to the pair of us

DR HAMILTON: Good on you.

MR P SPITTLE: and for everyone else around, I think, the majority of people. Yeah,
so we're not just talking for ourselves.

MR PRATTLEY: No. No, we totally understand that.

MR P SPITTLE: I also did some work on this, some road traffic data that I extracted from
Main Roads, so I put that together.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR P SPITTLE: Yes. On the sustainability side of things, we see the Councils moving
towards more sustainable housing with water tanks, solar voltaic rays, better insulated
houses and I know that all comes through building regulations and it's probably a fair way
away from this MRS, but

MR PRATTLEY: It's part of the later stages of approval processes

MR P SPITTLE: And I guess this isn't going to have much sway on it, is it, Gary, what we
say about these sorts of things because that's to be taken care of out of building regulations
and improving
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MR PRATTLEY: Well, it's probably through the structure planning stages and the
subdivision stage; many of those things will be managed. So, yes, it's not irrelevant, but it's
not something we we're at too a high level at this stage

MR P SPITTLE: Yeah. Yeah, I guess so.

MR PRATTLEY: other than to say certainly the proponents are proposing, I think, best
practice approaches in this probably with the exception of grey water recycling, which
is

MR P SPITTLE: Oh, yeah, grey water is another good one. Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Except in this case, grey water recycling is not considered desirable
because it is over the water mound. In terms of the water management strategy, this is one
case where we wouldn't encourage grey water recycling, whereas in most other cases we try
to encourage it.

MR P SPITTLE: All right. That's all I really have to say.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay.

MR P SPITTLE: Thanks very much for your time.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you for your comprehensive submissions and well done, as Bruce
said.

MR P SPITTLE: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Carol, do you have any questions?

CR ADAMS: No, I don't.

MR PRATTLEY: Anything else, Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: No, I don't have anything else.

MR P SPITTLE: This is my first experience at coming to one of these meetings.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, you did well.

MR P SPITTLE: Thanks for your time and thanks for listening to us.

MR PRATTLEY: Again, I apologise that you had to wait.

MR P SPITTLE: That's all right.
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MR PRATTLEY: Thank you very much for coming and presenting that to us.

MR P SPITTLE: That's all right.

MR PRATTLEY: We'll certainly take all of those issues on board.

MR P SPITTLE: All right, thanks again.

MR R SPITTLE: Thanks, fellows.
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Ms Bella Bropho, Mr Albert Corunna, Mr Stuart Fisher, Mr Kelvin Gar lett,
Ms Margaret Jeffries, Mr Victor Warrell and Mr Richard Wilkes

representing the Swan Valley Nyoongar Community

MR PRATTLEY: Gentlemen, please come in. Come and have a seat. How are
you? Welcome. Good morning everyone. Can I welcome everybody? I didn't get a chance
earlier at the start of this hearing. I would like to acknowledge the traditional owners for the
land in which we're living. That's the normal practice of the Commission for our meetings to
undertake such an acknowledgment. Thank you very much for coming and meeting with us
this morning. My name is Gary Pratt ley. I'm the Chairman of the Planning Commission,
Mayor Carol Adams from Kwinana is also a member of the Planning Commission

CR ADAMS: Hello.

MR PRATTLEY: and no doubt some of you have previously met Dr Bruce
Hamilton

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR WARRELL: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: who often assists as an independent expert on panel hearings so for
that purpose obviously I think some of you have been familiar with this process is for us to
listen to your thoughts and comments in relation to this process and for us to ask any
questions from that. Thank you again and I'll hand over to you.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah. Well, you know everyone here?

MR PRATTLEY: I probably do.

MR CORUNNA: Kelvin Garlett there.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay.

MR CORUNNA: Then

MR WARRELL: Victor.

MR CORUNNA: Victor Warrell.

MR PRATTLEY: Hello, Victor.

MS BROPHO: Bella.

MR PRATTLEY: Bella? Yes. I've met Bella.
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MR CORUNNA: Margaret.

MR PRATTLEY: Margaret?

MR CORUNNA: Albert Corunna.

MR PRATTLEY: Albert.

MR WILKES: And Richard Wilkes.

MR PRATTLEY: Richard, yes. Who would like to stand?

MR CORUNNA: Now, have you got any agenda on this or

MR PRATTLEY: We have your submission that was presented to us, otherwise it's just

MR CORUNNA: This is mine, isn't it?

MR PRATTLEY: We're happy to listen to any comments

MR WILKES: Well, perhaps I can sort of talk first. We're very concerned because the and
I think I mentioned this last week. We're very concerned that the city Councils which plays a
big part in the development of the city area or the rural areas of the city or the yeah, part of
the city area and there's a lot of damage that's been to Aboriginal sites and like Armadale,
Gosnells and that's just to name a couple and even right down towards Mandurah and down
on the coast, coastal damage is being done.

They're levelling the instead of leaving the sand dune protection on the sand dunes, the
sand dunes are being taken away because of the sand that they're using to use to build or
for filling and, of course, a lot of these Aboriginal Noongar sites are in amongst that, but we
consider that to be very along the coast to be very, very precious because the tsunamis
and that kind of thing that comes through, that eliminates to a degree the protection that we
have along the coast and right through to Mandurah, up to Two Rocks and so on, even to
where that it will eventually happen where the boat become a wreck on the what do they
call that?

MR PRATTLEY: Alkimos.

MR WILKES: Alkimos and even further up and you'll see developments going up and
they're cleared down and nothing is done. The government always says, "Oh, we've got the
Aboriginal heritage there the Heritage Act of 1972 in place," but nobody gets a fine. How
can this be? If you're on the roadway and you're going along, they've even got cameras to
fine you along the roadways but nobody gets and this is true because I know this happens
and I suppose we've all been there at different times, but one or two people may have been
fined, but nobody really is fined and the 1972 Aboriginal Heritage Act is a farce really
because the government is programmed to develop and the government therefore fails in its
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option to look after Aboriginal heritage because it's got a side interest or another interest
that's more important than say the heritage of us, the first peoples of this country and that
certainly is a shame.

It's a shame in one way but it shouldn't happen because we should have the protection that
same protection that we want over in Gallipoli and that we want in France and what we're
trying to ask for over in Rottnest Island, which we don't get for our people, the first peoples
who fought for this country who were put on Rottnest Island the men and the young men
and the teenagers and the adolescent children not adolescent, the minor children that were
put over there, eight and nine and 10 years of age. It just was no they've just taken all the
males off the mainland to make way for white seed to go in the black ground and this is the
truth of the matter.

I mean, these are the hard facts of life and they're the truth and Rottnest Island it's a shame
and it's a disgrace to the government, all the governments, Labor and Liberal, all the way
through from Stirling right up to now and after they put Rottnest Island out there and
Nungarin is another place out from Quairading, the stockade out at Toodyay and the other
stockades that were around the place that are hidden and the history is not told about our
people at all.

It's a shame on you people who formed the government and who's ruled over us since
Stirling has come here and that we haven't had this say and it's too long that we've sat quiet
and we haven't had our say. Now the government is even trying to undermine us with a
billion dollar offer for us to sell our rights to them so that they we may as well get on a boat
and migrate to another country. I mean, this is what it all boils down to and it's a disgrace
again that Mr Barnett, who I had plenty of time for coming to now that he's offered this billion
dollars, that I haven't got the time for because I think he's wrong and I think those two bob
Aboriginal people that are backing him are wrong, too.

What, $15 a week or something that we'll get out of the billion dollars. That's disgraceful that
we should be offered something like that and what they're doing, they're offering our people
white goods to get them to go for the white goods, which is a fridge, a washing machine and
other goods that then they become a member of the land council and then that's brought
them in there and they think, "Oh, this is good, this land council," but what it's actually doing
is all over the country intervention is coming down and it's coming into here.

We did get our rights in 1967 to say that we were equal to anybody and now this right has
been taken away from us through intervention, which the government has turned around and
turned it around to bring back and how far is the route down here, we were talking just a
moment ago, Albert?

MR CORUNNA: Yeah, in East Cannington. I don't know whether it's still going on

MR WILKES: See, this is how close it is to us. We don't want to go back to the day when
we were separated and we were taken away from our land and put into these slave camps
and hidden away as though we were nobody. Nobody knew whether we were flora, fauna or
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whatever and this is a fact of life and somewhere along the line either we've got to call the
United Nations in or go to the Geneva conference and say, "This is what the government is
doing to us; trying to make us boat people in our own land." All these disgraceful
obscenities that they put against us, like with Rottnest and the intervention and even the
police commissioner of the police calling for the Aboriginal calling for young juveniles who
offend and the younger ones in the early days for them to go into special protection and
talking to them so this calls for separation again.

How can he do this? This man is not even from our he's from New Zealand and he's doing
this to us. So this is what I'm saying to you. Where's that photo, Margaret, of this
Albert. Look, this is a photo of one of the creeks that has been desecrated there and straight
down the creek at

MR CORUNNA: Blackadder Creek.

MR WILKES: Blackadder Creek on Lloyd Street in Midland. Now, we've got on good with
the City of Swan and I don't know if they're aware of that, so I'll give them the benefit of the
doubt until we go out there and we have a look at it properly and then we will ask the DIA to
investigate what it was that has happened and we're calling for this investigation to happen
in Armada le and Gosnells and at the back of Gosnells and heading towards down into the
southern area towards Yanchep and up in the northern areas, as I said.

Once we lose our sights, we've lost our identity. This is what it all boils down to. People ask
me, "Are you an Aboriginal?" because they don't know if I'm an Aboriginal or not and they
ask all of us because we have a diverse nationality and we should be able to say, "Yes, this
is part of our country. We can go out to Midland, out there, there's the Yagan site out there
plus for the City of Swan, but where else can we go and say, "This is an Aboriginal site"?
There's no other sites that we can unless they're registered, but this is one that we have
developed ourselves and there's no others in I mean, this is a shame.

We had land all the way from Fremantle right up to where the Gogulya, from the Derbarl
which went to the Gogulya which is the Swan River and into the Avon River and that and up
towards Toodyay and all that and our boundary is authenticated as I said last week by the
map that Yagan has put in through Robert Menli-Lyons and Albert and myself and us, all of
us here, have one native title through the federal government in 2006 and surely we have
more right than what the land council has and the land council should be secondary to us
because we are the traditional owners. They are paid government workers and they're
(indistinct) government workers of the federal government in conjunction with the state
government.

I make that a point that that is the case. We are an Aboriginal group who is trying to look
after our own affairs ourselves by working in with the government and saying, "This is what
we think is wrong." I mean, I've touched on quite a lot of things there and I'd like to see fair
play done and I don't know how we're going to do it, but whether they need to sit down more
with us and to talk with us more so that we can get things done. I thank you very much for
listening to me
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MR PRATTLEY: Thank you.

MR WILKES: and I'll now rest and I won't speak no more until I let the others speak.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR WILKES: Thank you for that.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you, Richard.

MR CORUNNA: No, look, you and Victor and whatsaname can talk first.

MR WARRELL: I think what Richard mentioned is all the facts and things, mainly about our
cultural awareness about our sites and going on there what about the funding about one of
our North Lake Road and Armada le Road. As you can see there, that isn't a site. Now,

even though there has been works done there, which is sands, I think the main issue here,
there are artefacts that are scattered. What else do we know what's there? There could be
skeletal remains because that area is a bit of the wetlands and we did have I think we had
a couple of meetings about that area a fair while back and we didn't mention all this and that
bit of a bush there should be Bush Forever.

Now, why is it all getting described, all the bushlands? I think, you know, this is very sad
because, you know, where are the animals going to go? And, you know, plus where are
they going to go to? There's hardly any bushland around. The bit of bushland what is there
now is going to be destroyed through development.

MR PRATTLEY: Maybe, Victor, I can reassure you that as I understand it and it will be
dealt with later through the structure planning and subdivision

MR WARRELL: Yeah.

MR PRATTLEY: but at this point, the proponents are saying they will not remove any
further bush. So all of the bush that's left on the site up to this point is proposed to be
retained so the development would be taking place where the quarrying has already
occurred not where there's bush remaining.

MR WARRELL: I think, you know, it all boils down to cultural awareness and this is one of
the main issues why we are protesting about any works or any bushland that's been
destroyed. It's very sad. We are trying to fight for our rights, which we've got every right to
and it shouldn't happen like this.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you, Victor. I think we share your concerns about the remaining
bushland on the site and we'll do our best to protect that.

MR WARRELL: Thank you.
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MR PRATTLEY: Bella?

MS BROPHO: Yes. Look, I'd like to Victor might because of the artefacts significant
around those areas and the wetland, I mean, what's left of there should be left there forever
and I mean these our sites are very important to us and our culture. We're totally
independent from the South West Land and Sea Council. Our claim is independent from
them and they don't represent us. I mean, if we give in and sell out our culture, I mean, all
these sites will totally be destroyed and nothing left of them. I mean, while there still exists
I mean, it's our right to continue to protect them and that's all I wanted to say.

MR PRATTLEY: Understood. Thank you. Kelvin?

MR GARLETT: Yes, I'd just like to say that all these sites the sites there now, when we go
back we tell our kids these stories and show these sites and talk about all those stories and
that handed down to children. That's now covered over and destroyed. We've got no story
to tell and a lot of people are doing are just carving all the history up by covering it over and
there's no nothing there. There's a new building that's there and everything is good good
for other people but not for us. They don't (indistinct) buildings. That's all our spiritual things
and everything is connected to the waterways and the underground things what people can't
see all our spiritual stories and that are tied into that land there and our songs and the song
lines go through there and that's a big concern for us.

With that Noongar Land Council now the government deal they're doing, that's not going
we're not going to get nothing out of that. That's coming in 20 years' time some little
benefit. My grandkids and my kids won't get nothing now. They're getting buried a long
before that thing comes. So when they're saying they're giving us so many billion dollar
deal, whatever they're going to give us, we won't see nothing of that. We'll be buried and we
won't see nothing. That's 20 years. It's no good to us. It's no good to our kids. That's all I'd
like to say.

MR PRATTLEY: So in terms of our responsibilities here on this site, if the remaining
bushland and that is protected, does that help? Does that help protect your interests on the
site

MR GARLETT: Yeah, well, it protects our stories and

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR GARLETT: what we can see

MR PRATTLEY: Obviously all the bits that have been

MR GARLETT: See, over in

MR PRATTLEY: quarried, that's gone, but
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MR GARLETT: Over (indistinct) done the same thing. They went and we'll do that and
that and (indistinct) covered everything to get history there's nothing there where you can
trace it the same thing they're doing there.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

CR ADAMS: Sorry. Carol Adams.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah. Well, we haven't all spoke yet. I mean we

CR ADAMS: Sorry. I was just going to ask a question.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah, I got a

CR ADAMS: Yes. No, no.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah. So what I'm seeing here so this memorandum what you've got
with SWALSC as I say is one of the issues here and this is what I think our letter went in, but
you say, well, "SWALSC is a legal body," and all that, but they're foreigners to this land and
just about all the people on it is foreigners. There may be some what you can trace
themselves back to the traditional owners of this land here, the Swan River people, but
they're probably at least a generation below us, myself and Richard here, and so what we're
saying that's why we've put in a native title claim and our claim is still in there and I don't
know whether most of you know about the native title process, the government said they will
leave these land councils to fund people to if you don't want the land council, they've still
got to fund you, but their whatsaname with us is that we are a weak claim. What a ridiculous
thing for them to say about us.

This is the audacity of these people what's running that, as I say, and the government what's
backing them and all the government departments. We have got a strong claim and it's got
to be a really yeah, they're going to have egg on their face if our claim stays there, they've
tried to get us struck out and I've (indistinct) legal representative because we can't get a
lawyer because they're blocking us from getting a lawyer and by unfair tactics and they
say they've got a solicitor from a barrister from Queensland, but then you send him all the
information. We didn't have nothing to do with it.

They're supposed to send a letter to us, which they never sent and they said, "Oh, we sent a
letter to you to say you can make submissions to this barrister in Queensland," but we never
got that letter. We didn't know nothing about it so this barrister in Queensland, really, he
shouldn't have made his submissions till he contacted us, but he didn't. This is the tactics
what's been used and we've so far been able to beat them at their own game and we're still
there and we expect to go through and we've got all the evidence we presented there that
we our connection to this country, we go right back to Midgegooroo and also to on my
grandfather's side to Numbek.

Now, there's a record of information that when my great grandmother was in New Norcia she
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wrote down her father was Numbek and so and her mother was Jilby, so she's put that
down there and that's our fathers came from this country and so we've got it on both sides
and this is going well back before Stirling come here. So we've got the connection there and
my mother told me the information about Yagan was her Yagan's sister was her great
grandmother. No, Yagan's sister was her grandmother. So Mundaran is her mother and
Mundaran's mother Fanny is a sister of Yagan.

MR WILKES: Yeah.

MR CORUNNA: Now, I put all this evidence in the Federal Court. Now, the respondents
one of the respondents disputed this because he said there's no evidence that Yagan had a
sister, but you look through the archives and we've found out that he did have a sister and
that's in the archives, as I say. So see Midgegooroo had a young wife and I think there's a
plaque in the Battye Library with her name on it saying "wife of Midgegooroo" and so it's her

she was the mother of Fanny, who Mundaran was recorded that she was born in 1864, so
it's recorded that Midgegooroo's young wife had a small child with her in February 1834, so
she could have been a small child could have been four, could have been three and so
Midgegooroo was and even killed, murdered. He was murdered only probably 10 months
before.

So this small child and he had a small son, too, when he was he was kidnapped by the
troopers in Helena Valley and that they called him Billy, so that's all in the records, too. We
believe he is the one later Salvado used as his guide. So we've got all this evidence and our
connection to this land the customs what was years ago, we've also got that. There's a lot
of customs what's passed down to us and like my first cousin, that's my mother's sister's
son, he lived most of his life in Meekatharra. He married a girl from up that way. His wife
had passed away probably four years about five years ago before him, but his children are
still there and they buried him there.

Yeah, his children asked me from the Swan River here to do an ancient sacred ceremony for
their father, the smoking ceremony. They said, "We want you to smoke his coffin," and so I
went up I was going up to the funeral, anyway, but he said we'll ask you to do that at the
funeral, so I did that. So there may not be anything in the records that this was a custom,
but it is and you probably can find it in the archives somewhere as well, but the first white
people may have wrote about it and there's ample customs.

This is not one of the customs we've put into the Federal Court to say that we are still
carrying on these customs. We haven't put them in. We haven't put that one in, but we put
the other ones in where we found out that there was evidence that these like, when you got
a fire at night see, on the way up to Meekatharra, we camped at Payne's Find, now we
made a fire and that there, but actually bringing any wood to the fire at the night, you don't
drag it. You can't mark the ground at night.

Now, that's been found that in the early 1900's, it's been found that it is written there that
they're not allowed to drag their spears at night. It is the same thing, but it's just put a
different way. These people didn't know much English, but they tried to get this message to
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the white person and they just said, "At night, not allowed to drag the spears on the
ground." So that is the same thing.

There are a few more things, as I say there. There's a lot of things and I won't go through
them all now, but they're put in evidence and put into the Federal Court and they're backed
up by these documents which is referenced and everything. So sworn is we don't know
where they're getting all their evidence from. All they can say is, "Look, we've researched
for 10 years or so or eight years," or whatever it is. That doesn't give you the right to say
that whatever you say then without any reference is a fact. It is a fact and is disputed and it
needs a proper court to do that.

The National Native Title Tribunal doesn't look at any facts and is just I believe they're just
backing the land council. So you can't take these rights away from us to protect our land,
which we've been involved with for probably 20 years or more now more than 20 years,
maybe 30 years

MR WILKES: All our rights, Albert.

MR CORUNNA: They're always any rate, it's a long time ago, as I say, even before I was
involved. As I say, I was too busy working and trying to make a living and that and there
were people still fighting for their rights to protect these sites and so Bella's father was, you
know, one of the main ones. He's no longer with us, but so along comes this land council
and says: well, they can nominate other people who never ever come to this area before and
say, "Well, these people are the ones who'll speak for this country and we'll put your
grandfather me and Richard's grandfather and grandmother on the Yued claim and we'll
put them on the Whadjuk claim and so that will stop you from using them on your claim,"
and things like that, as I say.

Surely, we're the oldest. I'm the oldest grandson now of my grandparents, but you can't do
anything like that without my permission and there's a lot of things what goes on like that, as
I say, so we are the right people to speak for this country and we're willing to go to court and
even though they deprived us of a lawyer, we've still won our way there and if we get our
amendments through, which we've won the right to do and if they block us again, we'll go
back to the court to give us permission again to do it and once we get them through, well, it
will they will have to either fund us for a lawyer because they're trying to say our claim is
trivial and things like that, but the judge wouldn't the judge saw our evidence and he
wouldn't have nothing to do with that. He ruled that we have the right to have our claim
there and so, yeah, we got to put something up.

So that's where I'll rest my case and say that we are the right people and you can't just
deprive us. We've got to see about this. It's really something that we we've been always
on to DIA. You see my photo in the paper where I'm stopping this bloke from cutting down
this tree and things like that. Now, that was on a reserve. This bloke this (indistinct) was
going to cut down this white gum and it was only a few metres from a registered site or it
was in the I think it was in the registered site and he was going to cut it down and he
probably got permission from the he may have got permission and probably word of mouth
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from the Shire of Swan, someone in the Shire of Swan, I don't know.

I think Victor and Bella and whatsaname has raised about the bush tucker and we still go out
and look for bush tucker. Me and my daughter was out there the other day looking for it and
as Richard said, the rifle range and that's actually where we were looking for it in that sort
of area and there is a lot of bush tucker and bush medicine. The (indistinct) and we see it
growing, you know, we see it growing everywhere, the little blade of whatsaname. You can
lick down but we didn't lick down. We only done one, as I say, and it's all there and so there
are certain trees who've got bark what can be you can take off and use as medicine and
things like that, so it's the red gum is another medicine, as I say. These trees are
medicine.

As I say, we have the acacia where Buckeridge went in there. We had no right. The
Minister of the Liberal government at the time, Campbell, gave permission and there was no
state whatsaname he ruled right over us. Now, I don't know there should be an inquiry
into that and there were in there, there were a whole jarrah trees

DR HAMILTON: Is this the airport?

MR CORUNNA: Jarrah trees what is about

MR GARLETT: Yes, near

MR CORUNNA: 80 metres high.

MR GARLETT: South Guildford Road

DR HAMILTON: Yes, I know.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah.

MR GARLETT: -Kalamunda.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah, near the cemetery there. It was a golf course where you

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR CORUNNA: and they knocked down these whole trees and he done it on grand
final day. That's when he started it. Now, that's in spring and the birds were nesting and
everything and he's crashed all these big trees down and that's what I said, there's one giant
whatsaname there, jarrah, which was brought down. So I think we established a case that if
you want to meet with SWALSC that's okay, but SWALSC can't overrule us. They don't
represent us and we don't want them to represent us because this is our custom. This is
one of our customs what I'll mention to you now that we defended our land against anyone
invading it and we are under invasion from the land council. That's what we regard that as
and this was our custom
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MR WILKES: It's where

MR CORUNNA: and these circumstances. Okay then.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you.

MR WILKES: Can I just say something again? I just want to make you know, like with
carrying out traditional customs, we also found a full skeletal remains of an ancient ancestor

ancient ancestor up in Carr Street and we came and we're not peoples to disagree with
everybody. We come into an agreement with the developer there and so we then moved it
off of Carr Street after the police had dealt with it because it then becomes homicide, you
know, until they check it out and they found out it was indeed an ancient Aboriginal male
person, so we came in contact with the state government at the time, which was Labor,
Sheila Mc Hale, and she's very good and she said, "Well, what can we do about this?" to all
of us and so it was decided then that after a while we decided that we would if the
government agreed, we would bury it at Bujamayup, which is Robinson Park, over in the City
of Vincent area and Nick Catania I think was the mayor at that time and he agreed with it.

So we can come to an agreement, all of us, if we're given the opportunity and in a fair way
and we've got to have the opportunity to carry out our traditional functions, too, as well, like
bush tucker and everything else and the spiritual side of it is that and the dreamtime spirits
of our ancestors, 40 to 50 thousand years coming soon to now and coming through our
children and within the next 40,000 years, if this planet lasts that long, and hopefully they will
survive and this is what we're trying to do is to protect a way for our ancestors in the future to
be able to live in this country, too, as well. Thank you. That will do me.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you, Richard. Margaret, was there anything you wanted to add?

MS JEFFRIES: No, no. I'm just the secretary.

MR PRATTLEY: Obviously the Commission isn't the government as such. The
Commission is independent. We are set up under a government act to provide advice to
government and there's a limit to how much we can do in our area. We're always happy to
provide the opportunity for you to come and present your point of view and we will ensure
that if this proceeds forward that in the future stages there is appropriate consultation with
your groups about the development of the land

MR WILKES: We understand that.

MR PRATTLEY: to ensure those sites are protected. Thank you all very much for
attending and your presentation. It's lovely to see you and I look forward to seeing you
again some time not too far away, I'm sure.

MR WILKES: All we ask is that the government

MR PRATTLEY: You can
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MR WILKES: It's all we ask.

MR MUSCARA: Carol had comment as well.

CR ADAMS: There was just a comment

MR WILKES: I'm sorry. I'm sorry.

CR ADAMS: Is it Kelvin? Sorry, Kelvin. Hi.

MR GARLETT: Yeah.

CR ADAMS: You spoke about the two sites where there's two sites. I've got a site plan in
front of me for the purpose of the transcript and it actually shows two Department of
Indigenous Affairs sites, which I understand this might be what you're discussing here. I

also have an indicative structure plan that the developers have put forward, but it would
appear that the green space has been left around those sites on the plan. I'm hoping that is
what you are hoping will occur in the future.

MR GARLETT: Yes, because all those sites they will connect to

CR ADAMS: Yes.

MR GARLETT: Is that one site?

CR ADAMS: Yes.

MR GARLETT: To us it's all connected.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, yes. Yes.

CR ADAMS: I suppose I just wanted to assure you that the site the plan is in front of
US

MR WILKES: Yeah. To add to that see this is what we've been talking about for a long
time, too, to have a green corridor that comes into another place and then a corridor that
runs and there's a connecting factor that the animals can travel along those areas.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR WILKES: We are too much involved in clearing the land, like we did out in the farming
hinterlands, and there's nowhere for the animals to go. People think, "Oh, there's lots of
land out in the farming hinterland for the kangaroos and for all the other animals," the
kangaroo is only the one the grey and a few of the reds have survived, but mostly all the
other animals and even the birds have they're disappearing. We've got a disappearing
population of our native plants and our native animals which keep disappearing and we
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should be downright disappointed and downright disappointed with the government and the
people who hold the power to look after them and to preserve them. Soon we'll lose
everything in the city area all the small marsupials are in danger of becoming extinct.

MR PRATTLEY: Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: I'm sorry.

DR HAMILTON: Yes. That's okay. Fine. Yes. I've met some of these wonderful people at
the Bullsbrook hearing and I guess two points: the first is what we discussed there was that
your stories and your links to this particular bit of land are important, but as Gary said, the
detailed planning will be done at the next stage so it's important that and if it's done through
Stuart or however it's done that what you want to see happen in terms of your connection to
this area is picked up at that next stage and so we can provide advice

MR WILKES: Yep.

DR HAMILTON: through the amendment process to the structure planning level to the
City of Cockburn. So it's important and I mean, if you're happy, Anthony is already talking
to Stuart about the Bullsbrook one.

MR WILKES: We're very happy with Stuart. He's probably the most experienced of the
anthropologists around.

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR WILKES: And he's one that we all trust and there's a couple of others, but we put him
ahead of the others, too, as well.

DR HAMILTON: So I want to make sure on these hearings that your stories and what you
want on this particular bit of land are built into the process very strongly. The second point is
in another life, I'm involved in looking at what we call that green layer and I just want to
assure you that I'll be looking I'm already talking to the Chairman of the WAPC and Mayor
Adams about how we can hopefully build that green layer much better in the south-west
corridor

MR WILKES: Good. I'm pleased to hear that.

DR HAMILTON: and it links into one of the three key directions for Directions 2031,
which is the green network.

MR PRATTLEY: That's right.

DR HAMILTON: So, you know, I said before, I feel I've got a white fellow's spiritual
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connection to the land, but I just want to assure you that we take all this stuff

MR WILKES: I'm sure you have. Good on you.

DR HAMILTON: very seriously and we'll try our best to make sure it's properly built
into planning and development.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks, Bruce.

MR CORUNNA: Yeah. Well, see the wildlife, as I say, the red-tailed black cockatoo,
they've been feeding on our lilac trees. They're feeding their young on there for the last
week or so

DR HAMILTON: So we all need to contribute

MR CORUNNA: They can't get there so they can't get the bush food and they're coming
into suburbs and seeing if the thing on the tree what they can eat there, they'll feed on it
and

CR ADAMS: They like apples.

MR PRATTLEY: The Commission is very conscious of those things. That's why we, you
know, spend a hundred-odd million dollars on the Bush Forever.

MR WILKES: Karrak is the red tail. Ngoolark is the white tail.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay.

MR WILKES: And the Ngoolark says, Ngoolark, Ngoolark." You listen.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR WILKES: He says, Ngoolark, Ngoolark, Ngoolark, Ngoolark, Ngoolark," and they'll all
answer one another.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: Thank you very much.

MR WILKES: I think it means "follow me, follow me".

DR HAMILTON: Probably.

MR PRATTLEY: Anyway, thank you very much for your time. It's a pleasure to see you
and
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MR WILKES: Thank you very much.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you for your input.
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Ms Liane Lied-Cordruwisch, Mr Neil Raine and Mr Ian Thurston
representing The Banjup Residents Group

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Welcome everybody. Thank you for attending. For those of you
who haven't met me, Gary Pratt ley is my name. I'm the Chairman of the Planning
Commission and chairing this hearing panel; Mayor Carol Adams from Kwinana, who's also
a member of the Commission and Bruce Hamilton, who's the independent expert on this
panel. Welcome. The process is we're really here to listen to you and ask any questions
that might arise out of your presentation and explanation of your submissions. Ian, is it?

MR RAINE: Neil.

MR PRATTLEY: Neil, sorry.

MR RAINE: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. Okay.

MR THURSTON: I'm Ian. I've probably done most of the communication with you over the
past six months, but Neil is now the president so he's going to be we changed at the end of
the year.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks.

MR THURSTON: Okay.

MR RAINE: Well, thank you for your time. As Ian mentioned, I'm the President of the
Banjup Residents' Group; Ian Thurston our Secretary and also Liane how do you say your
name?

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Lied-Cordruwisch.

MR RAINE: She is representing our submission against the proposal, whereas I'm
presenting a submission for qualified support for the proposal. Just a quick about the
Banjup Residents' Group, we have a membership of 245 residents on 126 properties. We
were started in February last year, mainly with response to concerns around some issues
around a DCP children's home there, but there are also other issues that concerned the
Bunbury people Banjup

MR PRATTLEY: Banjup.

MR RAINE: Yes. We have about 30 per cent of our residents who are members of the
association, which from what I've seen is a pretty good coverage compared to a lot of other
residents' groups in the Cockburn area. Our focus is on advocacy. We're really mainly
interested in talking to local and state government about the issues that concern
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Banjup. We're not particularly interested in doing community activities and stuff, as what we
see our focus being.

Some of the issues which have been pertinent to us in recent times have been the rates, the
Cockburn put through a 35 per cent rate increase which was a combination of administrative
errors and a few other things and we got a large part of that reversed through our efforts, so
residents should be very happy with us and also some fire permits; issues that are very
important to us. We are in a rural area, so fire and volunteer fire brigade are very important
to us so that's important.

Also one thing that was particularly important was the DCP children's home, which was
understanding how that would impact upon us when it went ahead. In terms of how the
residents view the precinct development, we did have a general meeting back in February
and the issues that were raised there were some wanted to keep the rural character of
Banjup, so there was that feeling there. There was some concern about the impact on the
water mound. A lot of people were uncertain and some offered qualified support; some were
against.

This submission is focused on the qualified support aspect of that. Just by way of note, at
the meeting on a show of hands, probably about half the people had no opinion; half were
for and half against, so both. For a lot of people the concept had just been introduced to
them at that stage so they didn't probably have a great deal of information on which to base
it. We'd done a presentation about the proposal, but I guess a lot of them would like to have
taken it away and thought about it.

From our perspective and I represent the submission for we are offering qualified support
but only if the precedent is available to all landholders. I guess one of the things that we see
is the precedent does underscore the Directions 2031 vision for building close to the hubs
and, you know, that's closer to a hub particularly the Cockburn Central Hub. You look at
that and contrast that, so Piara Waters, which is near our area, which is quite a distance
away. It does seem to fail on that criteria, so you're looking at that.

We see it as a test case for building on the Jandakot water mound and so there is obviously
a bit of controversy around that because there are state Parliaments there and we need to
understand how this can be built on the Jandakot water mound where other developers may
have not been allowed to be built on the Jandakot water mound and also we see that this
submit there are some land issues around the airport there because, you know, certainly it is
relatively close to Jandakot Airport and so I guess how you would see the uses conflicting
with each other would be a concern for us.

What we are concerned about is this precinct goes ahead then other landowners in Banjup
will be able to be given the same opportunity that, you know, if we wish to subdivide our land
and we meet the criteria if Stock land has met the relevant criteria, if we meet the criteria
then we'll also be able to do the same thing. We're not sure on the basis of this that this will
be available to all of us. That's one of our concerns.
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We certainly understand the logic of the precinct process. It is close to transport, particularly
the Cockburn Central railway station. It is close to urban land, to urban hubs or Cockburn
Central area and the land has been used for other things. It has been stripped of all the
native vegetation and the like, so there is some in there, but we could also say that these
criteria could also apply to much of Banjup, which we'll go through later.

We don't understand some of the logic of the proposal. Certainly, we are concerned about
building houses within the ANEF core area related to the airport. We see that as a potential
cause of nuisance complaints in the future. I don't know how well the Glen Iris situation is
worked. They are relatively close to the Jandakot Airport. They do have signs up as you go
in saying, "We are subject to aircraft noise," but I wonder how effective that is in stopping the
complaints or stopping the residents feeling aggrieved.

Certainly, we have noticed this summer there has been more flights over the south of Banjup
than we're used to seeing. It may have been due to the easterly winds; a lot of easterly
winds, so I guess if we're seeing it south of Armada le Road, people north of Armada le Road
would be subject to it more. So I guess there would be some concern about it there.

Just to look at the map here, just to get the feel of it. I mean, when you look you've
probably all seen this map before, but just to reinforce where the precinct is and compared to
some of the noise contours, certainly there is a potential for that area to he impacted by the
noise issue and as we know with the airports, that's just a guess of where the noise will be,
where the actual aircrafts fly is a bit more problematic. They tend to wander a bit off course
they stray off course and so I guess I'll be concerned if putting a lot of people under that
scenario there.

Just also to look at some other aspects on the precinct, it's talked about as being a logical in-
fill, but from us this is a map, you can see that, you know, we've got a commercial area
here commercial industrial areas around here. There's a precinct there; residentials over
the other side of Armada le Road and certain amenities, such as schools I mean, the school

the primary school is down here. The secondary school is down this area. I would have
some concerns whether that's the best place to put it mainly because the children will be
going across the highways and the like there. I would suspect maybe there would be
enough demand for a primary school in this precinct area, but certainly a high school would
seem very unlikely based on the size of it and given that also there is Atwell College down
this area here.

That gives you a good two kilometres of distance there away from the school, whereas you
see some of these other areas just the other side if you'd like to go to the next map it might
be easier to see. You can see here where the school is just down this area there is
potential for development around these areas sorry, the school is there. There's potential
it seems more logical to us if you're going to go and use Banjup land for urban precincts,
you're probably looking at somewhere around this type of area here rather than jumping
over the highway.

You'd also have to consider whether this area here is going to constrain the development of
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the commercial area. Once you've got there, you go there and also the other area we would
see is that the next logical step would be if this was residential then you would start moving
down Armada le Road and pick up here where the cement works were and you would
eventually work down to Warton Road, except for where the reserves are.

We're also concerned about we can't see the logic in excluding the precinct from the review
of the water mound policy. There is a review of that being done and as certainly has been in
the past, people have not been able to develop their land because of the Jandakot water
mound. I guess we'd be concerned why the proposal is being done before the review has
been done and that it would be inequitable to other landholders if the precinct was approved
and the review came along later and said, "No, you can't do any more development because
you're going to disrupt the Jandakot water mound."

We would be concerned there, that would stick out like a sore thumb and be something we
would see as special treatment where other people have not been able to take advantage of
that opportunity. We also see that some as we looked at the map other parts are more
logical. They're closer to transport as close to transport, they're alongside existing
housing. They also are closer to the shops and schools, especially you know, you've got
the Atwell School, which I believe has past its peak in terms of student numbers, so it's in
decline phase so, you know, they might need a bit of a kick up from more students, so
suitably placed would be better.

You've got the Harmony School a bit further south, in the South Atwell region. You've also
got Auburn Grove and so therefore and there are shops close to those areas as well, so it
may be better to have some parts of Banjup are more logical for development for an urban
precinct. We're also concerned about making some existing problems worse. There is a lot
of congestion problems around Cockburn Central Station and the Armada le Road-Kwinana
Freeway intersection and particularly the Armada le-Solomon Road-Jandakot Road
intersections. If you've ever tried to get out of the Cockburn Central railway station at
5 o'clock on a weekday, you could have a 20-minute wait trying to get on to Armada le Road
there.

Also the Armada le Road currently is a single lane from Tapper Road through to
Nicholson Road, so we'd see that there would be need to upgrade that to a dual carriageway
before this proposal went ahead. We would be concerned that it's going to bring a lot of
extra traffic on Armada le Road and the roads would not be able to cope with that increased
traffic. We would also like to see a more strategic plan developed for Banjup; a 20 year
horizon and certainly to remove some of the uncertainty. We see that there's been
developments going on in Auburn Grove, Harvest Lakes, Honeywood and now the Banjup
precinct, which seem to be a little bit ad hoc well, not so much ad hoc, but they don't seem
to fit much of an overall plan and so we'd like to see what the criteria is for the development
approval; have equal opportunity for all of the landowners and a lot of the landowners will not
want to develop their land into higher density, but there's some who may well be interested
in doing that.

We also see that we need to build the infrastructure first not last and certainly to avoid those
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traffic issues which we talked about previously. We're also concerned about having more
trucks coming through the rural Banjup area, particularly during the construction
phase. That's where we'd like to see the dual carriageways be upgraded there so it keeps
the trucks from taking short-cuts through the Banjup area to get down to Rowley Road and
others to get on the freeway.

We support the precinct, provided it's a test case and not a special case. The approval
criteria must be clear and the same criteria should be applied to all proposals. We would
need to see how that fits in the strategic plan for Banjup and we would also like to if this is
going to happen that the surrounding infrastructure gets built first not last. We don't want to
make difficult situations around particularly around that Kwinana Freeway-Armadale Road
hub any worse than they are and so I think we need to see that happen first before this
proposal could go ahead.

Okay. Well, that was our very short presentation. If you've got any thoughts or questions,
we're certainly open to hear them.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks, Neil. Carol, do you have

CR ADAMS: Can I just say that's excellent; yes, good. Well done.

MR PRATTLEY: Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: Yes, I agree. It's very clear. It's good to see a residents' progress
association asking for strategic planning and really I guess the main one I'd just comment on
is the need for that longer term view, particularly with infrastructure, so thanks for that and
it's certainly something I hope we take into account in our report.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, thank you. It is a good submission. Thank you very much for that. I

think we're all well aware of the infrastructure issues there and while this is not a forum for
debate, I think I could explain one of the reasons we haven't done a strategic plan for the
Banjup area is that we have a water mound and a government policy that says we won't
develop over the water mound.

In this case, why is this one proceeding as a test case? I think the answer to that is
relatively simple. It is a large holding and we had proponents who had discussions with the
department and the Department of Water who said they were prepared to spend the millions
of dollars necessary to undertake hydrological studies and the like to test, if you like, whether
the urban development is feasible and certainly one of my experiences around Australia is
when you've got fragmented landholders like five-acre lots and that, it's very hard to get
owners together to take or for owners of small lots to be in a profile where they can take
that millions of dollars worth of studies risk to establish the acceptability.

So it's a test case in the sense that we think the outcomes will prove and that's yet to await
final decisions, of course that it will be possible to develop the review of the policy going
forward and the broadest context is to look at how those results might be able to be
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expanded and I guess to test, probably through Parliament, and again whether we can
change our approach to that area and go forward.

What's the decision-making process? We need to provide a report to the West Australian
Planning Commission with recommendations about how to go forward, what basis to go
forward, what sort of conditions. The Commission then makes a recommendation to the
Minister. If the Minister accepts those recommendations then the amendment proceeds
forward and is tabled in Parliament and is subject to disallowance motions in Parliament. So
it is in terms of when will a decision be published, that's difficult to put a precise time on
that.

The Commission will be keen to expedite the issue through the process, but obviously we
can't dictate Ministers or Parliament's timing on that precisely, but it will take some time to go
through those processes.

MR THURSTON: When would you put your submission through to Parliament?

MR PRATTLEY: Well, it depends how

MR THURSTON: In terms of

MR PRATTLEY: Anthony, when would we expect a report listed with the Commission?

MR THURSTON: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Within two months, probably.

MR MUSCARA: Yes, that's right because we're aiming to get the hearing committee's
recommendation to the Commission probably for the May meeting and then if there's a
decision in May or a recommendation in May, then it's put to the Minister as soon as
possible and then it's up to the Minister to progress it.

MR PRATTLEY: We don't like to dictate time frames on Ministers, although Minister Day is
pretty conscientious in trying to deal with matters before him and that comes with a question
of how that fits with Parliamentary sessions and so on when things might be tabled. That's
probably as best advice as we can give you in relation to that.

MR THURSTON: Okay. Thank you.

MR PRATTLEY: Well, if there's no other questions

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: My turn.

MR PRATTLEY: it's your turn.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Thank you.
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MR PRATTLEY: Welcome.

MR THURSTON: Do you want to do the same?

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes please. That would be lovely. You'll find it, I think, in the
fourth place it says, "Some of the Banjup residents -"

DR HAMILTON: Just while that's being loaded, I'd just like to add that the hydrological stuff
that our chair went through is very important and there has been quite a bit of study done in
this area, but it will have implications right around this particular development, so that's a
very important piece of work that has been done and needs to be built into future planning
and development.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Oh, there it is. No, hang on, just go further. It's by itself.
Sorry. My life is on there.

CR ADAMS: I was looking at it. Yes, that's

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes.

MR THURSTON: How about this one

MR PRATTLEY: You can give a morning talk on that.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Okay. That's it. Thank you. I'm sorry that I didn't send it
earlier on. So thank you very much for the opportunity to present

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: The view of those in the Banjup Group that oppose the region
scheme amendment 1221/41 if we go to the next. The purpose of this presentation is
basically to highlight the serious risks associated with urbanisation of the Jandakot
groundwater mound. Below you'll find some details about myself. That's my name. I've

been in Banjup since 1999. You will see in the context of this presentation as this may be
relevant, I've got a degree of bachelor of science, environmental science,
Murdoch University in this century.

I'm a committee member with Banjup Residents' Group in this year. Also, I should say this is
the overview and I've put questions last, but feel free to interrupt me if you have any
questions, anything that looks a bit strange, please feel free to interrupt me and
ask. Because we have limited time, I have focused on this particular risk and I want to talk
about what an unconfined superficial aquifer. I want to also present to you the groundwater
crest and contamination with and chemical changes in the groundwater. In the end there will
be a summary of recommendations and so questions that I would be happy to answer if I
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can. Ian, if you want to go to the next one please. Thank you.

Let's start with a couple of facts. The Jandakot groundwater mound is a drinking water
resource for Perth we all know that. It's special in the sense that it's actually clean and
easily accessible water and it's located near the surface. Let me give you an idea. I drink
this water straight out of the mound under my property, untreated I actually wanted to bring
a sample to show you how clean it is, but I've got it in the car, so you have to believe me.

But the groundwater mound that we are talking about here is an unconfined superficial
aquifer and I want to talk a little bit more about this concept just so that we all understand
what that actually means. Then the next one. I tried to get a better image, but this one may
do. So a superficial unconfined aquifer is open to receive water from the surface. As you
see, the cloud is there, there's rain coming down and it falls on the entire surface of the
mound area. In each instance we're talking about our precinct area.

The recharge of this rainwater into our aquifer occurs across the entire surface by gentle
infiltrating of this rainwater into the aquifer. A big problem that all unconfined aquifers have
is that it is extremely susceptible to contamination from the surface. Whatever we put on the
surface will eventually end up in the groundwater. At the moment we have got a bit sandpit
with very little activity there. It's kind of almost an optimal situation for protecting
groundwater.

Let's step back just one step. The quarry in its current state doesn't have much value as an
eco system. We all know that. It's a bit sandpit. It's very degraded. There's some
vegetation in pockets, but essentially it's a very large sandpit. As a note I wanted to put in
there is that this land has not been rehabilitated by its owner. It's been left in this degraded
state for a long time.

Now, I just wanted to show you how it looks and how degraded it is. You all know the
area. It's kind of this big block of land and (indistinct) over here, vegetation here, a little bit
at the top there. I'm not sure if this is probably the (indistinct) and there's not much
there. It's very much

MR PRATTLEY: Most of the committee members have been on site and seen

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: So you know even better than

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Perhaps the next one then. However, it is very valuable
because the groundwater reaches that area it is very, very valuable to the groundwater
mound. We know from studies that 15 to 28 per cent of rainwater is recharging directly this
superficial aquifer. So, in other words, this up to 28 per cent of rainwater ends up in that
aquifer. That is our drinking water. So the area is as it is at the moment, as I say, it poses a
low risk of contamination in its current state as it is.
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I apologise for the quality of this image, but I couldn't get a clearer picture at the moment.
This shows the crest of the groundwater mound. I'll show you here. We've got on the road
coming in and the freeway down here. Here, these (indistinct) groundwater to the (indistinct)
and probably to things here you already know, but just in case someone doesn't, here in the
centre, this is where the crest of it's kind of like a mountain underground of water. This is
where in this section where there's a high accumulation of groundwater that's where the
greatest degree of groundwater recharge actually occurs, so keep that in mind please. If

you then also straight across back to where the amendment is, it's sitting within the
crest. That's the point I want to make here.

Next one please. This is an image taken from (indistinct). It's basically the groundwater
mound so it's overlaid onto a map of the area. If you want to go to the next, just to get a bit
closer, here we see the precinct outlined in black with the stripes and you see, again, there
is flow from the crest outwards to the wells across the land and it, again, underlines the
importance of that land as being part of the groundwater test.

So what will happen when the quarry is urbanised? Scientists say that the aquifer recharge
may change, so we may have and it's noted in studies around the world and also locally
there is a reference for you there can be an increase of the water mound through leaking
sewerage and water pipes. This is a known phenomenon. The older the sewerage system
gets and the water supply system gets, the more leaks there will be. So that has been found
that these groundwater aquifers actually get recharged and they've found it comes from
these leaking pipes.

We can also have another scenario where we see a decrease of the recharge to sand
surfaces, as obviously in urban areas as there is a lot of surfaces and we can have
increased evaporation on those sand surfaces. So the water will not reach the groundwater.

DR HAMILTON: Can I just make a comment there, if I may, Gary?

MR PRATTLEY: Yes please.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: In our sandy coastal plain quite often the reverse happens. If the hard
surfaces drain into the local aquifer, you actually get an increase of recharge. So it's really
important to look specifically at the form of the development and how that works.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: I accept that point. That's a very valid point. However, also a
lot of studies have been done on vegetated areas and on vegetated areas you have another
element and that is rainfalls on vegetation and it evaporates from the it's an enormously
large surface

MR PRATTLEY: But we're not dealing with a vegetated area on this

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: No, exactly. Also the trees take the groundwater and
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evaporate it. That's what trees do. However, in this instance we have none of that. We
have a sandpit and I just want to highlight that as well, even though, Bruce, your comment is
very valid.

DR HAMILTON: Yes. It's just that in a lot of areas of Perth that have been developed, the
issue is increased recharge of groundwater not decrease.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes. Well

DR HAMILTON: And we have to look at that in each development quite carefully.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Of course. I understand that.

MR PRATTLEY: Is there any work that's looked at the comparison of, say, the incident of
increase from leaking sewerage and water pipes with the impact of septic tanks and other
uncontrolled activities on small holdings?

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: I haven't come across that and I'm not an expert in that
particular field, but I'm sure someone out there knows. It's also with septic tanks as
well. Just consider, there are five eco blocks and one septic system and it's treated. If you

consider also that the septic systems these days are pretty good in treating water, so it's not
raw sewerage running into the groundwater. That's actually never the case.

Yes, but it's just the density of a rural precinct as Banjup, as it's a septic system versus
urban and high density 2500 dwellings. That's different. Okay. Have I said enough about
this one? Yes. So when the rainfalls in urban areas let's have a look at that. That's what,
Bruce, you just said before, it's largely directed to storm drains and it's collected and hence it
can collect a lot of rainwater. However, we see a change and that is important to understand
here, the diffuse infiltrations through the sand quarry that we have right now, that we know
we have, changes to a point source recharged through storm drains, that is commonly the
case, that's how urban stormwater is managed. Again, we have

MR PRATTLEY: But most stormwater management strategies, that's a very crude
description of what happens these days. It might have been true 20 years ago, but I don't
think we would allow any development to take place in the metropolitan area without a major
stormwater management strategy.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Absolutely. But would you agree with me that the rainwater
and stormwater is collected in

MR PRATTLEY: Well, my personal view is I don't think it's that simple, but we're not here
to debate it

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes, of course. Of course, of course. More reading on this
(indistinct) did studies in Perth. If we can go to the next. So if we look at the possible
consequence of change from diffuse to point source recharge, what studies show is that we
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have a high oxygen concentration in the water that infiltrates into the groundwater. This
changes the redox potential in the groundwater, higher oxygen, higher redox potential, more
ability to oxidise. That's what this says.

Now, if we have a high ability of this water to oxidise, we oxidise sulphite, pyrites by the
way they are in (indistinct) and that often can lead to acidification. That's something that
also has been observed under Perth's suburbs as well and that's a very good reference
there to refer to as well. Maybe the next slide. What does acidification actually
mean? Acidification relates to a lower pH. It's more acid in the water. Heavy metals, and
particularly also arsenic, can be released at a lower pH, become mobile, they dissolve in
water. They then, basically, become part of our drinking water supply. We also increase
sulphite concentration. That's been observed already now. It then references are here.

The next one please. And, of course, I mean, that's a general comment on that. We will see
in all urban areas the potential of contamination by run off. Fertilisers are applied in gardens
and lawns, particularly nitrate is an issue. Nitrate in drinking water can pose a serious health
risk, particularly to babies. Nitrate is converted to nitrite in the gut and it becomes toxic. We
all use herbicides and pesticides in our gardens. That will end up in the groundwater
eventually. Run-off, of course when spills occur, no doubt, also will be washed down.

Now here is my summary: the development of the quarry poses a risk to our drinking water
resource. That's our position. Uncertain and possible detrimental impact on the quality and
quantity of rainwater recharge; the contamination of our drinking water is supplied by
polluting and often leaching. Harmful chemicals could be a consequence and risk part of
the risk to the water source and we also want to stress that we need to consider the health of
our community and that it is too high a price to pay.

The Banjup Residents' Group against the Banjup quarry development request that WAPC
reject the rezoning proposal or at a minimum, in light of the risks, request the decision to be
deferred until the groundwater process review has been completed.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you, Liane.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: No worries.

MR PRATTLEY: Perhaps we'll go to Carol.

CR ADAMS: No, it was clear and concise. Thanks.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Thank you.

MR PRATTLEY: Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: Yes. It's sort of a comment and a question. Acid sulfate soils have been
mapped to a fair degree and it's actually a planning policy that any development has to look
at acid sulfate soils in terms of those leaching of those metals and so on. The other bit is
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it's certainly something I'll be asking to have a look at in terms of our report and that normally
developments of this size would have pre and post development monitoring. So I agree with
you that we can't afford to have those things happening. We can't afford to take those risks.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: So a standard condition now, certainly of this size of development, is pre
and post monitoring and I certainly will be following up on it to make sure that that's
happening because, as our Chairman has said, it's a bit of a test case if this goes ahead, so
we need to monitor it and make sure that it does behave in the way it's planned to behave.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Can I just also comment on that? A very valid comment,
Bruce. There's also something to consider and that is and I read this in these articles that I
presented here and also others that I've seen. Often the impact of pollution is not directly
measurable and that has to do with the buffer capacity in the soil. There are chemicals
well, there are substances in there that can scavenge the oxygen. While it enters the
groundwater, the oxygen is already used up.

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: But once these buffers are used up then it starts in earnest to
become a serious contamination and that can be years. So we may be if it's a test case,
we can monitor it for five years and look at them and if it looks all beautiful and clean and
then we say, "Yeah, it looks fine." I mean, we extrapolate into the next 10, 15, 20 years of
our water supply

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: but we haven't seen the whole picture and you know that
that will just really

DR HAMILTON: I agree.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: And in my view the monitoring in these sort of sites has to continue
beyond five years.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Of course, yes.

DR HAMILTON: And the references you quoted there, I'm pleased to tell you that most of
those people are still in government looking after the water

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Excellent, good.

DR HAMILTON: through the Swan River Trust and the Department of Water.

23.04.2012 39 Banjup Residents Group



MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Good.

DR HAMILTON: So I'm not disagreeing with you at all. We've got to monitor these very
carefully and certainly because it's a test case, we might even look at monitoring this one in
the longer term.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: However, if it's a test case and if the monitor if the data will
be evaluated at one point and form a basis of decisions to move along, as Neil suggested,
along Armada le Road and maybe further south of Armada le Road, and we've got that wrong
because the pollution is rather detectible long term and in the meantime we've already given
approvals for development, so what happens then?

MR PRATTLEY: We're not talking about we're talking about this site in this

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes. I just want to highlight as well because people may see
this as a test case, as a precedent that is set in order to move on to other areas to subdivide
and urbanise

MR PRATTLEY: The Commission

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: and that is a real risk there.

MR PRATTLEY: The Commission has made it very clear that any question of that will be
subject to the review of policy. I mean, this site has had extensive testing done on it and for
that reason we are treating it as a bit of a test case because we can monitor before and
after, but the policy will look at that wider issue. I suppose my question was: many of the
sources you've identified there are Department of Water

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: and the Commission would normally rely on Department of Water
and Environmental Protection Authority for guidance and advice on this matter and both of
those agencies are comfortable with it progressing. I suppose I would ask you directly, I

suppose: why should we believe your view rather than the collective view of those agencies?

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: With due respect, it worries me that the agencies have not
spoken up and highlighted these issues.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: It does worry me and why am I here and why am I saying

this? Because I look that's why I mentioned my degree before. I've worked also for five or
six years in my current employment in an environmental area. I work in a major housing
facility. We handle significant volumes of dangerous goods, so I kind of know what I'm
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talking about.

MR PRATTLEY: I understand that.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: And I can direct you to the papers.

DR HAMILTON: Thank you for that. It's very important that these issues are raised
because they have to be looked at very carefully.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Any other questions? Thank you all very much for your
contribution.

MR THURSTON: Actually, if you don't mind, I'm just searching for a paper from the
Department of Water that I'm sure I have that is contrary to what you've just said, so they
seem to be saying different things, depending on who you speak to at the Department of
Water.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: Yes, I know.

MR THURSTON: Sorry. I've just

MR PRATTLEY: Probably like many issues, there's lots of differing scientific views about
things that governments or departments have to

MR THURSTON: This was produced on 20 January from the people who apparently are
responsible for it. They say

DR HAMILTON: Can we have that?

MR THURSTON: that it's valid it's a very valuable resource, so this has left us very
confused as to what in fact is

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR THURSTON: I think you've seen this document.

MR PRATTLEY: I don't think anyone is suggesting the Jandakot water mound is not a
valuable resource.

DR HAMILTON: No. No, certainly not.

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: They'd be prepared to urbanise on the crest of the mound?

MR PRATTLEY: Well, that decision hasn't been made yet. That's what this hearing is
about. That's what issues the Commission and government will look at in making a decision
about that, but there are certainly some people who have a view that you can manage those
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impacts better through urbanisation than our alternative form and that's at the crux of this
issue, I guess, but this isn't a forum for debate, I'm sorry. We don't

MS LIED-CORDRUWISCH: No, no question of it. Yes, we understand. Thank you very
much for giving us this opportunity.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Thank you very much.

DR HAMILTON: Thank you for your clear and well presented submissions.
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Mr Daniel Arndt and Mr Andrew Trosic
representing The City of Cockburn

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Andrew?

MR TROSIC: And Daniel as well.

MR PRATTLEY: And Daniel. Welcome. Gentlemen, welcome. I probably don't have to
introduce myself or Carol, you're probably aware of, and Bruce I'm sure you've come across.

CR ADAMS: Yes. Good afternoon.

MR TROSIC: Yes, it is, too.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. Apologies. We were delayed in starting today.

MR TROSIC: No, that's fine.

MR PRATTLEY: We'll pass straight over to you. Thank you.

MR ARNDT: I guess the City would like the opportunity just to reiterate its submission in
that the City has indicated that it's supportive of the actual rezoning in terms of the MRS
rezoning from industry to urban. The City has identified this land as being significantly
undeveloped. Under its current scheme at the moment, we do have approval for it to
actually be subdivided into special rural allotments. There are concerns that environmental
concerns special ruling would in fact potentially have a greater or more adverse impact on
the water table than a potential controlled urban development.

The City has, obviously, taken into consideration in making its decision advice on the
information supplied by the Department of Water and the EPA, both of which conclusively
came back in terms of indicating support. So it's on that basis that the City has indicated
support. I'll turn over to Andrew and Andrew will probably go to some of the specifics.

MR TROSIC: Yes; and I guess thank you for the opportunity to present here today. We
really recognise Directions 2031 as one of our key documents that need to inform our
planning and I guess commensurate with that is the focus upon, you know, looking at
opportunities for urban in-fill and I guess we've recognised Cockburn Activity Centre as our
most, you know, important centre of activity where you've got already a significant
infrastructure developed on the ground. We've got land planned for growing employment
opportunities and things like that.

So when the Banjup proposal was initially floated with the City, we very much were looking
at those two aspects of the environmental issues and also the overriding growth pressures
that we're facing as a City and as a region going forward and I think the City has been very
clear in, you know, ensuring that the environmental sensitivities set a very clear context to
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how future development of this land needs to be considered, but obviously being an adjunct
to the actual activity centre and provided we can get those good links between the actual
activity centre, ideally the train station and other areas of local employment and this actual
area, you know, we've potentially got 160 hectares of land to possibly accommodate, in an
ideal sense up to 2000 additional dwellings, compared with, as Daniel said, a special rural
outcome which would otherwise be the outcome for this land of possibly 52 lots, 52
dwellings, and most like the opportunity for further strengthening of the actual activity centre
is lost forever.

I think it has been a really important decision for the City to be taken along the journey with
and certainly I think that, hopefully, we've set in place some very key sort of requirements
from our respect, you know, not just best practice but beyond best practice water sensitive
urban design approaches that ensure that this isn't, you know, seen as anything other than,
you know, a really important test case to actually demonstrate how this type of development
needs to be considered, also bearing in mind the other growth pressures and the
environmental issues we're facing as a whole region going forward.

We've also been very mindful of landowner expectations and the City has actually written to
all landowners about the actual water mound, you know, been quite, hopefully, up-front
explaining the position that it arrived at in respect of this Banjup land and, hopefully, to you

know, not necessarily seek, you know, to get support as such from those landowners who
find themselves in similar situations, but at least hopefully enable them to be understanding
that we're being fully open and fully up-front about why this one is seen as a unique
opportunity considering the broader nature of most of the other lots above the water mound,
especially south of Armada le Road, being quite disjointed from the actual activity centre,
generally being sort of quite fragmented, two hectares and above in lot sizing, comprising a
lot of remnant vegetation and things like that.

We've sort of tried to manage those things which, having observed the meeting which the
local MLA organised some time back at the Glen Iris Golf Course

MR PRATTLEY: I remember that.

MR TROSIC: Yes, yes. Looking at the presentation and it was very it was seen there was
still a lot of views that were, you know, sort of being driven from property rights and things
like that, which has been a very difficult thing to manage but, hopefully, we've set in place an
outcome that at least we believe is rigorous and robust and can be stood behind.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks, Andrew. Questions, Carol?

CR ADAMS: The only issue I have there are several issues, but the main one that seems
to remonstrate through some of the previous speakers and discussions ourselves, is the
traffic management. You know it's an old acorn there.

MR TROSIC: No. Look, I mean, it was interesting on the drive in we were actually talking
about it and we were actually saying, "Maybe we should have included it in the submission
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that Jandakot Road will actually become a blue road," because the reality is that Jandakot
Road and Armada le Road are really going to be major connectors. They already serve that
purpose with a lot of development happening east of Warton Road in Armada le and those
localities in terms of acting as feeder routes through obviously to the Berrigan Drive
intersection and the Bee liar Drive intersections on the freeway.

The City is very cognisant of that. We've obviously been working with the consultants on the
project in terms of clearly indicating that there are going to need to be significant road
upgrades beyond just this subdivision and that the expectation is that there will be
contributions having to be made by these developments, but as I said, there is already
pressure on, in particular Jandakot Road, in terms of we're going to have to seriously look at
that.

The City is currently working quite closely with Main Roads in terms of doing a sub-regional
traffic network study, results of which should be finalised. Quite a detailed modelling study
has been undertaken and they should actually be finalised they should have actually
already been finalised, but in the next couple of weeks at least in terms of us moving forward
and a lot of that has looked at the issue of things like the North Lake Road traffic bridge and
the necessary interconnections.

One of the issues that we have had is the lack of parallel routes to the freeway, so it's not
only having the east-west connectors, but is also maintaining those north-south parallel
routes.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MR TROSIC: And obviously there is opportunities here to actually have, once again, a bit of
connector through the potential estate going through from Jandakot Road to

Armadale Road.

MR PRATTLEY: Presumably, the sub-regional structure planning will pick up some of
those bigger issues

MR TROSIC: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: of road designations and the overall plan.

MR TROSIC: Yes.

CR ADAMS: I would imagine also public transport is so important here because at the
moment, as you know, the Cockburn Central carpark is full.

MR TROSIC: And that's certainly one of the aspects we've been working with the
consultants on at the moment is to try and look at ways of providing alternatives to private
transport in terms of the connections between this estate and
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CR ADAMS: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks, Daniel. Andrew. Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: Yes, thanks. I support the comments on the traffic management. The
other one is looking at your separate local planning scheme for this it's a local planning
scheme not a local planning strategy, "Therefore the WAPC has noted the City's
recommendation for a separate LPS amendment."

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. That was concurrent in

MR TROSIC: That was under the section 126(3) because we're looking at structuring our
scheme beyond just a zoning change, but also putting in development area provisions which
secure things like water management practices, develop contribution arrangements

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR TROSIC: density targets and things like that. Yes.

DR HAMILTON: Well, I think you've sort of answered my question. What area will that
cover? Is that for the whole of the City of Cockburn or just

MR TROSIC: The whole for the project area. So we're expecting to receive a scheme
amendment proposal in the short-term future. Basically, our structure planning areas work
on sort of two simple frameworks. The underlying zone is a development zone, but on all
our development zones we actually include a development area, a special control area, and
that development area, control area, lists provisions which a structure plan must actually
achieve, so that will list things

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR TROSIC: specific to this area and will just be specific to the area.

DR HAMILTON: Specific to that?

MR TROSIC: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: So you wouldn't be looking at a bit wider than that just for the specific
area?

MR ARNDT: Well, as Andrew alluded to, we actually do have development contribution
areas and to the areas between this and the freeway, there is actually covered by a DCA at
the moment which relates in terms of the road infrastructure and, in particular, the North
Lake Road traffic bridge and the connection through. In relation to this one, yes, there will
be DCA's in relation to hard infrastructure. The City also already has a development
contribution scheme that's actually a city wide one for the community infrastructure and
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obviously that will need to be readjusted to actually take on board if this rezoning goes
through, what impact the additional 2000 residents will have in terms of additional
community requirements and also how that impacts on the contribution scheme.

DR HAMILTON: Okay. That's answered my question. It's been raised probably in all the
submissions so far that there are wider issues than just for the site. So we've talked about
the traffic management and congestion. The other two that we've had put before us are the
hydrology and the links into well, the work that's been done is showing that the superficial
aquifer here is largely constrained by a coffee rock layer and the

MR ARNDT: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: groundwater that's taken is below that coffee rock area, but clearly
that has implications outside the particular development and the other one is Bush Forever
and other areas of native vegetation where you might want to be looking at a more strategic
approach to the future management of those in terms of specific areas, specific habitat and
connections, but I guess that's a conversation we can have a bit further down the track.

MR ARNDT: Yes.

DR HAMILTON: But that was what was behind my initial question.

MR ARNDT: Sure. Certainly the envision is twofold there and one, as Andrew has pointed
out, is creating it as a development control area, so you actually have specific provisions that
need to be incorporated within the structure plan

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR ARNDT: and then, obviously, the next layer down is then within the actual
structure planning process of covering off some of those issues.

DR HAMILTON: Thank you.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you very much, Daniel and Andrew. Thank you.

MR TROSIC: No problems.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you.

MR ARNDT: Thank you for your time.

MR PRATTLEY: Sorry we kept you waiting.

MR TROSIC: No, that's not a worry.
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Ms Monya Rapp
representing herself and Mr Roy Rapp

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. The last submission. Monya, is that how you pronounce it?

MS RAPP: Monya.

MR PRATTLEY: Monya?

MS RAPP: Yes. Hi.

MR PRATTLEY: Monya. Welcome.

MS RAPP: Thank you. Good afternoon to you all.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks; and to you, too.

MS RAPP: Thanks for the opportunity for me to present my opinion on this proposal for
Stock land. I'll be mostly reading what I've prepared

MR PRATTLEY: That's fine.

MS RAPP: so if you don't mind, with all due respect, we'll leave the questions till the
end.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes. That's fine.

MS RAPP: Thank you. Okay. Firstly, I'd like to point out that we live in a country that is
inherently democratic in nature not an autocracy. In a democracy, equality and freedom
have both been identified as important characteristics since ancient times. These principles
are reflected in all citizens being equal before the law and having equal access to legislative
processes. For example, in a representative democracy, every vote has equal weight. No
unreasonable restrictions can apply to anyone seeking to become a representative and the
freedom of its citizens is secured by legislative rights and liberties which are generally
protected by a constitution.

By its very nature, all citizens must be treated equally. I don't believe this has been the case
with the resource side. I personally don't object to the Stock land site being urbanised, but
feel the same opportunities should be given to adjoining landowners who have the same
restrictions on their land and have the same desires. What I've requested is that if the
Stock land site can be downgraded to a P3 area, as endorsed by the DoW, with its position
being the centre of the top section of the resource zone, then owners of land in the
surrounding area with the same restrictions should also be given the same priority
downgrading.
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I know that the landowners who wish to develop the land would be willing to be subject to the
same conditions for approval as the Stock land site. I, along with my immediate neighbours,
submitted a proposal for rezoning to urban deferred through Greg Rowe and Associates,
who you may be familiar with, who by the way are very familiar with this type of submission,
and have had success in the past with similar projects similar to the Stock land site and
were told that it was premature, yet the very next month after we received this response from
WAPC, the Stock land site was given conditional approval in October of 2011, which was
then up for public comment and endorsement by Cockburn Council in December of 2010.

I believe the local council and government bodies need to be transparent and accountable to
the public. We as Australian citizens and taxpayers are getting a raw deal with certain
submissions getting priority over others. Greg Rowe and Associates had written to WAPC
about their response to us regarding our submission and more than four months later, I still

hadn't received a reply. When I did finally receive a response, it didn't address any of the
points that were made in the letter.

There are a few points I'd like to draw your attention to concerning the resource zone. In my
opinion, the resource zone is no longer a valid restriction for land on the Jandakot water
mound to be rezoned as the Jandakot Underground Water Treatment Plant is no longer
operational and hasn't been for quite some time. Seeing the underground water is no longer
used for the purpose of drinking water, as it was originally intended, the policy protecting the
underground water is obsolete.

The fact that WAPC were the ones who initiated the amendment, I believe they must be well
aware of this fact and the groundwater is no longer needed to be protected for that
purpose. Given all the factors that have been impacting the groundwater in the Jandakot-
Banjup area for a number of years, it seems rather strange that the zoning change has taken
this long to be reviewed. We have noxious industry to the west of the subject site, which has
now been renamed industrial. The name change doesn't alter what is being done on the
land. It just makes it sound more acceptable, considering it is adjacent to the resource zone.

There's a lot of toxic waste being generated in the area that would have a negative impact
on the groundwater despite the fact that it is not in the resource zone, the reason being that
water has no boundary and cannot be restricted by lines on a map. To the north of the
industrial area is a golf course, which would have huge amounts of nitrate and other
nutrients contaminating the groundwater on a regular basis.

To the east is Jandakot Airport, which is supposedly in a P1 area, but would have large
amounts of oil, fuel and other chemicals leaching into the groundwater due to the very nature
of its operations. Also with the new Jandakot city development to the north of that, major
industry is also having an impact on the groundwater. This land was also zoned in the P1,
P2 area.

Well head protection zones are also in place, but have been completely ignored in some
instances. The residential subdivision across the road from our lot was approved back in
2002, in spite of it being just metres away from the well head. This rendered the bore at
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Lot 50 completely useless as the minimum distance from a well head is meant to be
300 metres. It seems to me the rules are only good for some and not for others.

In comparison to the Stock land site, our land is in a better location for future urbanisation, as
it has all the services available at the street front and is the most logical position to
commence the process of rezoning, as it is opposite to residential and industrial land and at
the boundary of the resource zone. Council has written to surrounding landowners informing
them of the reluctance to fragment the resource zone, but have actually done exactly that by
approving in principle the rezoning of the residential of the Stock land site, which is in excess
of 150 hectares.

The site in question is in the middle of Priority 2 in the resource zone and in the top half, I

should say, of the resource zone the same distance from the regional centre as most of the
smaller lots in the top half. Should it be granted Priority 3 status, I believe the surrounding
landowners should also get the same privilege, just to be fair to all the
landowners. Furthermore, as the land in the P2 area is bound by the same conditions as
any of the land in the P2 area, I believe it should be looked at as a whole.

We have been attempting to have our land rezoned since 2002 and have had our
submission rejected since then. There has been residential development across the road
from our land since 2002 and a more recent rezoning to showrooms on the corner of
Berrigan Drive and Prinsep Road in Jandakot. This site was also zoned P2 originally. I'm

also aware of at least one other approval for urban development that was granted recently
by WAPC that was also in the P2 area and that is the Wandi MRS amendment in
2009. Also, our proposal was not referred to any other authorities or agencies for comment
and therefore WAPC are not aware of the position of the authorities or agencies on our
proposal.

Given that they have supported the Banjup proposal, I would imagine they shouldn't have
any objection to our proposal being approved for rezoning as the size of the Banjup urban
precinct far outweighs the size of our proposal. Another issue we have to deal with now is
the ANEF contours, as there's a change in the pipeline since December 2011 to increase the
restriction for residential development to under the 20 ANEF contour.

If our proposal was approved conditionally at the same time as the Stock land site, this would
not have been an issue. Why should residents bear 100 per cent of the extra costs
associated with aircraft noise? Shouldn't the noise emitter or polluter be paying these
costs? It is also generally accepted in the industry that the protected ANEF contours for
2029 and 2030 are not accurate. Aircraft noise can be reduced as well by the use of
comprehensive noise abatement procedures, so there are ways of controlling the noise
pollution.

Using the transit orientated development catchment and Directions 2031 guidelines, all the
land in the resource zones surrounded by the Banjup MRS proposal under P2 meet the
requirements to be earmarked for urban expansion. In fact about 22 landowners in the
adjacent area to the subject site put in a submission to the Outer Metropolitan Perth and
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Peel Subregional Strategy in December of 2010 to be included in the urban expansion
area. However, just the Stock land site was chosen. What are the reasons for the inclusion
and our exclusion from urban expansion 2011 to 2015?

Some of the objectors of Directions 2031 include the following comments:

All people should be able to easily meet their education, employment, recreation,
service and consumer needs within a reasonable distance of their home. We
should grow within the constraints placed on us by the environment we live
in. We have the responsibility to manage urban growth and make the most
efficient use of available land and infrastructure, developing and revitalising
activity centres as attractive places in which to invest, live and work, ensuring
that economic development and accessibility to employment and form urban
expansion, planning for an adequate supply of housing and land in response to
population growth and changing community needs, facilitating increased housing
diversity, adaptability, affordability and choice; planning and development key,
public transport corridors, urban corridors and transit orientated development to
accommodate increased housing needs and encourage reduced vehicle use.

Furthermore, we are aware that the Jandakot Groundwater Treatment Plant, as I mentioned
before, is no longer operational and has been for some years. So why this cover up by both
Cockburn Council and WAPC to keep it under wraps and make out they're still protecting the
underground water in the resource zone?

Yes, just one other thing. I just wanted to point out where our proposal was in comparison to
the subject sites. The purple section is the subject site and ours is where the arrow points,
so it's right next door to it.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Yes.

MS RAPP: So if you want copies, I can provide them for you.

MR PRATTLEY: Thank you. Yes.

MS RAPP: Sorry, it was quite a long spiel.

MR PRATTLEY: No, that's all right. No, no. That's what the hearing is about. No

questions from you, Carol? Bruce?

DR HAMILTON: No, that was very clear.

MS RAPP: Okay. I've got some photos as well if you're interested. I know they haven't
turned out that great, but it just shows, you know, contamination of the land in the industrial
area that is adjacent to the resource zone, if it's of any interest to you.

MR PRATTLEY: I did notice when I was on site inspection there were some interesting
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uses there.

MS RAPP: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: I'm pretty sure it's not a noxious industrial zone. I think you used the word
"noxious".

MS RAPP: It was initially. Prior to being changed to industrial, it was called a noxious
industry.

MR PRATTLEY: Was it?

MS RAPP: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay.

DR HAMILTON: So there's some history there.

MS RAPP: Yes, that's right because I've been following this quite closely. Yes, that's just
some housing directly across the road.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes, yes.

MS RAPP: And this is the Jandakot city

CR ADAMS: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: Yes.

MS RAPP: which you're probably aware of, anyway.

MR PRATTLEY: We're aware of that. Thank you.

CR ADAMS: Yes.

MS RAPP: That's pretty much it.

MR PRATTLEY: Okay. Thank you very much for your submission. We'll give
consideration of that. We don't have the capacity as part of this process to extend
boundaries beyond what was advertised, so I can't promise we'll be able to but clearly, the
issues raised are broader issues we are looking at and we will address those issues in our
report.

MS RAPP: Okay. Terrific. Okay. Thank you so much.

MR PRATTLEY: I appreciate your contribution.
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MS RAPP: I appreciate your time.

DR HAMILTON: Yes, thank you.

MR PRATTLEY: My apologies we were a little late in starting.

MS RAPP: No, that's no problem at all. Thank you.

MR PRATTLEY: Thanks, Monya. Okay. Well, that's the end of the submissions.

DR HAMILTON: Yes.

MR PRATTLEY: At this stage we'll throw the public out of the room. Thank you,
gentlemen, for participating.
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