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NORTH STONEVILLE TOWN SITE — STRUCTURE PLAN 34 
Grievance 

MR M. HUGHES (Kalamunda) [9.30 am]: My grievance to the Minister for Planning is about the North Stoneville 
town site, proposed in structure plan 34. Should that development proceed, it would see the creation of 1 410 residential 
lots with upwards of an additional 4 000 residents living in an entirely new town in the Perth hills. My constituents 
submitted 823 submissions in objection to the plan. Over 1 000 people attended the special council meeting on 
Tuesday, 27 August, when the council dealt with the application. Over two hours, a total of 21 questions were asked 
and 18 deputations made by the public in strong opposition. Common themes emerged: the patently inadequate 
attention to road infrastructure provided in the plan; major loss of important flora and fauna; deficient environmental 
assessment in general; major concerns about the proposed wastewater treatment facility; and the prospect of 
catastrophic bushfire risks. 
The shire’s planning staff recommended refusal of the plan based on the demonstrated lack of a local road system 
to deal with the traffic movements that will be generated. The elected members added three additional planning 
reasons that SP 34 should not be approved. Bushfire risk, absence of adequate environmental assessment and 
approvals, and the absence of plans for future public transport were at the forefront of the council’s concerns. The 
community understands that under the current statutory planning framework, the Western Australian Planning 
Commission, and not the minister, will determine whether SP 34 is approved. 

The statutory processes provide the means for the local authority to comment on the proposed structure plan. The 
council has made a recommendation on what it regards as appropriate planning within the context of the Perth 
hills. The council has unanimously rejected the plan as inappropriate. The council and the community quite rightly 
ask the question: does “appropriate planning” mean the clearing of 186 hectares of native vegetation in the hills 
and the major loss of habitat that that entails? Given the increased fire risk in our forested areas due to climate 
change, the lessons learnt from Victoria and our own devastating 2014 Parkerville, Stoneville and Mount Helena 
fires and the 2008 Stoneville fires, the council questions the magnitude of urbanisation proposed by the plan in 
what is a high to extreme bushfire-prone area. It is hoped that full consideration is given by the Western Australian 
Planning Commission to the detailed assessment and advice provided by the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services on this important matter. 

In order to proceed, the plan would require the installation of a privately run large capacity alternative wastewater 
treatment plant in the absence of access to mains sewerage. The plant would be located in the Willow Creek and 
Susannah Brook water catchment areas, and the high volume of treated wastewater would be discharged into the 
public open space of Clutterbuck Creek and the Jane Brook water catchment. The prospect of the land being placed 
in the urban zone received strong community opposition in the 1990s. Nearly 30 years on, this opposition has not 
waned, but has strengthened. 

I met with representatives from Satterley in February this year at their request following the outcry from the 
public when the details of the plan were advertised for comment. The fact that the broad community was made 
aware of the details of this significant proposal just before Christmas 2018 and were initially provided with 
a matter of a few days into early January to offer comment points to a deficiency and significant weakness in 
the statutory planning process. Interestingly, the representatives from Satterley pointed to the community 
consultation that occurred in mid-2018, constituting a couple of dozen invited stakeholders who attended 
a briefing on the plan, and commented that there was no statutory requirement on their part for this to be done 
at all. 

It is of interest to me that in crafting the submission, the technical advisory group that was established was made 
up of shire planners, representatives of the applicant and their consultants, and state government agencies. In this 
respect, developers and commercial interests having that kind of access to advice from those involved in the approval 
process causes great concern to the wider community. As one constituent has put it, once the application has been 
massaged by the bureaucrats and the plan is out for comment, the public is placed in an adversarial position and 
objectors are characterised as nimbys or tree huggers or ill-informed or deliberately misleading. In fact, when the 
Satterley representatives briefed me in February, that is exactly how they characterised the genuine concerns of 
the Save Perth Hills group. The community considers the landowner and developer have all the planning approval 
cards stacked in their favour. 

We have moved on since the 1990s. The plan is anachronistic in light of the state government’s determination to 
provide for the sustainable population growth of Perth by means of urban infill and urban consolidation around 
transport nodes. The development of a large, completely new satellite township on the edge of the metropolitan 
area is not desirable in light of the current planning policy, the push for urban consolidation and the avoidance of 
urban sprawl. Rather, what is needed is the opportunity to develop judicious expansion of the existing village 
localities and the principal town sites across the hills, such as Mundaring, in keeping with the rural amenity of the 
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Perth hills. This amenity has important social, environmental and economic benefits to the state that need conserving 
and protecting. What might have been seen as a good idea in 1994 and the 1997 promulgated local subdivision 
and infrastructure plan 265, on which SP 34 is substantially based and which was a prerequisite to the zoning of 
the subject land as urban, is outdated and outmoded. The state must not be trapped by yesterday’s thinking. 

If an amended plan that reduces the scale of the project and addresses the concerns of the shire council is not 
achievable on commercial grounds, arguably this would demonstrate that the project is not suitable for the hills. 
Merely having land zoned urban should not convey an absolute right to a landowner to a development that is 
out of step with contemporary views on sustainable planning for Perth. I thank the minister for hearing my 
community’s grievance. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [9.37 am]: I thank the member for Kalamunda for his 
grievance and his strong work with the community. As the local member, his job is to work with his local constituents 
and local community to identify their issues and make sure they are brought to the public and also into this place. 
As Minister for Planning, I get to start a lot of things, but normally I am part of a longer process—some very good, 
some not so good. I am a minister among many ministers who must determine a range of proposals across the 
community. This is one that started many years ago. I met with the action group and representatives from the office 
of the member for Kalamunda. It was during a community cabinet meeting and the member was with the Premier 
at the time, as I recall. As I have said many times, we deal with the issues in front of us. If we start from scratch, 
we might start with a different position. However, as the Minister for Planning, one inherits many processes, and 
this is one such situation. 

There has been a long history to the planning of the North Stoneville town site. Structure plan 34 for the site was 
approved by the then Shire of Mundaring in 1998. In 1999, the Western Australian Planning Commission noted 
the structure plan as a basis for the initiation of an amendment to the metropolitan region scheme to support future 
urban development. In 2003, the subject land was zoned urban deferred as part of MRS amendment 1019/33. 
In October 2016, the WAPC resolved to lift the urban deferred zoning of the North Stoneville town site in the MRS 
as it was satisfied that sufficient information had been provided to demonstrate that the site could be connected to 
a private wastewater service. The original urban deferment and the eventual lifting took years, subject to the water 
and sewerage issue. The site was then identified, as I said, through the metropolitan region scheme, for urban 
development. A structure plan was prepared for the North Stoneville area and the town site. The structure plan 
applied to an area of 555 hectares and proposed approximately 1 400 lots, including a number of amenities and 
services. The structure plan was advertised by the Shire of Mundaring from 7 December 2018 to 10 January 2019. 
A total of 957 submissions were received and a majority objected to the structure plan. The key issues, as the 
member raised, have been about the level of density, the wastewater treatment, which continues to be an issue of 
concern, the traffic implications, fire management, environmental considerations, and I suppose, to sum up, the 
scale of the development in general, which is what the member raised, and some of the competing interests in town 
centre development in other local towns. 

Another issue that is not raised in my notes had to do with access to public transport services. Last week, the Shire of 
Mundaring resolved to recommend that the Western Australian Planning Commission refuse the structure plan for 
a number of reasons, including transport, which we talked about, servicing bushfires, and environmental matters. 
I understand that that structure plan has been forwarded to the WAPC for consideration, and the WAPC will take into 
account the shire’s recommendations and comments raised during advertising, and will undertake a comprehensive 
assessment of the structure plan under the current planning framework. 

As I said, with all these processes, there are statutory and legal issues that need to be dealt with. I trust and understand 
that the WAPC will go through this one, given the significant community interest, and understand and work with 
some of the community concerns that have been raised about this development. Because I am not involved in that 
part of the process, I cannot provide too much more comment about what the WAPC will or will not do, but I think 
the member can be satisfied that the WAPC will take some time and go into a lot of analysis. As I said before, in 
this role I have inherited a number of processes and previous decisions, and I must work within that framework to 
facilitate good outcomes. The member has been working tirelessly with the local community, and I understand his 
concerns and those of his community on this issue. As Minister for Planning, as I have said in relation to a number 
of things that happen at times, if I were starting from scratch, I would question it, but I inherit a lot of processes, 
and there are legal responsibilities and other issues that could make the state subject to significant compensation 
should I make some very different decisions. However, the WAPC will consider all the issues raised. I thank the 
member for his concern. I met with the local community group, and I understand its concerns, and I urge the 
member to continue to work with his community to express his concerns on this development. 
 


	NORTH STONEVILLE TOWN SITE — STRUCTURE PLAN 34
	Grievance


