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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 1329/57
Henley Brook Urban Precinct

Report on Submissions

1 Introduction

At its 23 August 2017 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 57 of the Planning and Development Act 2005.

The amendment was initiated as a minor amendment to the MRS as the proposal was
considered as being relatively minor in nature. The principal differences between the minor
and the major MRS amendment processes are that the former includes a 60 day advertising
period while the period for the latter is three months. Further, the former is not required to
be placed before Parliament (for 12 sitting days) while the latter is.

2  The proposed amendment

Purpose

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 rezone approximately 262.82 hectares from the Rural
zone to the Urban zone in the MRS. This amendment will facilitate further planning to
enable the future development of the amendment area for residential and related purposes.

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 scheme amendment does not require assessment
under Part IV Division 3 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and that it is not
necessary to provide any advice or recommendations.

A copy of the notice from the EPA was included at Appendix A of the previously published
Amendment Report.

4  Call for submissions

The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 17 November 2017 to

19 January 2018.The amendment was made available for public inspection during ordinary
business hours at the:



i)
i)
ii)

Western Australian Planning Commission, Perth;
City of Swan; and

the State Reference Library, Northbridge.

During the public inspection period, notice of the amendment was published in The West
Australian and relevant local newspaper/s circulating in the locality of the amendment.

5 Submissions

Ninety four 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.

Fourteen submissions contained neutral or no comments on the amendment, or
raised matters relating to subsequent stages of the planning process. These
submissions are primarily from government agencies.

Seventy-one submissions of support (comprising 66 submissions on two pro-
formas).

Nine submissions objecting to the amendment were received.

Significant issues raised in submissions which require further consideration are discussed in
Part 6 of this report 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 Main issues raised in submissions

6.1 Impact of Urbanisation on the Lifestyle of Current Residents

Submitters object to the amendment on the grounds of its impact on the lifestyles of existing
residents, as follows:

Submitters purchased their properties on the understanding that Henley Brook was
intended to remain a semi-rural suburb set aside for horse hobby farms and similar
uses, and that it would remain that way into the future.

Submitters had been advised that the Henley Brook area would remain Rural in the
long term due to the importance of protecting the groundwater mound.

If the amendment proceeds and submitters maintain the current use of their
properties, they will be limited in their ability to ride their horses off their properties
to bridle trails or undertake other rural residential pursuits due to encroaching
urban development.

The urbanisation of the amendment area will have an adverse impact on the
amenity of the Swan Valley.



WAPC Comments

The finalisation of the amendment contributes to the implementation of the WAPC's North-
East Sub-Regional Planning Framework, which forms part of the Perth and Peel @ 3.5
Million strategic suite of planning documents. Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million provides
strategic guidance to government agencies and local governments on land use, land supply,
land development, environmental protection, infrastructure investment and the delivery of
physical and community/social infrastructure for the Perth and Peel regions. It makes the
case for change from a business-as-usual perspective to a more considered, connected,
consolidated urban form which avoids and protects areas with significant environmental
value.

Notwithstanding the concerns of objecting submitters regarding the urbanisation of the
amendment area, the majority of submissions support the urbanisation of the Henley Brook
area. Many submitters advise that the adjacent urban development is having a detrimental
impact on their current rural-residential lifestyle, and that its effects have already curtailed
their use and enjoyment of their properties through traffic, noise and other impacts. The
transfer of the amendment area to the Urban zone will not prevent existing landowners from
continuing to use their properties for their current purposes, but will provide those who wish
to further develop their properties with that opportunity. The Perth metropolitan area has a
substantial supply of rural-residential land, much of which is located in the north-east
corridor, which provides opportunities for those landowners who wish to maintain their
current lifestyles and relocate to an area less affected by the impacts of existing adjacent
urban development.

The amendment is outside of the Swan Valley and will be separated from it in the future by
the extension of Henley Brook Avenue which will form the eastern boundary of this urban
cell.

Submissions dismissed.

6.2 Impact of Urbanisation on the Environment

Submitters object to the amendment on the grounds of its impact on the environment, raising
the following concerns:

. The Henley Brook area forms a wildlife corridor from Whiteman Park to the Swan
Valley between existing urban development to its north and south.

. The urbanisation of the area will result in the loss of trees and other vegetation.
This will result in a loss of habitat for White and Red Tailed Cockatoos and will
contribute to the increase of the urban heat island effect.

o The urbanisation of the amendment area will impact on the Gnangara Groundwater
mound as it will reduce the amount of naturally infiltrating water to recharge the
mound and provide drinking water for Perth.

WAPC Comments

The finalisation of the amendment contributes to the implementation of the WAPC's North-
East Sub-Regional Planning Framework which avoids and protects areas with significant
environmental values, as discussed in response 6.1 above.



The amendment has been referred to the EPA which advised that it did not require
assessment and that it was not necessary to provide any advice or recommendations.
Further, the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions raised no objections to
the amendment on environmental grounds. Additional detailed work will be undertaken as
part of the structure planning stage of the amendment process to inform its preparation and
to avoid and protect environmental attributes where required. Given the parkland cleared
nature of the majority of the amendment area it is considered to have limited value as a
wildlife corridor.

The Amendment Report discussed the impact of the amendment on the Gnangara
Groundwater Mound and advised that amendments to the MRS which propose
intensification over a groundwater mound will only be supported where land has been
identified through a WAPC prepared or endorsed strategic planning document. As the
amendment area has been identified within the North-East Sub-Regional Planning
Framework the request complies with WAPC policy; protection of the groundwater resource
will continue to be addressed through subsequent stages of the planning process. In
addition to this, the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation raised no objections
to the finalisation of the amendment.

Submissions dismissed.

6.3 Request for Parks and Recreation Reservation

The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) raised concerns
regarding the management of the watercourse which runs through the amendment area and
flows into the Swan River. The DBCA recommends that the watercourse and at least
30 metres of foreshore reserve be reserved for Parks and Recreation.

WAPC Comments

The WAPC supports the inclusion of the watercourse and an appropriate foreshore area as
part of a local reserve for public open space to be provided through the structure planning
process. The reservation of the watercourse under the MRS for Parks and Recreation
purposes is not supported as the structure planning process will provide the opportunity for a
more comprehensive approach to the location and form of open space within the
amendment area.

Submission noted.

7  Responses and determinations

The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report. It is recommended that the
amendment be adopted for finalisation without modification.

8 Coordination of region and local scheme amendments

Under section 126(3) of the Planning and Development Act 2005, the WAPC has the option

of concurrently rezoning land that is being zoned Urban under the MRS, to a “Development”
zone (or similar) in the corresponding Local Planning Scheme.



WAPC Comment

The concurrent rezoning of the amendment area is supported by the City of Swan and will
provide for the further detailed planning of the amendment area through structure planning.
Accordingly, the WAPC supports the concurrent amendment of the City's Local Planning
Scheme 17 to the Residential Development zone.

9 Conclusion and recommendation

This report summarises the background to MRS minor amendment 1329/57 and examines
the various submissions made on it.

The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the advertised amendment as
shown generally on figure for Proposal 1 in Schedule 3, and in detail on the MRS
Amendment Plan listed in Appendix 1, should be approved and finalised.

The WAPC recommends that the Minister for Planning approves the amendment as
advertised.

10 Ministers decision

Amendments to the MRS using the provisions of section 57 of the Planning and
Development Act 2005 require the WAPC to provide a report and recommendation to the
Minister for Planning for approval. The Minister may approve, approve with modification or
decline to approve the proposed amendment.

The Minister, after considering the amendment, has agreed with the recommendation of the
WAPC and approved the amendment.

MRS amendment 1329/57 is now finalised as advertised and shown on WAPC Amending
Plan 3.2705 (and in more detail in the detail plans listed in Appendix 1), and has effect in the
MRS from the date of notice in the Government Gazette on 19 October 2018.
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Alphabetical Listing of Submissions
MRS Amendment 1329/57

Henley Brook Urban Precinct
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31
55
67

25
91

52
7
2

20

89

68

69

56

61

62

32

15
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47

22
6
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46

45
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57
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Anderson, Neville

Antulov, Slaven & Lea
Australian Gas Infrastructure Group - Dampier Bunbury Pipeline
(DBP)

Bavin, Laura

Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions - Swan River Trust,
Department of

Bogdanovic, Boris & Giovanna
Bonivento, Tanya

Brockhoff, Jay
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Bundesen, Lindsay

Carvell, Noel
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Clayden, Karleen

Cleary, Donald & Christine
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Cole, Ron

Collins, Peter

Colman, Derrick

Ctercteko, Neil & Dorothy
Denison, Margaret
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Education, Department of
Fire & Emergency Services (DFES), Department of
Fitzpatrick, Gerald & Rhonda
Fusco, Corato

Gane, Celeste

Giglietta, Jeanette

Guelfi, Nina

Gulyas, Sandor

Harrison, Keith & Marjorie
Health, Department of
Howes, Darryl & Tracy
Hunter, Kim

Johnstone, Amity & David
Kimes, Clinton

Kimes, Diane

Lapham, Rita

Long, Valerie & David
Lumley, Anthony

Marriott, John



Submission Number | Name

58 | Marriott, Lorna P
44 | Martin, Gerard
73 | Matthews, Thomas
79 | Mattioli, Anthony
72 | Maynard, Frank
43 | McKinley, Dennis
42 | McKinley, Dianne
8 | Meiklejohn, Alexander & Margaret
24 | Menzies, Gordon & Susan
53 | Mettam, Erl B
41 | Mifflin, Keith & Marlene
5 | Mines Industry Regulation and Safety (DMIRS), Department of
34 | Morgan, Brenda
80 | Morganti, Shirley
83 | Muraszko, Catherine
40 | Newman, Arthur & Tess
13 | Nguyen, Trung Hieu & Thi Long Binh
74 | Olson, Peter
16 | Ormesher, Nathan
17 | Ormesher, Shauna
18 | Ormesher, Trevor
87 | Powell, William
66 | Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD),
Department of
29 | Procter, John
64 | Public Transport Authority/Metronet
36 | Quadrio, Shane
75 | Reed, Michael & Suzanne
39 | Rimes, George
28 | Roberts, Brian
30 | Rozema, Theo
3 | Severn, Jessica
23 | Severn, Michael
10 | Severn, Murray
9 | Severn, Robert
11 | Severn, Shane
27 | Simmonds, Antonella & Michael
60 | Simmonds, David G
92 | Swan, City of
76 | Toland, Michael & Jacquie
82 | Transport (DoT), Department of / Main Roads WA (MRWA)
85 | Tsouris, George
26 | Unknown
88 | Viljoen, Iselle
77 | Waslin, John & Joanne
65 | Water & Environmental Regulation (DWER) (Land Use Planning -
Swan Avon Region), Department of
4 | Water Corporation
84 | Wildlife Care WA Inc.
50 | Wilson, Graham

Late Submissions | Name

93 | Aslett, Andrew & Julie
94 | Vinciullo, Vincenzo
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REFER TO THE SUBMISSIONS SECTION FOR A FULL COPY OF EACH WRITTEN
SUBMISSION AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Submission: 1

Submitted by: Judith & Neville Anderson

Summary of Submission: SUPPORT

The submitter advises of their support for the amendment, noting the land is no longer
suitable for a rural lifestyle. Considers the issues of traffic, rubbish and theft-potential since
the new developments at Morgan Fields and surrounds would be worse if the pocket of land
was left rural.

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 2,3,11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 45, 58, 59,

Submitted by: Jay Brockhoff, Jessica Severn, Shane Severn, Glen Dunn,
Jason Cobb, Nathan Ormesher, Shauna Ormesher, Trevor
Ormesher, Rodney Brown, Sandor Gulyas, Kim Hunter, Rita
Lapham, Lorna P Marriott, John Marriott

Summary of Submission: SUPPORT

These submissions are a pro-forma.

The submitters advise of their support for the amendment, and note that they look forward to
building a new home in this precinct.

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submissions noted.

Submission: 4

Submitted by: Water Corporation

Summary of Submission: COMMENTS

Gnangara Groundwater Protection Area

The Water Corporation notes that the amendment area is within the Gnangara Underground

Water Pollution Control Area (UWPCA) with a Priority 2 classification, and that this land use
classification carries certain land use restrictions.

Any changes to land use classification in the area will therefore need to be discussed with
the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation to establish a process for the



assessment and implementation of any changes to Underground Water Pollution Control
Area (UWPCA) classifications.

In the event that the ground water priority is re-classified the developer of the land will need
to liaise with the Water Corporation to decommission and replace affected groundwater
abstraction bores.

Wastewater infrastructure planning

The Water Corporation notes the wastewater conveyance planning for the Henley Brook
urban precinct will need to commence in the south-east corner and proceed westwards, due
to the fact the land naturally falls from the north-west to the south-east. The fragmented
ownership is expected to cause challenges for the logical staging for the development. The
staging of the wastewater planning and funding arrangements will be progressed during
structure planning, and agreed by the Water Corporation, to ensure the ultimate conveyance
planning for the area is not compromised.

Water infrastructure planning

The long term planning for the Ellenbrook Gravity Water Supply Scheme is being reviewed
to determine how to service the Henley Brook Urban area, including what headwork
upgrades are required. Water distribution main may need to be increased in size or
delivered earlier than is currently scheduled on the Corporation’s capital investment
program.

Planning Comment: The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation has been
consulted regarding the amendment and raised no objections to the proposed land use
change with regard to the Gnangara UWPCA. The comments of the Water Corporation
regarding water and wastewater servicing are noted and will be further considered at the
structure planning stage of the planning process.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 5, 12, 33, 64, 65, 81, 82

Submitted by: Department of Mines Industry Regulation and Safety,
Department of Health, Department of Education, Public
Transport Authority/Metronet, Department of Water and
Environmental Regulation (Land Use Planning — Swan Avon
Region), Department of Fire and Emergency Services,
Department of Transport & Main Roads WA

Summary of Submission: COMMENT

The above servicing authorities and State Government agencies raise no objections, no
comment, refer to comments previously considered as part of the amendment process or
provide general comments that relate to the subsequent more detailed stages of the
planning and development process.

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (Land Use Planning — Swan Avon
Region) advises that the District Water Management Strategy prepared for the amendment
area is acceptable to support the finalisation of the amendment.

Where applicable, the proponent has been made aware of the above comments through
their inclusion in this Report on Submissions.



Planning Comment: Comments Noted.

Determination: Submissions Noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

6
Amity & David Johnstone

SUPPORT

The submitter advises of their support for the amendment, as the land is no longer suitable
for a rural lifestyle; and is inconsistent and incompatible with the surrounding residential
areas. The submitter notes that the rezoning is consistent with Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million
planning framework and the sub-regional planning framework and that they understand that
there are no environmental or heritage constraints to prohibit rezoning.

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission:
Submitted by:

Summary of Submission:

7
Tanya Bonivento

SUPPORT

The submitter advises of their support for the amendment, and would like the option to
develop their property for future residential.

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission:

Submitted by:

8,9, 10, 13, 19, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36,
37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 46, 47,48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55,
56, 57, 60, 61, 62, 63, 71, 72, 73, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 83, 86, 90,
93

Alexander & Margaret Meiklejohn, Robert Severn, Murray
Severn, Trung Hieu & Thi Long Binh Nguyen, Peter Collins,
Michael Severn, Gordon & Susan Menzies, Name Withheld,
Antonella & Michael Simmonds, Brian Roberts, John Procter,
Theo Rozema, Neville Anderson, Donald & Christine Cleary,
Brenda Morgan, Corato Fusco, Shane Quadrio, Valerie &
David Long, George Rimes, Arthur & Tess Newman, Keith &
Marlene Mifflin, Dianne McKinley, Dennis McKinley, Gerard
Martin, Diane Kimes, Darryl & Tracy Howes, Gregory & Delys
Adam, Margaret Denison, Graham Wilson, Gerald & Rhonda
Fitzpatrick, Boris & Giovanna Bogdanovic, Erl B Mettam, Nina
Guelfi, Slaven & Lea Antulov, Noel Carvell, Anthony Lumley,
David G Simmonds, Daryl Clayden, Karleen Clayden, Neil &



Dorothy Ctercteko, Keith & Marjorie Harrison, Frank Maynard,
Thomas Matthews, Michael & Jacquie Toland, John & Joanne
Waslin, Clinton Kimes, Anthony Mattioli, Shirley Morganti,
Catherine Muraszko, Jeanette Giglietta, Ron Cole, Andrew &
Julie Aslett

Summary of Submission: SUPPORT

These submissions are a pro-forma.

The submitters advise of their support for the amendment as it provides certainty for the
future use of their properties. Submitters consider the current rural land use incompatible
with surrounding residential areas, and note that the amendment is consistent with Perth and
Peel @ 3.5 million and that there are no environmental or heritage constraints to prevent the
rezoning.

Some submitters also added additional points in support of the rezoning.

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submissions noted.

Submission: 25
Submitted by: Laura Bavin
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter opposes the amendment as the changes proposed will be the beginning of the
end for Henley Brook and the Swan Valley. The submitter advises that as soon as the
properties on Brooklands are purchased by developers the impacts of urban development
and encroaching suburbia will cause rural land owners in the locality to leave.

The Swan Valley will lose its boundaries as property values decrease due to encroaching
suburbia. The Swan Valley is a special place and once it is gone there will be no turning
back, with Perth becoming a dull and average place as a result.

Planning Comment: The amendment does not propose or contemplate any changes to the
Swan Valley. The amendment area is outside the boundaries of the Swan Valley and the
Swan Valley Planning Act area, and will be separated from the Swan Valley in the future by
the extension of Henley Brook Avenue. The impact of future urban development on the
Swan Valley will be managed through subsequent stages of the planning process.

Determination: Submission Dismissed

Submission: 38
Submitted by: Derrick Colman

Summary of Submission: OBJECTION



The submitter objects to the amendment on the grounds of the impact of the urbanisation of
the area on their current lifestyle and amenity.

The submitter provides a number of examples of different groups of people who like the
locality the way it currently is, and who visit it because of its current lifestyle. The submitter is
concerned that the urbanisation of the area will force existing landowners to move if they
wish to maintain their lifestyle due to increased rates and the pressures of nearby
development.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the objections raised in the submission. The consideration of land rates is outside the scope
of this MRS amendment process and any queries in this regard are best directed to the City
of Swan.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 66
Submitted by: Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development
Summary of Submission: COMMENT

The MRS rezoning is supported provided consideration is given to the potential conflicts
between urban land and the rural zoned land to the east.

Planning Comment: The land to the east is zoned Rural Residential in the City of Swan
Local Planning Scheme No. 17, and is identified for continuing Rural Residential purposes
on Plan 1 of the Framework. It is noted that whilst Rural Residential zoned land is not
regarded as a rural land use under State Planning Policy 2.5 — Rural Planning, any buffering
requirements will be addressed as part of future structure planning of the amendment area.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 67
Submitted by: Australian Gas Infrastructure Group — Dampier Bunbury
Pipeline

Summary of Submission: COMMENT

The Dampier Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline corridor should be displayed on all plans,
consultation with DBP is required during structure planning to assess proposed land uses.
Public open space is considered the highest and best use of the corridor land.

Planning Comment: The DBNGP corridor traverses through the amendment area. The
existence of the corridor does not affect the MRS rezoning, as the corridor requirements will
be addressed during future structure planning stages. It is noted the corridor continues north
to Ellenbrook, which is zoned Urban in the MRS, and where it is contained in local open
space reserves.

Determination: Submission noted.




Submission: 68, 69

Submitted by: Jean Bundesen and Lindsay Bundesen

Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitters oppose the amendment on the following grounds:

The submitters purchased their properties on the understanding that Henley Brook was
intended to remain a semi-rural suburb set aside for horse hobby farms and similar
uses, and that it would remain that way into the future.

Approximately 10 years ago the relevant State and City of Swan authorities advised that
(to protect the Gnangara Mound water quality) Henley Brook was being rezoned Special
Rural and would never have the option to subdivide. This reinforced the submitters
decision to retain ownership of their property to maintain their lifestyle, notwithstanding
nearby Urban development in Brabham.

As urbanisation has taken place to the north and south of the submitters, it has become
obvious that Henley Brook properties form a critical wildlife corridor between the urban
areas, as well as providing partial protection to the Gnangara Mound water quality as
the urban areas do not provide for natural water soakage into shallow aquifers. The
most noticeable proof of the role that Henley Brook plays is the increased birdlife in the
area compared to Whiteman Park and adjacent urban areas due to a lack of trees.

If the amendment proceeds it will add a significant transport burden to the already
overloaded roads in the locality.

If the amendment proceeds and the proponents maintain their current use of the
property, they will be limited in their ability to ride their horses off the property by the
extension of Henley Brook Avenue.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
objections raised in the submission relating to the impact of urbanisation on current residents
lifestyles, and the flora and fauna. The impact of urbanisation on road network is considered
minimal in light of current and planned upgrades to the regional road network in the locality,
including the extension of Henley Brook Avenue to the east of the amendment area.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 70

Submitted by: Celeste Gane

Summary of Submission: SUPPORT

The submitter supports the amendment, subject to those blocks fronting Park Street being
2000m? in size (equivalent to the submitters own block on the southern side of Park Street).
Alternatively the submitter requests that they are allowed to subdivide their own property to
lots of less than 2000m? if the amendment is approved. The submitter requests that blocks
are not allocated to Public Housing.



Planning Comment: The land abutting Park Street is zoned Urban in the MRS and
Residential Development under LPS 17, and is therefore outside the scope of this MRS
amendment. The subdivision potential of the submitters land is best raised with the City of
Swan given that the current zoning requires structure planning.

The allocation of land for public housing is outside the scope of the MRS amendment
process.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 74
Submitted by: Peter Olsen
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter opposes the amendment as it will lead to the resumption of their land and an
end to their current lifestyle.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the effects of the amendment on landowners current lifestyle. In relation to comments
regarding the resumption of land; the amendment does not propose the reservation of any
land under the MRS and therefore does not provide for the resumption or compulsory
acquisition of any portion of the amendment area.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 75

Submitted by: Michel & Suzanne Reed
Summary of Submission: SUPPORT

No comment

Planning Comment: Support noted.

Determination: Submissions noted.

Submission: 84

Submitted by: Wildlife Care WA

Summary of Submission: COMMENT

Wildlife Care WA requests that any further future development is staged to minimise the
impact on wildlife residing within or frequenting the amendment area and locality to prevent

the need for time consuming and expensive intervention by developers, agencies and
wildlife groups.



The submission details the issues cause by nearby urban development and the work of
Wildlife Care WA's volunteers. The submission advises that impacts to wildlife can be
managed and minimised by staging development to move wildlife towards Bush Forever
sites and other appropriate locations.

The submissions requests that a Fauna Assessment is conducted prior to development and
/or clearing commencing, and that the assessment is maintained and updated throughout
the overall development. It is requested that developers work in partnership with a wildlife
organisation recognised by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions to
provide advice and support any animals needing care. It is also requested that developers
are encouraged to provide funding to support ongoing care, intervention and relocation
needs of wildlife populations within such areas.

Planning Comment: The staging of future development is a matter which will be addressed
at the structure planning stage of the planning process. As part of that process more detailed
environmental work will be undertaken and reviewed by the Department of Biodiversity,
Conservation and Attractions, the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and
the City of Swan.

Requiring developers to partner with a wildlife organisation is outside the scope of the MRS
amendment process, however, the comments of Wildlife Care WA have been passed on to
the proponent through inclusion in this Report on Submissions.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 85

Submitted by: George Tsouris

Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter objects to the pro-forma version of the submission form which they received.

The submitter is strongly opposed to the amendment as it will impact on their rural lifestyle
and amenity. They note that the area was supposed to be provided scheme water in 2000,
and that they were advised that the land would never be subdivided in order to protect the
groundwater mound. The submitter objects to the change of lifestyle which the amendment
will bring and advises that it should be their right to continue their current lifestyle,
notwithstanding the encroachment of urban land uses.

The submitter advises of the impact that nearby residential development has had on their
property, trees and amenity in the past.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the objections raised in the submission. The pro-forma submission form that the submitter
received was not provided by the WAPC.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 87

Submitted by: William Powell



Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter opposes the amendment if future development is going to be similar to new
development in the vicinity, as they consider the new development to be detrimental on
community and environmental grounds.

The submitter raises the following concerns with the standard of new development; lack of
community facilities high density of dwellings, lack of garden spaces and the appearance of
new dwellings. The submitter does not consider parks an adequate replacement for a
garden, and notes that the loss of garden spaces and trees has an impact on the heat island
effect and on the environment, both in terms of carbon dioxide generation through energy
use, and on fauna.

The submitter is concerned that the WAPC and City of Swan are not considering the long
term impact of such development on the community and environment.

Planning Comment: Matters raised by the submitter including; the standard of future
development; the provision of public open space, schools and community facilities; the
density of development; and the loss of trees are routinely addressed at the structure
planning stage of the planning process. The preparation of a structure plan for the
amendment area will be guided by State and Local Planning Policy and the advice of
specialist government agencies to ensure that future development provides for the needs of
the community.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 88

Submitted by: Iselle Viljoen

Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter is concerned that the amendment was advertised over the holiday period.

The submitter objects to the amendment on the grounds of its impact on the Gnangara
groundwater mound and cockatoos.

The amendment will greatly affect the amount of water filtering naturally into the groundwater
mound which is concerning given that the mound is already depleting. The water supply to
Ellenbrook is not adequate and additional housing in the area will further burden this
resource. The loss of trees and increased development will have a detrimental effect on the
groundwater mound.

Many White and Red Tailed Cockatoos are present in the locality due to the number of trees,
which will be removed if the land is developed further.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the objections raised in the submission. The advertising period the amendment underwent is
consistent with the requirements for a Minor amendment under the Planning and
Development Act 2005.

Determination: Submission dismissed.




Submission: 89

Submitted by: Michael Browning

Summary of Submission: OBJECTION

The submitter objects to the amendment as it will impact on wildlife due to a loss of habitat.
The submitter advises that development in other states is required to retain trees and areas
of vegetation, in order to mitigate against the urban heat island effect and to provide

corridors and habitat for wildlife.

The submitter is concerned that their neighbours will be forced to leave the area due to the
impact of development.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the objections raised in the submission.

Determination: Submission dismissed.

Submission: 91

Submitted by: Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions -
Rivers & Estuaries Division, Parks and Wildlife Service

Summary of Submission: COMMENTS

The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) attached a copy of the
advice its Swan Region team provided prior to the amendment being initiated, which raises
matters pertaining to subsequent stages of the planning process and which has been
previously provided to the proponent.

In addition to the matters previously raised, DBCA raised concerns regarding the
management of the watercourse that runs through the site and flows into the Swan River.
DBCA recommends that the watercourse and at least 30 metres of foreshore reserve be
reserved for Parks and Recreation.

DBCA also requests an opportunity to comment on the District Water Management Strategy
(DWMS) prepared for the amendment area.

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 6 of the Report on Submissions above for discussion of
the request for a portion of the amendment area to be reserved for Parks and Recreation
purposes. Subsequent to this submission, the DBCA reviewed the DWMS prepared for the
amendment area and advised that it was acceptable.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 92 (Late Submission)
Submitted by: City of Swan

Summary of Submission: SUPPORT



At the Ordinary Council meeting on 14 February 2018, the City resolved to support the MRS
rezoning, and the concurrent rezoning of the land under the City’'s Local Planning Scheme
No. 17 (LPS 17).

The City does not support the lodgement of the Structure Plan prior to the finalisation of the
MRS/LPS amendment process.

Planning Comment: Support noted. Refer to Part 8 of the Report on Submissions above
for discussion of a concurrent amendment to the City's LPS 17.

Determination: Submission noted.

Submission: 94 (Late Submission)

Submitted by: Vincenzo Vinciullo

Summary of Submission: COMMENT

The submitter requests the fair distribution of public open space in the future structure plan.
Planning Comment: These comments are outside the scope of the MRS amendment and
are more appropriately provided at the structure planning stage of the planning process,

which will undergo separate advertising.

Determination: Submission noted.
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Appendix 1

List of detail plans as advertised



Metropolitan Region Scheme
Henley Brook Urban Precinct

Proposed Minor Amendment
Amendment 1329/57

as advertised

Amending Plan 3.2705
Detail Plans
1.5964, 1.5965, 1.5979, 1.5980, 1.6030, 1.6031
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Addition to Submission 65

Your ref: EP15-043
Our ref: PA 021601, RF14388
Enquiries:  Carlie Slodecki 6250 8012

Emerge Associates
U 4 26 Railway Rd
Subiaco WA 6008

Via email - aisha.chalmers@emergeassociates.com.au

Attention: Aisha Chalmers — Lead Environmental Consultant

Dear Sir/Madam,
HENLEY BROOK URBAN PRECINCT — DISTRICT WATER MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) has finalised its
assessment of the above mentioned District Water Management Strategy (DWMS)
Revision C, dated June 2018 and prepared by Emerge Associates for Little Property (WA)
Pty Ltd. The DWER considers that the document is acceptable to support the associated
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1329/57 (WAPC reference 833-2-21-123) and
proceed to the next stage of planning approval.

However, please note that the DWER is unaware if other relevant agencies (including the
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, Water Corporation and City of
Swan) have reviewed or are satisfied with the DWMS.

Water Resource Advice Only

The Department of Water has recently merged with the Department of Environment
Regulation and Office of the Environmental Protection Authority to create the new agency
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. The former agencies are in the
process of amalgamating their functions. Until this fully occurs, please note that the advice
in this correspondence pertains only to water resource matters previously dealt with by the
Department of Water.

If you wish to discuss the matter further, please contact Carlie Slodecki on 6250 8012 or
carlie.slodecki@dwer.wa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely,

Carlie Slodecki
Senior Natural Resource Management Officer
Swan Avon Region — Planning Advice Section

27 July 2018

cc. Andrew Thomas — Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
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