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Multiple policy conflicts 

The proposal contradicts several key planning instruments: 

• Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS): Currently designates the area as rural
• Foothills Structure Plan (active until 2025): Maintains rural classification
• Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million North-East Sub-Regional Framework: Due for review three

years ago, only tentatively suggests urban expansion potential

Compromised community consultation 

The Framework's evolution raises serious procedural concerns. Its 2015 draft initially 
preserved Wattle Grove South's rural status, aligning with both the MRS and Foothills 
Structure Plan. However, this was altered at the then-Shire of Kalamunda's request without 
community consultation - effectively silencing resident input on this significant change. 

Framework's critical caveat 
The 2018 Framework explicitly warns against interpreting urban expansion designations as 
development guarantees: 

"The classification of existing special rural zoned areas as urban investigation or urban 
expansion should not be interpreted as a commitment by the WAPC to endorse any 
rezoning or support for the increased development of these areas at a higher density. 
Such decisions hinge on the outcomes of subsequent planning investigations." 
(2018 Northeast Sub-Regional Framework) 

This cautionary statement reinforces the WAPC's discretionary power and obligation to 
protect areas of significant landscape character and to avoid bushfire prone areas. 

Given these multiple policy conflicts, compromised consultation processes and the 
Framework's explicit cautions, this submission strongly advocates for the WAPC to: 

l. Reject the provisional "urban expansion" designation
2. Maintain the area's rural zoning within the MRS
3. Uphold the longstanding landscape protection principles that have guided

development in this region since 1992

This approach would align with the State Planning Framework's core principles of 
preserving and enhancing areas of landscape character, while maintaining the integrity 
of Western Australia's planning system. 
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Contradiction to state planning strategy 

The State Planning Strategy 2050 stands as Western Australia's highest planning policy 
document, establishing six fundamental principles to guide development. The proposed 
Amendment for Wattle Grove South fails to meet four of these critical benchmarks,. 
undermining the Strategy's vision for sustainable, community-oriented development. The 
benchmarks are as follows: 

i. Community identity under threat

The Amendment directly challenges the Strategy's Community principle by threatening to 
dismantle Wattle Grove South's established rural character and community identity. This 
is not merely about changing land use - it's about erasing a way of life that residents 
have deliberately chosen and nurtured over generations. 

ii. Environmental protection compromised

Violations of the Environment principle are particularly severe. The proposal would: 

• Destroy significant biodiversity in an area containing world-renowned Greater Brixton
Street Wetlands ( GBSW)

• Eliminate crucial tree canopy that currently helps mitigate urban heat island effects
• Disrupt vital ecological linkages supporting threatened flora and fauna
• Replace natural assets with over 1,000 dwellings, contradicting both the Strategy's

sustainability objectives and Liveable Neighbourhoods guidelines as well as its
bushfire risk objectives

The environmental damage would be particularly significant given Wattle Grove South's 
strategic position within the broader Perth hills ecosystem. This environmental 
degradation directly contradicts climate change mitigation objectives and sustainability 
requirements. 

iii. Infrastructure planning disrupted

The proposal fundamentally conflicts 
with the Infrastructure principle by: 

• Bypassing integrated and staged
development processes

• Disrupting existing infrastructure
planning sequences

• Potentially forcing agencies to
"leapfrog" over areas already
approved for development
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iv. Governance standards compromised

The Amendment process has failed to meet the Strategy's Governance principle, which 
demands planning be "participatory, collaborative, accountable, transparent and 
responsive". Community concerns centre on: 

• Inadequate and potentially biased consultation processes by the City of Kalamunda
• Non-disclosure of the Amendment's lodgement during ongoing community

consultations
• Lack of transparency in decision-making processes

The timing of the Amendment's lodgement - while community consultations were still in 
progress and without public notification - particularly exemplifies this failure of governance 
standards. 

These multiple violations of core planning principles demonstrate that the Amendment is 
fundamentally misaligned with the State Planning Strategy 2050's vision for Western 
Australia's development. Rather than advancing strategic planning objectives, it threatens 
to undermine them across multiple critical dimensions. 

State planning policies ignored or breached 

The proposed Amendment for Wattle Grove South not only conflicts with fundamental State 
Planning Policies (SPPs) but notably fails to consider several crucial policies in its evaluation. 
This oversight undermines the comprehensive assessment process required for such 
significant land use changes. 

Location conflicts with core planning principles 

State Planning Policies explicitly prioritise development in areas with established 
infrastructure and connectivity. Wattle Grove South fails these basic criteria: 
• Remote from activity centres
• No access to high-frequency public transport
• Disconnected from major employment zones
• Lacks essential urban infrastructure
• In a bushfire prone area
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Environmental and climate change considerations 

The foothills' current low-density landscape serves critical 

environmental functions: 
• Maintains permeable surfaces crucial for climate change

mitigation
• Contributes significantly to the region's livability
• Preserves natural drainage patterns
• Supports biodiversity and ecological corridors

Incomplete policy assessment 

While the Amendment Report acknowledges five relevant policies as follows, it 
conspicuously omits crucial policies that should inform this decision-making process. 
The report acknowledges: 

• SPP 2.8 (Bushland Policy)
• Draft SPP 2.9 (water Planning)
• SPP 3.7 (Bushfire Prone Areas)
• SPP 4.1 (Industrial Interface)
• SPP 5.4 (Road and Rail Noise)

But it overlooks a critical bushfire risk update and other policies discussed below: 
• State Planning Policy 3.7 Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines
• State Planning Policy 2.5 Rural Planning
• State Planning Policy 2.0, the Environment and Natural Resources Policy
• State Planning Policy 3.0, Urban Growth and Settlement

The failure to fully consider all relevant State Planning Policies, particularly in light of updated 
bushfire risk requirements, reveals significant flaws in the Amendment's evaluation process. 
This incomplete assessment, combined with the area's unsuitable location and 
environmental significance, provides compelling evidence against the proposed rezoning. 

7. State Planning Policy 3.7 Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines

State Planning Policy 3.7 exists to protect lives and communities from bushfire risk. Increasing 
population density in bushfire-prone areas directly undermines this core policy objective - a 
fact starkly illustrated by Wattle Grove South's documented history of severe bushfire threats 
and significant incidents (see Appendix A). The recent revisions to SPP 3.7 (September 2024) 

have strengthened protective measures, making our concerns even more urgent. 
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Under SPP 3.7, the Amendment area qualifies as Broader Landscape Type B - indicating 
severe bushfire risk due to its location within vast tracts of flammable vegetation and high 
potential for catastrophic fires threatening lives and property. 

Critical evaluation concerns tor the safety of residents and livestock, particularly during 
evacuation, include: 

• Limited access routes concentrated through the already congested Tonkin
Highway/Welshpool Road East intersection

• Crystal Brook Road - the sole evacuation route - is heavily tree-lined and vulnerable to
blockage from fire or fallen trees

• Transport Minister Saffioti has identified this section of Tonkin Highway as "notorious
bottleneck"

• Increased population density would severely compromise emergency evacuation and
response times

• Horse evacuation requires additional time and specialised transport, further
complicating emergency response

The proposal fails to meet SPP 3.7 requirements by: 

• Providing insufficient asset protection zones given the landscape-scale fire risk
• Lacking adequate access/ egress routes for the proposed population
• Not meeting bushfire management guidelines for high-risk areas
• Introducing additional risks from the proposed industrial zone, including potential

chemical fires

Historical evidence confirms Wattle Grove South's vulnerability to severe bushfires, with 
documented evacuations and property damage, as shown in Appendix A. The area's 
topography and vegetation amplify these risks. While SPP 3.7 requires strict planning 
controls in bushfire-prone areas, this proposal's high-density approach cannot adequately 
address safety requirements. 
The WAPC must prioritise community safety over development. Rural residential lots of one 
hectare or larger remain the only sustainable option for this high-risk location. Given the 
unmitigable risks to human life and property, MRS Amendment 1388/57 should be rejected. 
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2. State Planning Policy 2.5 Rural Planning

State Planning Policy 2.5 serves as the fundamental framework guiding government 
decisions on rural land use. The Amendment Report's disregard for this policy in an 
area zoned rural under the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and special rural under 
the Local Planning Scheme (LPS) raises serious concerns. 

Clause 6.4 sets strict requirements for any proposed changes to rural zoning. 
Specifically, clause 6.4(c)(i) states that decision-makers must verify a site's capacity 
to handle proposed changes and only approve developments that align with 
established planning strategies. Exceptions are permitted only under extraordinary 
circumstances where proposals exceptionally serve WAPC policy objectives. 

The exact wording of the clause reinforces this requirement. Decision-makers must 
consider "the capacity of the site to accommodate the proposed zone/land use 
impacts and only support proposals which are consistent with endorsed planning 
strategies, or in exceptional circumstances, where the proposal meets the objectives 
and intent of WAPC policy." (our emphasis) 

The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails on both counts. It contradicts the active 
Foothills Structure Plan (effective until 2025) and presents no exceptional 
circumstances to justify this deviation. 

Moreover, introducing high-density housing into this environmentally sensitive rural 
area would be ecologically devastating. This ad hoc development would not only 
damage an established rural landscape but also set a dangerous precedent, 
potentially triggering further erosion of Perth's diminishing natural habitats. 

3. State Planning Policy (SPP) 2.0, the Environment and Natural Resources Policy

The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove South fundamentally conflicts 
with SPP 2.0 (Environment and Natural Resources Policy). While SPP 2.0 mandates the 
protection of natural environments and open spaces, particularly in environmentally 
significant areas, this proposed Amendment threatens these core objectives. 

The policy's environmental protection aims stand in direct opposition to the 
Amendment's likely outcomes: 

• Destruction of vital environmental values
• Loss of existing tree canopy
• Degradation of local flora and fauna habitats
• Unacceptable impacts on the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands

Neither the WAPC nor the developer has demonstrated how these significant 
environmental impacts could be adequately avoided, mitigated or offset. This failure 
to address environmental stewardship raises serious concerns about the 
Amendment's compatibility with established protection frameworks. 
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Beyond environmental concerns, SPP 2.0 emphasises 
several critical factors the Amendment fails to address: 

• Preservation of community character and heritage
values of Wattle Grove South

• Meaningful community engagement in planning
processes

• Prioritisation of the "common good" over private profit
• Recognition of "community lifestyle" preferences

Significantly, the WAPC has not provided evidence that the 
developer has secured majority landowner consent for the 
proposed Amendment. Without such evidence, this proposal risks 
being viewed as a private entity's "land grab". The WAPC, as 
guardian of public interest, must ensure planning decisions align 
with community wellbeing and the broader public good. 

The Amendment report's failure to address SPP 2.0 requirements is a critical oversight. Given 
the unacceptable environmental damage this Amendment would cause - affecting flora, 
fauna, water resources and tree canopy- and its disregard for community interests, the 
proposal should be rejected. 

4. State Planning Policy 3.0, Urban Growth and Settlement

State Planning Policy 3.0 (Urban Growth and Settlement) recognises that urban expansion 
creates intense pressure on valuable land and water resources while imposing extraordinary 
infrastructure costs. The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 conflicts with this policy in 
several critical ways. 

The Amendment fails to meet SPP 3.0's sustainable development principles by: 

• Lacking comprehensive strategies for natural resource management
• Entirely relying on uncertain future local planning provisions
• Failing to integrate land use and transportation planning (a core element of SPP 3.0)
• Not adequately promoting social, environmental and economic well-being

Of particular concern is the Amendment's impact on environmental protection. Urban 
rezoning would: 

• Remove existing protections for native plants and trees under the Environmental
Protection Act 1986

• Enable unrestricted vegetation clearing without penalties
• Inflict irreversible impacts on the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands
• lncentivise complete clearing of land to maximise development potential
• Mirror concerning patterns seen in nearby developments, such as the Roe Logistics Park,

where residents witnessed widespread clearing of native vegetation by the same
developer, Hesperia Pty Ltd
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SPP 3.0 specifically addresses rural-residential living in clause 5.6, stating that: "Rural­
residential living is an important component of the settlement pattern in rural areas of 
the State. Rural-residential development also provides for lifestyle choice." This provision 
becomes even more significant given SPP 2.5's recognition that rural living opportunities 
in Perth and Peel regions are increasingly limited. 

Given these constraints, maintaining Wattle Grove South's current rural zoning is crucial. 
It represents one of the few remaining opportunities for Perth residents to pursue rural 
residential lifestyles, making its preservation all the more important within the broader 
planning framework. 

5.LACK OF COMMUNITY CONSENT

The proposed Amendment proceeds despite overwhelming community opposition, 

demonstrated through multiple formal rejections: 

• 97% of property owners opposed industrial rezoning
• 75% rejected urban rezoning proposals
• 145 submissions opposed the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept Plan versus

only 2 in support
• 797 residents formally petitioned against the urban concept plan

Despite this clear public mandate, the City of Kalamunda has: 

• Failed to consult property owners about the current proposal
• Unilaterally developed an alternative urban concept plan without public input
• Allowed this internally produced plan to form the basis of Hesperia Pty Ltd's

Amendment
• Effectively dismissed documented community opposition

This systematic disregard for community input violates fundamental democratic 

principles in planning. The WAPC, bound by both legal and ethical obligations to 

honour community perspectives, cannot support an Amendment that: 

• Contradicts clearly expressed community wishes
• Bypasses transparent planning processes
• Undermines democratic participation
• Ignores the voices of affected residents

Approving this Amendment would not only override documented community 

opposition but would set a dangerous precedent for circumventing democratic 

planning processes. 
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&.ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

The WAPC's proposal to rezone 126 hectares of rural land in Wattle Grove South to urban 
use presents severe and irreversible environmental threats. Our detailed analysis, 
supported by EcoVision's EPA submission, demonstrates that MRS Amendment 1388/57 
fundamentally fails to protect critical environmental values. 

The proposal endangers the internationally significant Greater Brixton Street Wetlands 
( GBSW), threatening species and unique ecological communities while relying on flawed 
hydrological modelling. The extensive mapped hydroplain of the GBSW directly beneath 
the proposed Amendment area underscores the folly of this urban rezoning effort and 
undermines Hesperia's claim that it "excludes the GBSW". Figure 3. depicts the hydroplain 
of the GBSW (as mapped by University of WA Lecturer, Daniel Martin, an expert in 
environmental planning and geospatial analysis) extending beneath the Amendment 
area and beyond. 

H 
The permeable hydroplain indlc:ates areas of pervious landscape where 
rninfal! ftows into the subsurface· of the g;ro.und. A subsurface groundwater 
flownet bet:.veen the footbi[ls·and the Canning River flows t.hrnugh and 
feeds the Greater Brfxlon Street Wetlands, This mapping is basecl upon 

r modelling using aer[11t ima,gery, hydrogeo:logjcal and·e·levation data. 

Legend 
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□ 

Figure3 

Truncation of sub 
surface hydrology 

Mapped sub surface 
water feeding into the 
GBSW 

Waterflow direction 
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Even with the 
acknowledged 
imprecision in the 
Amendment area's 
exact placement, the 
map clearly 
demonstrates the 
substantial overlap 
between the 
hydroplain and the 
proposed 
development zone, 
challenging 
Hesperia's claim that 
its proposal 
"excludes the 
GBSW. 
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CAUTION

BANDICOOT CROSSING

Additional critical environmental impacts include 

the destruction of black cockatoo habitat, loss of 

threatened ecological communities and 

inadequate assessment of cumulative effects. 

A significant concern is the WAPC's decision to 

delegate environmental review responsibilities to 

the developer, Hesperia Pty Ltd - a legally 

unsound and ethically compromised 

arrangement that invalidates the entire review 

process. This concern is discussed further under 

Section 7. 

Moreover, the proposed mitigation measures fall drastically short of addressing these 

substantial environmental risks. These issues are thoroughly detailed in our EPA 

submission, which should be considered alongside this document. Given the 

overwhelming evidence of environmental damage and the compromised review 

process, rejecting the Amendment is imperative. 

7. PROCEDURAL IRREGULARITIES IN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The WAPC's decision to delegate environmental review responsibilities to Hesperia Pty 

Ltd represents a serious breach of good governance. While this arrangement may 

appear expedient, it creates an irreconcilable conflict of interest. 

As the potential developer, Hesperia Pty Ltd stands to gain substantial financial benefits 

from the Amendment's approval, which would significantly increase their land value. 

This direct pecuniary interest fundamentally compromises their ability to conduct an 

objective environmental review, rendering the entire assessment process unreliable and 

ethically unsound. 
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Likelihood of bias 

Consultants hired and paid by developers face inherent pressure to produce findings 
that serve their employer's commercial interests. This compromised position inevitably 
leads to biased reporting through downplaying environmental impacts, overstating 
benefits, selectively presenting data and minimising alternative approaches. 

This bias is not speculative - it is clearly evidenced in Hesperia Pty Ltd's commissioned 
reports for MRS Amendment 1388/57. Their own documentation reveals this inherent 
prejudice, with two reports explicitly stating their purpose as "supporting" the proposed 
Amendment. Both the Water Balance Assessment and District Water Management 
Strategy openly declare their role in advancing Hesperia's development agenda, rather 
than providing independent environmental analysis. 

• "This document outlines a water balance assessment (WBA) prepared to SUfJfJOrt
the environmental review document (ERO) for MRS Amendment 1388/57." (Water
Balance Assessment)

• "Hyd2o was commissioned by Hesperia to prepare this District Water Management
Strategy (DWMS) to SUfJfJOrt the proposed metropolitan region scheme amendment
for land within Wattle Grove known as the Wattle Grove South residential estate."
(Wattle Grove South District Water Management Strategy)

Such declarations expose these reports for what they truly are: advocacy documents 
designed to facilitate development approval rather than objective environmental 
assessments. This systematic bias undermines the entire environmental review process 
and its credibility. 

23 

Photograph courtesy of M Light, a resident of Wattle Grove South 



Obscured authorship undermines public trust 

The Environmental Review document represents a serious breach of transparency and 
public trust. While appearing as an official EPA assessment on their website, this 
document was authored by Hesperia Pty Ltd - a crucial fact deliberately obscured from 
public view. More concerning still, the document falsely presents itself as "the report by 
the Responsible Authority (the WAPC) on their environmental review". 

This deception extends beyond simple administrative oversight. The document appears 
carefully constructed to present a developer's self-assessment as an independent 
government review. Hesperia's authorship is strategically minimised, buried almost 
exclusively in reference lists, while the document masquerades as official EPA work. 
The WAPC's role in this misrepresentation is particularly troubling. Not only did they 
improperly delegate their environmental review responsibilities to the developer, but 
they actively participated in concealing this arrangement from public scrutiny. This dual 
misconduct - allowing a developer to write their own environmental review while 
helping to hide this fact - represents a fundamental betrayal of public trust. 

Such manipulation of environmental protection processes raises serious questions 
about the WAPC's commitment to its statutory responsibilities and its role as guardian of 
public interest. 

Legal and statutory violations 

The WAPC's delegation of governmental environmental review responsibilities to private 
developer Hesperia Pty Ltd violates multiple provisions of the 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) 

• Section 4A's mandate "to protect the environment of the State" is compromised when
developers assess their own environmental impacts.

• Section 38(1)'s requirement for independent expert assessment is undermined by
allowing developer self-assessment

• Section 40(2)(b) grants the EPA authority over the form, content, timing and
procedure of environmental reviews - authority now improperly transferred to a
developer.

Planning and Development Act 2005 (WA) 

The delegation breaches the WAPC's core statutory responsibilities: 

• Section 14(a)(ii) of the Act requires WAPC-led coordination of development and
infrastructure planning, including environmental considerations. This planning
function cannot lawfully be delegated to a private entity with conflicting interests.

• Section 15(b) mandates WAPC guidance on planning matters to regional and local
governments - a responsibility abandoned through this delegation
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Compromising public trust and procedural fairness 

This delegation: 

• Undermines public confidence in government oversight
• Violates expectations of impartial assessment
• Creates dangerous precedent for developer self-regulation
• Weakens environmental protections statewide

Precedent and long-term consequences 

The shift away from independent review threatens to fundamentally weaken Western 
Australia's environmental protection framework, potentially causing irreversible damage 
to our state's natural heritage. If this delegation is allowed to stand, it sets a dangerous 
precedent for future planning decisions in Western Australia: 

• It paves the way for other developers to seek similar self-assessment privileges.
• It facilitates the replacement of independent oversight with developer-led

assessments, leading to a cascade of compromised environmental reviews, each
conducted by parties with vested financial interests in minimising environmental
impacts

• It will result in the systemic erosion of environmental safeguards statewide

Contravention of best practice 

The delegation contradicts established environmental assessment principles: 

• Ignores international standards for independence (International Association for
Impact Assessment)

• Disregards fundamental requirements for impartial review
• Sets dangerous precedent for future planning decisions

This systematic violation of legal requirements and best practices renders the 
environmental review process fundamentally flawed and legally vulnerable. 

Legal vulnerability 

This delegation exposes any subsequent 
approval of the MRS Amendment to legal 
challenge: 

• Courts consistently reject processes tainted
by bias

• Clear conflicts of interest provide grounds
for judicial review

• Any approval based on Hesperia's review
risks invalidation
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&. INCOMPATIBLE LAND USE MIX 

The proposed urban rezoning creates dangerous land use conflicts by positioning 
residential development directly adjacent to Tonkin Highway and near the City of 
Gosnells' industrial zone. This arrangement ignores fundamental planning principles 
that require buffer zones between incompatible land uses. 

The six-lane Tonkin Highway, projected to carry over 50,000 vehicles daily - including 
13% heavy vehicles - poses significant risks to future residents. Despite the developer's 
claims, the highway itself cannot serve as an adequate buffer zone. Instead, it 
represents a source of serious health and safety concerns: 

• Excessive traffic noise
• Air quality degradation
• Safety risks
• Environmental health impacts

The proposal also fails to protect existing rural residential properties designated as 
"Landscape Protected" by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage. Without 
proper transitional zoning, these properties face inevitable degradation of their rural 
amenity. 

This disregard tor basic planning principles and community safety creates an 
unacceptable risk to both future and existing residents. The absence of appropriate 
buffer zones renders this Amendment fundamentally flawed from a statutory planning 
perspective. 

9. FRAGMENTATION OF RURAL LAND

The proposed Amendment would carve an isolated urban pocket into an established 
rural landscape, creating an artificial island with rural land on three sides. This 
fragmentation violates efficient planning principles and creates multiple challenges: 

The disconnected urban zone would struggle to integrate with existing infrastructure, 
particularly critical services like reticulated sewerage and gas. This isolation not only 
increases development costs but also risks ongoing operational inefficiencies. 

More concerning is the inevitable conflict between urban and rural activities. The 
sudden insertion of urban density into a rural setting creates friction points that threaten 
both the new development's viability and the surrounding rural community's 
established way of life. 

This artificial fragmentation of rural land represents poor planning practice and sets a 
dangerous precedent tor future rural land management. 
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10. INDUCEMENT TO SPRAWL

Approving this urban rezoning would breach a critical rural buffer, creating a dangerous 
precedent for unrestricted urban sprawl. This short-sighted decision would not only 
trigger pressure for further rural land conversion but would severely undermine regional 
planning efforts to address climate change. By fragmenting rural land now, we limit our 
future capacity to implement comprehensive, climate-responsive development 
strategies. 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed Amendment fundamentally threatens Wattle Grove South's 
environmental values, community character and residents' wellbeing. This threat comes 
at a critical time when COVID-19 has highlighted the essential value of spacious, nature­
connected living environments, and when climate change demands preservation of 
rural spaces that mitigate urban heat and support biodiversity. 

The proposal fails on multiple critical fronts: 

Legal and Policy Compliance 
• Contradicts Metropolitan Region Scheme and Foothills Structure Plan
• Violates principles of State Planning Strategy 2050
• Disregards key State Planning Policies (SPP 2.0, 2.5, 3.0 and 3.7)
• Breaches WAPC responsibilities under Planning and Development Act 2005

Environmental and Planning Integrity 
• Compromised environmental review process
• Creation of isolated urban development in bushfire-prone area
• Lack of transitional zoning between incompatible land uses
• Fragmentation of valuable rural land
• Unresolved land use conflicts

Community Rights and Democratic Process 
• Absence of community consent
• Disregard for democratic planning processes
• Potential involuntary displacement of residents
• Prioritisation of private profit over public interest

The WAPC must reject this fundamentally flawed Amendment that threatens to sacrifice 
long-term community and environmental interests for short-term developer profit. 
Instead, we need planning decisions that uphold ecological sustainability, ensure 
community safety and protect rural residential lifestyle choices for Perth's future 
generations. 

Approving this Amendment would not only contradict sound planning principles but 
would set a dangerous precedent for future development in Western Australia's rural 
areas. The WAPC must stand firm in its role as guardian of public interest and reject this 
proposal. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

We respectfully request that the WAPC take the following immediate actions: 

1. Revoke Hesperia Pty Ltd's environmental review delegation and commission

truly independent experts to assess urbanisation impacts

2. Implement policy prohibiting delegation of environmental reviews to

financially interested parties

3.Strengthen WAPC and EPA processes to ensure impartial environmental

assessments

4. Review legislation to explicitly ban such delegations

5.Develop a coordinated GBSW protection plan involving all stakeholders,

including Traditional Owners, and preserving the critical hydroplain that

extends beneath the Amendment area

6. Reclassify as "major" the proposed Amendment due to significant impacts
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APPENDIX A: RECENT BUSHFIRE HISTORY AFFECTING WATTLE GROVE SOUTH 

The historical record demonstrates a consistent pattern of severe bushfire threats in 
Wattle Grove South, with several significant incidents: 

January 2015 
A major bushfire in the Roleystone and Kelmscott areas posed a substantial threat to 
Wattle Grove South. The fire was fuelled by extreme conditions of high temperatures and 
strong winds that necessitated emergency warnings and evacuations. The fire 
consumed over 1,500 hectares and resulted in substantial property destruction. 

�ptember 2015 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) issued bushfire warnings for the 
area between Lewis Road and Crystal Brook Road, Wattle Grove South 

December 2015 
A severe fire breached Tonkin Highway, posing an immediate threat to Wattle Grove 
South residences. The fire's devastating impact included the destruction of a house and 
shed, as well as facilities at the Abbadale Park Pet Centre on Welshpool Road East where 
nine cats perished. The incident consumed 94 hectares of land and damaged nine 
power lines, leaving 28 households without power. The scale of the emergency response 
was substantial, requiring 100 firefighters and extensive aerial support, including two 
fixed-wing water bombers, four helitacs, and a 7000L air crane. The fire originated on 
Brentwood Road, which extends into the proposed Amendment area. 

Februac.v. 2016

This serious incident prompted mandatory evacuation orders. The uncontrolled fire 
directly threatened residences along multiple streets, including Boundary Road, 
Brentwood Road, Johnson Road, Crystal Brook Road, and Philemon Court. The entire 
proposed Amendment area was affected by this emergency with residents directed to 
vacate. 

More recently, the area's vulnerability to bushfire threats has persisted, with DFES issuing 
bushfire advice alerts for parts of Wattle Grove in November 2022, followed by additional 
advisories for the Amendment area in December 2023. 
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