Western
Australian
Planning
c 9

May 2026

Metropolitan Region Scheme
Amendment 1388/57

Wattle Grove (South)
Precinct

Submissions
City of Kalamunda






Acknowledgement of Country

The Western Australian Planning Commission acknowledges Aboriginal people as the traditional custodians of Western Australia. We pay our respects to the
Ancestors and Elders, both past and present, and the ongoing connection between people, land, waters, and community. We acknowledge those who continue to
share knowledge, their traditions and culture to support our journey for reconciliation. In particular, we recognise land and cultural heritage as places that hold great
significance for Aboriginal people.

Disclaimer

This document has been published by the Western Australian Planning Commission. Any representation, statement, opinion, or advice expressed or implied in this
publication is made in good faith and on the basis that the government, its employees, and agents are not liable for any damage or loss whatsoever which may occur
as a result of action taken or not taken, as the case may be, in respect of any representation, statement, opinion or advice referred to herein. Professional advice
should be obtained before applying the information contained in this document to particular circumstances.

© State of Western Australia

Published by the
Western Australian Planning Commission Phone: (08) 6551 8002

Gordon Stephenson House National Relay Service: 13 36 77

140 William Street Amendment 1388/57
Perth WA 6000 Submissions

Locked Bag 2506 File: RLS/0977

Perth WA 6001

Published May 2026
Internet: www.dplh.wa.gov.au

Email: info@dplh.wa.gov.au This document is available in alternative formats on application to the

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage Communications Branch.


http://www.dplh.wa.gov.au/
mailto:info@dplh.wa.gov.au




Schedule 1

listing of submissions






Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57
Wattle Grove (South) Precinct

Submission Number Submitter

Gregory Taylor

Name removed at the request of the submitter

Name removed at the request of the submitter

ATCO Gas

lan & Sabrina Weale

Nazmus Sadat

Robert and Valerie Dick

Bev and Charles Dornan (on behalf of EcoVision)
9 Jacquileavons

10 Ken Abbotsford

11  Department of Health

12 Jinat Sultana

13 Jewely Parvin

14 Md Hasanul Masroor

15 Diana Corbyn

16 Name removed at the request of the submitter

17 Maureen Taylor

18 Julie Di Florio

19 Department of Energy, Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety

20 LynlLarsen

21 JohnTaylor

22 Sydney Chipchase

23 Hilton Gardens Verges and Trees Committee

24 Linda Delaney

25 Leonie Stubbs

26 GeoffIngleton

27 Name removed at the request of the submitter

28 Rowe Group

29 Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, Swan Avon Region

30 Department of Transport

31 Name removed at the request of the submitter

32 Andrea Balfe

33 Daniel Curulli

34 Leslie Lyons

35 JohnTaylor

36 lan Rintoul

37 Graham Ryan

38 John & Kathleen Edmonds

39 Name removed at the request of the submitter

40 Name removed at the request of the submitter

41 Name removed at the request of the submitter

42 Name removed at the request of the submitter

43 Kaye Barr

44  Peter & Reta White

45 Peter & Margaret McKenna

46 Marie Ryan

47 Murray Smith

48 Gail Evans

49 Dr Catherine Colas des Francs-Small

50 Troy Taylor

51 Kerry Darroch

52 DrJane Genovese

53 Stephen Genovese

54 Sharon Genovese

OO O WN-=-




Submission Number Submitter

55 Margaret Lyons
56 Charles Genovese
57 Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (EPA Services)
58 Erin Smith
59 Dampier Bunbury Pipeline
60 Water Corporation
61 Nature Reserves Preservation Group of Kalamunda Inc.
62 Rebekah Smith
63 Richard & Dianne Blanchard
64 Mary Aung-Sein
65 Conservation Council of WA
66 Department of Fire and Emergency Services
67 John Della Bona
68 LucyAungsein
69 Theresa Miller
70 Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development
71 Peggy Pine & Warren Dixon
72  GP, MR & MG Luck
73 Peter H Forrest
74 Name removed at the request of the submitter
75 Name removed at the request of the submitter
76 Bradley Wood, Catherine Wood & John Baldock
77 Name removed at the request of the submitter
78 Simon and Roxanne Ozanne
79 Name removed at the request of the submitter
80 Hesperia Property Pty Ltd
81 Name removed at the request of the submitter
82 Garry Curnow
83 Rosemarie Curnow
84 Name removed at the request of the submitter
85 Brett Smith (The B & J Smith Property Trust)
86 Tony Riggio
87 Name removed at the request of the submitter
88 Wendy Dugmore
89 Name removed at the request of the submitter
90 Name removed at the request of the submitter
91 Marco Di Camillo
92 Gregleach
93 Joby K Joseph
94 Adrian Caldieraro
95 Richard Lovegrove
96 Stewart Gillan
97 Name removed at the request of the submitter
98 Wattle Grove Trust
99 Natallia Aung-Sein

100 Theresa Aung-Sein

101 Noelina Aung-Sein

102 Monica Aung-Sein

103 Pauline Aung-Sein

104 James Miller

Late Submissions Submitter

105 Main Roads Western Australia
106 Department of Education

107 Perth Airport

108 Urban Bushland Council



Schedule 2

submissions






Q1.

Q2.

Qs.

Q4.

Qs.

Q8.

Q7.

Qs.

Qo.

Respondent No: 1
Login: Anonymous
Email: n/a

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Submission 001

Responded At: Oct 08, 2024 17:12:54 pm
Last Seen: Oct 08, 2024 17:12:54 pm
IP Address: n/a

Gregory

Taylor

gtaylor235@gmail.com

3/224 Stirling Hwy, Claremont, WA 6010

0499049010

No

No

not answered

Oppose

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

change should be rejected.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

The area under proposal is immediately adjacent to the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands, the most biodiverse location in the
greater Perth area. In order to maintain the wetland's integrity, and particularly that of its hydrology, the proposed zoning

not answered

not answered

not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Qs.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Qs.

Qo.

Respondent No: 2
Login: Anonymous
Email: n/a

Responded At:
Last Seen:
IP Address:

Submission 002

Oct 11, 2024 20:02:48 pm
Oct 11, 2024 20:02:48 pm
n/a

What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Yes

No

not answered

Oppose

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Firstly, priority focus should be on infill development (47% target) and innovation in sustainable urban re-development of

existing areas, not MRS amendments that lead to rezoning of long established (semi-) rural areas on the Metropolitain fringe

into unsustainable, low density residential business-as-usual development. Secondly, we should to preserve a rural

greenbelt in the foothills area to strengthen Lesmurdie and Korung National Parks and the local environmental values which

are being severely affected and threatened by a drying climate. Lastly, the environmental review EPA Assessment No: 2335

was not undertaken by an independent team of consultants. These consultants all have strong ties with and depend on the

development industry and therefore may be biased towards an outcome in favour of the rezoning. Their work should be

independently reviewed to ensure it reflects and predicts likely environmental impacts that may result from the scheme

amendment in a realistic manner. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered
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Respondent No: 3 Responded At: Oct 14, 2024 20:26:08 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Oct 14, 2024 20:26:08 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

Q2. What is your surname?

Q3. What is your email address?

Q4. What is your address?

Q5. What is your contact number?

Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the Yes
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Q9. Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose
amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

Increasing density at the expense of open space and high environmental area fringe. If this development goes ahead why
isn't there a requirement for the houses and streets to fit around the mature trees and retain them?

Q11. Upload supporting documents not answered
Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Submission 004

From: ATCO Engineering Enquiries <eservices@atco.com>

Sent: Thursday, 10 October 2024 6:50 AM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: ATCO Response - LM01392877 - RE: Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme

Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South) Precinct - RLS/0998
(replacement notification)

Good Morning,

Re: roposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South)
Precinct - RLS/0998
ATCO Reference: LM01392877

ATCO Gas Australia (ATCO) has no objection to the proposed application, based on the
information and plan provided.

Advice notes:

« Anyone proposing to carry out construction or excavation works must contact ‘Before You
Dig Australia’ (www.byda.com.au) to determine the location of buried gas infrastructure.
Refer to ATCO document AGA-O&M-PR24- Additional Information for Working Around
Gas Infrastructure https://www.atco.com/en-au/for-home/natural-gas/wa-gas-
network/working-around-gas.html

« Proposed construction and excavation works need to be managed in accordance with the
ATCO document Additional Information for Working Around Gas Infrastructure - AGA-
O&M-PR24 https://www.atco.com/en-au/for-home/natural-gas/wa-gas-network/working=
around-gas.html

Please accept this email as ATCO’s written response.

Should you have any queries regarding the information above, please contact us on 13 13 56 or
eservices@atco.com.

Kind Regards

Kim Hatcher
Engineering Coordinator
ATCO, Gas Division, Australia

81 Prinsep Road, Jandakot, Western Australia, 6164
atco.com.au LinkedIn Facebook X

ATCO

ATCO acknowledges the Traditional Owners of country throughout Australia and their continuing connection to land, sea and community. We pay respect to
their Elders post, present and emerging, and in the spirit of reconciliation, we commit to working together for our shared future.
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e— Respondent No: 4 Responded At: Oct 21, 2024 19:33:04 pm
(\@) Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Oct 21, 2024 19:33:04 pm
£ Email: wa IP Address: n/a
Q1. What is your name? lan and Sabrina
Q2. What is your surname? Weale
Q3. What is your email address? sweale1@bigpond.com
Q4. What is your address? 56 Victoria Road Wattle Grove
Q5. What is your contact number? 0421934357
Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Q9. Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose
amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

We moved here to get the rural lifestyle not interested at this point of time of subdivision

Q11. Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13. Upload supporting documents not answered



Respondent No: 5

R
(\@) Login: Anonymous
T,

Email: n/a

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qé.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

| Submission 006

Responded At: Oct 28, 2024 16:09:47 pm
Last Seen: Oct 28, 2024 16:09:47 pm
IP Address: n/a

Nazmus

Sadat

nm_sadat@yahoo.com

83 Fennell Crescent

0430968269

No

No

not answered

Support

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

More land release will assist current housing crisis.

Q11. Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered
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Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

| Submission 007

Respondent No: 6 Responded At: Oct 29, 2024 13:00:58 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Oct 29, 2024 13:00:58 pm

Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Valerie and Robert

What is your surname? Dick

What is your email address? valdick1@hotmail.com

What is your address? 48 Victoria Road Wattle Grove

What is your contact number? 08419937990

Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your
name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No

organisation?
What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Because we are in our 80's and are unable to maintain acres and are awaiting your decision so as sale can go through for
us to move to smaller home. Also most blocks in our street are in same boat and are not being used . So close to Perth and
need more smaller blocks to accomadate workers in the area who are now working in the newly Hale Road developments.
Fire hazards each year in our area each summer is such a worry also. Please pass this amendment as soon as possible for
us so as we can move on quickly. | believe most residents in our area are fully supportive of the amendment. Sincerely,
Robert and Valerie Dick, 48 Victoria Road Wattle Grove.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



| Submission 008

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Chas Dornac <chasdornac@yahoo.com>

Monday, 4 November 2024 5:50 AM

info; Region Planning Schemes

EcoVision WAPC and EPA Submissions MRS 1388/57
FINAL WAPC Submission.pdf; FINAL EPA Submission.pdf

Please find attached submissions .

Kind regards
Bev & Charles Dornan



SUBMISSION TO THE WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
PLANNING COMMISSION REGARDING
PROPOSED MRS AMENDMENT 1388/57

WATTLE GROVE SOUTH

Submitted by Bev and Charles Dornan,
joint coordinators EcoVision

Date Submitted 4 November 2024
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The WAPC's proposal to rezone 126 hectares of Wattle Grove South from rural to
urban (MRS 1388/57) is fundamentally flawed and must be rejected.

Two critical governance failures undermine the Amendment. First, the proposal
fails to meet established Statutory Planning Framework requirements and presents
significant environmental risks that render it untenable. Second, the integrity of the
environmental review process has been compromised: the WAPC improperly
delegated its environmental assessment responsibilities to Hesperia Pty Ltd, a
private developer with direct commmercial interests in the outcome. This developer-
authored report is misleadingly presented on the EPA website, creating the false
impression that it is an EPA product and that there has been independent oversight
of its content. These procedural irregularities undermine the validity of the
assessment process and require urgent corrective action.

Given these serious concerns, the proposal should be rejected by the WAPC. The
cumulative impact of statutory non-compliance issues, environmental concerns
and compromised governance provides compelling grounds for rejecting this
proposal.

Summary of key concerns

1. Lack of critical infrastructure: The area lacks essential infrastructure, particularly
reticulated sewerage and gas. This absence creates significant challenges for new
housing projects, leading to delays and increased costs, as infrastructure must be
established before any development can proceed. Additionally, rezoning would
exacerbate traffic flow and worsen congestion at an already overcrowded arterial
road intersection, necessitating costly reconstruction of the road network.
Consequently, these unanticipated expenses would impose a heavy financial
burden on local and state authorities.

2. Surplus urban land supply: Current planning frameworks reveal a significant
surplus of land designated for urban development, making the rezoning of Wattle
Grove South unnecessary at this time. The Department of Planning’s Urban Monitor
Records show Perth’s zoned urban land could take 62 years to fully utilise.

3. Mischaracterisation of Amendment: The proposed development scale (over
1,000 new dwellings, up from 77 existing dwellings) and substantial infrastructure
requirements warrant comprehensive evaluation, not treatment as a “minor”
Amendment.

4. Contradiction to State Planning Framework: The proposal contradicts principles
of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance
outlined in the State Planning Strategy 2050.



5. Lack of community consent. There is substantial community opposition to the
rezoning, highlighting a critical lack of democratic process.

6. Environmental concerns: The Amendment would remove regulated environmental
protections for rural land, leading to biodiversity loss and degradation of critical
wetlands

7. Procedural irregularities: The environmental review raises legal and ethical concerns,
particularly regarding the developer’s involvement in preparing its own environmental
assessment. This conflict of interest undermines the review’s integrity and compromises
environmental protections.

8. Incompatible land use mix. Establishing an urban zone adjacent to a 6-lane highway
(Tonkin Highway) and near an industrial zone creates potential conflicts relating to
noise, air quality and safety issues for future residents.

9. Fragmentation of rural land: The proposal would create an isolated urban zone
surrounded by rural land on three sides and industrial land on another, leading to
inefficient land use and conflicts with existing rural activities.

10. Inducement to sprawl: Approving urban zoning in this location will set a precedent for
further urban sprawl into surrounding rural areas, jeopardising regional planning efforts
to address climate change.

In light of these concerns, it is crucial to scrutinise the WAPC's assertion that “the
proposed amendment does not constitute a substantial alteration to the MRS”. This
claim is misleading and raises doubts about the authenticity of the consultation
process, suggesting that alternative views may receive only superficial consideration,
thereby compromising meaningful stakeholder engagement.

Moreover, the Department of Planning’s refusal to clarify when and how this viewpoint
was established — citing “confidentiality” and requiring a Freedom of Information
request — contradicts principles of administrative transparency. This lack of clarity will
erode public trust in the planning process and calls into question the integrity of
stakeholder consultations.

We urge the WAPC to reject this proposal as it contradicts its responsibilities under the
Planning and Development Act 2005, imposes unnecessary financial burdens on the
State, disregards existing land availability, violates key planning principles and lacks
community support.
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Recommendations

We respectfully request that the WAPC takes 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

INTRODUCTION: OBJECTION TO WATTLE GROVE SOUTH REZONING PROPOSAL

The proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South from rural to high-density urban
development contradicts fundamental planning principles and fails to meet essential
development criteria. This submission demonstrates why maintaining the current rural
zoning is both necessary and aligned with sound planning practice.

PLANNING FRAMEWORK CONTEXT

While the North-East Sub-Regional Planning Framework (Figure 1) identifies Wattle Grove
South as a potential urban expansion areq, this designation is neither legally binding nor
an automatic trigger for rezoning. The Framework explicitly calls for flexible planning that
responds to local conditions and changing circumstances. The WAPC retains full
discretion to reject rezoning when compelling reasons exist — as they do in this case.
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Figure 1 Tonkin Highway and Welshpool Road East form a barrier between Wattle Grove
South and existing urban development in Cell 9 Wattle Grove/Forrestfield. The proposed
MRS Amendment, therefore, does not constitute a “logical expansion and consolidation of
the existing developed urban form” and should not be supported.

The North-East Sub-Regional Framework explicitly requires that urban expansion must
represent a “logical expansion and consolidation of existing developed urban form”. The
proposal fails this basic test:

e Tonkin Highway and Welshpool Road East create a clear physical barrier from existing
urban areas.

e An established vegetation buffer along Tonkin Highway's western side naturally
separates this area from residential Wattle Grove Cell 9

While the Framework identifies Wattle Grove South as a potential urban expansion areq,
this designation:

e Is not legally binding

e Requires individual assessment of each proposal

e Must demonstrate alignment with broader planning objectives (the North-East Sub-
Regional Framework states that in order to obtain support from the proposal must
represent a logical expansion and consolidation of the existing developed urban form)

e Allows rejection where clear contraindications exist




Substantive grounds for rejection

Infrastructure constraints
e Absence of essential services (reticulated sewerage and gas)
e Substantial unplanned road network reconstruction required
¢ Significant traffic impact concerns

Environmental protection
e Located in a Bushfire prone zone
e Loss of critical environmental safeguards
e Threat to local biodiversity
e Contradiction of climate change mitigation objectives through removal of established
green spaces

Community and process issues

Strong community opposition to initial urban concept plan

City of Kalamunda'’s unilateral development of alternative plan without consultation
Hesperia Pty Ltd’s Amendment based on an untested, internally developed plan
Breakdown of transparent and participatory planning processes

Planning framework compliance
o Sufficient existing land already zoned for urban development
e Proposal fails to constitute logical urban expansion
e Physical separation from existing urban areas

Conclusion

The proposal fundamentally fails to meet the Framework’s requirement for “logical
expansion and consolidation”. Given the clear infrastructure limitations, environmental
impacts, community opposition and planning inconsistencies, the WAPC should exercise its
authority to reject this rezoning proposal, despite the area’s identification as a potential
urban expansion zone.

The evidence clearly demonstrates that preserving rural zoning not only aligns with sound
planning principles but also serves the interests of the community and supports vital
environmental preservation goals.

The following discussion outlines EcoVision’s 10 key concerns, emphasising the importance
of maintaining zoning regulations for sustainable development.
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1.LACK OF CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

The proposed Amendment area fundamentally lacks the essential infrastructure required
for high-density urban development. Most critically, the absence of reticulated sewerage
and gas networks —particularly crucial in nutrient-sensitive surroundings — presents a
severe limitation. This deficiency creates not only substantial initial installation costs but
also imposes long-term financial burdens on state and local government, with residents
facing additional infrastructure contributions

Scale of development impact

The proposed Amendment would dramatically transform the area’s demographic and
infrastructure demands. The plan envisions an extraordinary increase from the current 77
dwellings to over 1,000, channeling all associated traffic through Crystal Brook Road — the
sole access point to Tonkin Highway via Welshpool Road East. This would result in a fivefold
increase in daily traffic on Crystal Brook Road, from 2,000 to 10,000 vehicles.

The City of Kalamunda'’s traffic projections anticipate:

e A surge to 30,000 vehicles daily on Welshpool Road East between Tonkin Highway and
Crystal Brook Road
e Anincrease to 10,000 vehicles daily on Crystal Brook Road

However, these projections significantly underestimate the actual impact. Recent state
government announcements reveal plans for Tonkin Highway — which borders the
Amendment area — to accommodate over 50,000 vehicles daily, including 13% heavy
vehicles. As Transport Minister Rita Saffioti noted in WA Today (14 October 2024): “This
stretch of Tonkin Highway is a notorious bottleneck, particularly the intersection with
Welshpool Road which regularly rates as one of the worst for congestion.”

Aircraft noise considerations

Further compounding these concerns, the Perth Airport Authority has raised significant
objections regarding aircraft noise impact. Their assessment reveals that the area will
experience up to 100 aircraft noise events above 65 decibels in an average day. As the
Authority emphasises, “Noise at this level is disruptive to a conversation, even inside a
dwelling and will be unacceptable to most people.” Based on these findings, they explicitly
support maintaining the area’s rural character through density limitations.



Planning and infrastructure implications

This proposal fundamentally contradicts the WAPC’s mandate for sustainable
development in Western Australia. It would necessitate unscheduled, costly
reconstruction of the existing road network while diverting resources from a coordinated
approach to infrastructure provision. The combined impact of inadequate infrastructure,
severe traffic congestion and significant aircraft noise would create untenable living
conditions in a high-density residential development.

The evidence clearly demonstrates that this Amendment would impose unsustainable
infrastructure demands while subjecting future residents to unacceptable living
conditions. These factors provide compelling grounds for the WAPC to reject the
proposal in accordance with its responsibility to ensure sustainable development
outcomes for Western Australia.

2. SURPLUS URBAN LAND SUPPLY

The proposal to rezone Wattle Grove South ignores a crucial reality: Perth already has
decades of urban development capacity within its existing boundaries. The North-East
Sub-Regional Planning Framework has identified approximately 7,570 hectares of land
already earmarked for projected population growth through 2050. This substantial reserve
has been further supplemented by Minister Carey’s recent announcement of 6,300 new
housing lots in the metropolitan area.

The scale of available urban land

The Department of Planning’s Urban Monitor 11 (January 2020) presents a striking
conclusion: Perth’s currently zoned urban development land would take 62 years to fully
utilise. This remarkable timeframe exposes the proposed Wattle Grove South rezoning as
not just unnecessary, but fiscally irresponsible. When substantial urban-zoned land
remains undeveloped, converting rural areas represents poor resource management and
undermines strategic planning principles.

Environmental imperatives
Urban Monitor 11 goes beyond simple land availability calculations to highlight
urbanisation’'s profound environmental costs. These include:

Deteriorating air and water quality
Creation of urban heat islands
Accelerating biodiversity loss
Climate change impacts

These findings strongly advocate for preserving existing green spaces, particularly in
environmentally sensitive foothills areas like Wattle Grove South. As cities grapple with
climate change challenges, maintaining these natural buffers becomes increasingly
critical for ecological resilience.



Strategic importance of rural preservation

State Planning Policy 2.5: Rural Planning explicitly acknowledges that opportunities for
rural living within the Perth and Peel regions are becoming increasingly scarce. The
North-East Sub-Regional Planning Framework reinforces this position, indicating that
new rural residential developments beyond those already identified will likely face WAPC
opposition.

This scarcity transforms Wattle Grove South’s current rural zoning from merely beneficial
to strategically essential. It represents one of the metropolitan area’s diminishing rural
lifestyle opportunities — a valuable asset that, once lost to urbanisation, cannot be
replaced. The area’s preservation as rural land thus serves dual purposes: maintaining
vital lifestyle diversity while protecting irreplaceable environmental values.

Given Perth’s extensive existing urban development capacity, combined with the
increasing rarity of rural spaces and pressing environmental considerations, the
proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South stands revealed as unnecessary,
environmentally harmful and contrary to strategic planning principles. The evidence
overwhelmingly supports maintaining its current rural zoning to preserve both lifestyle
opportunities and critical environmental values for future generations.

3.MISCHARACTERISATION OF AMENDMENT

The presentation of this Amendment as a minor modification fundamentally
misrepresents its transformative scale and far-reaching implications. This proposal
represents nothing less than a complete reimagining of Wattle Grove South’s character
and function, with impacts that would irreversibly alter both the physical and social
fabric of the area.

The sheer magnitude of the proposed changes defies any “minor” classification. The
Amendment envisions a dramatic intensification of development, introducing over 1,000
new dwellings into an area currently characterised by rural living. Perhaps most telling is
the radical reduction in lot sizes — from the current expansive 10,000+ square metre
rural properties to dense urban lots of 375 square metres or less. This represents not
merely a change in zoning, but a fundamental shift in the area’s identity and purpose.




Infrastructure and access implications

This transformation becomes even more significant
when considered alongside the area'’s current
infrastructure limitations. Wattle Grove South lacks
the most basic requirements for high-density urban
development, including reticulated sewerage and
gas networks.

The proposed influx of residents would necessitate
not just infrastructure installation, but a complete
reconstruction of the existing road network to
accommodate the massive increase in traffic
volume.

Strategic planning implications

The WAPC’s mandate extends beyond mere land-use administration — it carries the
responsibility for maintaining a coherent, sustainable vision for Western Australia’s long-
term development. This Amendment, far from being a minor adjustment, represents a
departure from strategic planning principles that risks setting a concerning precedent for
future development.

To characterise such extensive changes as “minor” not only understates their impact but
potentially circumvents the rigorous evaluation process such significant transformations
demand. This proposal requires comprehensive assessment of its full implications —
environmental, infrastructural and social — rather than the expedited consideration often
afforded to minor Amendments.

The evidence clearly demonstrates that this Amendment’s scope and impact demand
thorough scrutiny and evaluation commensurate with its true transformative nature.
Treating it as anything less than a “major” Amendment would compromise the integrity of
the planning process and potentially jeopardise the WAPC's ability to fulfill its strategic
planning responsibilities.

4. CONTRADICTION TO STATE PLANNING FRAMEWORK

The proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South fundamentally conflicts with Western
Australia’s established planning framework — a carefully constructed system of policies
designed to ensure orderly, sustainable development. The proposal not only contradicts
current land use designations but also undermines longstanding environmental
protections.

11



Historical protection status

The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) confirmed in 2019 that the rural
areas along Welshpool Road East form part of a protected landscape:

“.. the Rural areas either side of Welshpool Rd East form part of the broader Foothills
Rural area which has, since 1992, been protected from more intensive development as
reflected by the ‘Landscape Protection’ classification for the Foothills rural land in the
Foothills Structure Plan ...”
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Multiple policy conflicts

The proposal contradicts several key planning instruments:

e Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS): Currently designates the area as rural

e Foothills Structure Plan (active until 2025): Maintains rural classification

e 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:

1.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:

e 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

e 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:

e Bypassing integrated and staged
development processes

e Disrupting existing infrastructure
planning sequences

e Potentially forcing agencies to
“leapfrog” over areas already
approved for development

14




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:

e Inadequate and potentially biased consultation processes by the City of Kalamunda

e Non-disclosure of the Amendment’s lodgement during ongoing community
consultations

e 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:
e 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:
e Maintains permeable surfaces crucial for climate change
mitigation
e Contributes significantly to the region’s livability
e Preserves natural drainage patterns
e 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:

e 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:
e State Planning Policy 3.7 Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines
e State Planning Policy 2.5 Rural Planning
e 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.

l. 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 for the safety of residents and livestock, particularly during
evacuation, include:

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

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

e Transport Minister Saffioti has identified this section of Tonkin Highway as “notorious
bottleneck”

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

e 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:

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

e Meaningful community engagement in planning
processes

e Prioritisation of the “common good"” over private profit

e 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:

e 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

Incentivise 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:

e 97% of property owners opposed industrial rezoning

e 75% rejected urban rezoning proposals

¢ 145 submissions opposed the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept Plan versus
only 2 in support

e 797 residents formally petitioned against the urban concept plan

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

e Failed to consult property owners about the current proposal

e Unilaterally developed an alternative urban concept plan without public input

e Allowed this internally produced plan to form the basis of Hesperia Pty Ltd’s
Amendment

o 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.

20



6.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.

X
H ‘OPI ain., Even with the
S - e s knowledged
i \ The permeable hydreplain indicates araas of pervicus landscape wha e ac g
| || rainfalt flows inte the subsurface of the ground. A subsurface groundwater |m precision in the
E',_,» | flownet hetween the foothills and the Canning River flows through and /s .
I ,J: feeds the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands. This mapping is based upon A Amendment area's

modelllng using aerial nmﬁgery hyclrogeol.glmland mlevatien data | o

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.

m m [runcationof sub
surface hydrology

— Mapped sub surface

._I water feading into the
GBSW

F

Waterflow direction

21

Figure 3



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 commmercial 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.

e “This document outlines a water balance assessment (WBA) prepared to support
the environmental review document (ERD) for MRS Amendment 1388/57.” (Water
Balance Assessment)

e “Hyd2o0 was commissioned by Hesperia to prepare this District Water Management
Strategy (DWMS) to support 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

; { e 3

-




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)

e Section 4A’s mandate “to protect the environment of the State” is compromised when
developers assess their own environmental impacts.

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

e 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:

e 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.

e Section 15(b) mandates WAPC guidance on planning matters to regional and local
governments — a responsibility abandoned through this delegation 24



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:

¢ |t paves the way for other developers to seek similar self-assessment privileges.

e [t 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

e |t will result in the systemic erosion of environmental safeguards statewide

Contravention of best practice
The delegation contradicts established environmental assessment principles:

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

e Disregards fundamental requirements for impartial review

e 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:

e Courts consistently reject processes tainted
by bias

e Clear conflicts of interest provide grounds
for judicial review

e Any approval based on Hesperia's review
risks invalidation
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8. 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 for 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 for 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
e Contradicts Metropolitan Region Scheme and Foothills Structure Plan
e Violates principles of State Planning Strategy 2050
e Disregards key State Planning Policies (SPP 2.0, 2.5, 3.0 and 3.7)
e Breaches WAPC responsibilities under Planning and Development Act 2005

Environmental and Planning Integrity

e 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
e Absence of community consent
e Disregard for democratic planning processes
e Potential involuntary displacement of residents
e 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: \t

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 2019

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.

t 20
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 2019

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.

February 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
adyvisories for the Amendment area in December 2023.




APPENDIX B: ABOUT ECOVISION

EcoVision is a dedicated community group based in
the City of Kalamunda, primarily representing
residents of Wattle Grove South. Founded in May
2018 as a grassroots movement, EcoVision emerged
in response to a proposed industrial development
threatening up to 310 hectares of rural-zoned
foothills in our area. Over the years, we have evolved
into a proactive force in shaping the City’s planning
strategies, particularly those affecting the
environment.

Our community actively monitors Council activities
and engages with decision-makers by making
deputations and asking critical questions to promote
informed and responsible governance. The campaign
against industrialisation — and later urbanisation —
has received overwhelming support from local
residents, many of whom have embraced EcoVision’
ecological values and goals. We maintain strong
connections with these individuals, providing regular
updates on issues that matter to us all via email to
over 200 residents in Kalamunda.

EcoVision and its supporters are passionately
committed to protecting our local community,
prioritising the preservation of biodiversity and the
natural environment. This commitment aligns with
the documented environmental priorities of the City
of Kalamunda and acknowledges the urgent
challenges posed by climate change. lieve in
the necessity of deliberate planning to mitigate these

impacts for future generations.

In summary, EcoVision stands firmly against any
development proposals that threaten our
irreplaceable natural values. We advocate for
responsible decision-making that prioritises
environmental integrity over private interests,
ensuring that our community’s voice is heard and
respected in all planning matters.

Bev & Charles Dornan, joint coordinators on behalf
of the EcoVision team
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) proposal to rezone
approximately 126 hectares of rural land in Wattle Grove South to urban use poses
unacceptable environmental risks and should be rejected.

This submission demonstrates that the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails to
adequately protect critical environmental values and would result in significant,
irreversible impacts to threatened species, ecological communities and the
internationally significant Greater Brixton Street Wetlands (GBSW).

Furthermore, while the environmental review is presented on the EPA website as if it
were an EPA assessment, it was actually written by the developer, Hesperia Pty Ltd
— a clear conflict of interest that renders the WAPC's delegation of environmental
review responsibilities legally unsound and contrary to the principles of good
governance. This misrepresentation of the review’s authorship and the inherent
conflict of interest undermines the entire assessment process and must be
addressed immediately.

Key concerns include:

1. Conflict of interest in environmental review process

2. Unacceptable impacts on the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands (Inland waters)
3. Flawed hydrological modelling

4. Inadequate assessment of cumulative impacts

5. Destruction of threatened ecological communities (Flora and Vegetation)

B. Loss of critical black cockatoo habitat (Terrestrial Fauna)

7. Inadequate mitigation measures

1. CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND PROCEDURAL CONCERNS

The WAPC's delegation of the environmental review to Hesperia Pty Ltd, while
practically expedient, creates an irreconcilable conflict of interest:

e Hesperia Pty Ltd has a direct pecuniary interest in the outcome of the
environmental review and the subsequent decision on the MRS Amendment.

e The approval of the Amendment would significantly increase the value of the
land Hesperia Pty Ltd seeks to develop.

¢ This clear financial motivation undermines the objectivity and credibility of any
environmental review they produce.

Likelihood Of Bias

A consultant hired and paid for by a developer faces obvious pressure to produce
reports that align with their employer’'s commercial interests. Thus, any
environmental review report produced under these circumstances is inherently
biased in favour of the developer and their rezoning proposal. This bias may
manifest in various ways, including:

downplaying potential environmental impacts
over-emphasising potential benefits

selective presentation of data

inadequate consideration of alternatives.



The risk of bias in this situation is not merely theoretical. it is an inherent and
unavoidable consequence of improper delegation.

For example, direct evidence of bias in the environmental review for MRS Amendment
1388/57 is apparent in two key accompanying reports commissioned by Hesperia Pty
Ltd. These reports explicitly state their purpose as supporting the proposed amendment:

e “This document outlines a water balance assessment (WBA) prepared to support
the environmental review document (ERD) for MRS Amendment 1388/57.” (Water
Balance Assessment)

e -“Hyd2o was commissioned by Hesperia to prepare this District Water Management
Strategy (DWMS) to support 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)

Obscured authorship

The Environmental Review document misleads the public about who wrote it. While hosted
on the EPA website and presented as if it were an official EPA report, it was written by
Hesperia Pty Ltd= a fact buried in the documentation. This deception is even more serious
because the document falsely claims to be “the report by the Responsible Authority (the
WAPC) on their environmental review”. By obscuring Hesperia's authorship, this
presentation breaches both public trust and administrative transparency requirements.

Such misrepresentation goes beyond mere administrative failure. The document appears
deliberately crafted to pass off a developer’s self-assessment as an independent
government review. Hesperia’s authorship is actively downplayed, buried almost
exclusively in the reference list, while the document masquerades as an official EPA
assessment.

The WAPC’s misconduct is twofold: first allowing Hesperia to write its own environmental
review, then helping to conceal this arrangement from public view. This lack of
transparency compounds the conflict of interest inherent in the WAPC's improper
delegation of its environmental review responsibilities.

Such manipulation destroys public trust in environmental protection processes and raises
fundamental questions about whether the WAPC can be trusted to uphold its statutory
responsibilities.




» ’
: & - w\
- "

Legal and statutory violations
The delegation of governmental responsibilities to private entities with direct pecuniary
interests contradicts the stated purposes and provisions of relevant legislation:

Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA)

e Section 4A: states the object of the Act is “to protect the environment of the State”. This
cannot be achieved if those with vested financial interests in development are allowed
to assess their own environmental impacts.

e Section 38(1): empowers the EPA to require an environmental review. This power is
granted to ensure independent expert assessment — not to facilitate self-assessment
by developers.

e Section 40(2)(b): requires the EPA to determine the form, content, timing and
procedure of environmental reviews. By allowing Hesperia Pty Ltd to conduct the
review, the WAPC has usurped/undermined this statutory function of the EPA.

Planning and Development Act 2005 (WA)

e Section 14(a)(ii): charges the WAPC with the responsibility to “plan for the coordinated
provision of transport and infrastructure for land development”. This planning function
inherently includes consideration of environmental impacts, which cannot lawfully be
delegated to a private entity with conflicting interests.

e Section 15(b): requires the WAPC to “provide guidance on planning and development
matters to regional and local governments”. By delegating the environmental review,
the WAPC abdicates this guidance role on a critical planning matter.

Undermining public trust and procedural fairness
The delegation of this review compromises the integrity of the entire planning process:
e The public relies on government agencies to conduct fair, impartial assessments of
development proposals, particularly those with significant environmental implications.
e Allowing a developer to essentially self-assess their own proposal erodes public
confidence in the planning system and raises serious questions about procedural
fairness.

Precedent and long-term consequences
If this delegation is allowed to stand, it sets a dangerous precedent for future planning
decisions in Western Australia:
e |t opens the door for other developers to argue for similar self-assessment privileges.
e |t could lead to a systemic weakening of environmental protections across the State.

)



Legal vulnerability

This delegation exposes any subsequent approval of the MRS Amendment to potential
legal challenge:
e The courts have consistently held that decision-making processes must be free from
bias or the appearance of bias.
e The clear conflict of interest in this case could provide grounds for judicial review,
potentially invalidating any approval granted based on the environmental review
created by Hesperia Pty Ltd.

Contravention of best practice

The delegation to Hesperia Pty Ltd flagrantly disregards established best practices:
¢ Internationally recognised environmental assessment principles, such as those outlined
by the International Association for Impact Assessment, emphasise the importance of
independence and impartiality in environmental reviews.




2. UNACCEPTABLE IMPACTS

Key Environmental Factor: Inland Waters

EPA Objective: To maintain the hydrological regimes and quality of groundwater and
surface water so that environmental values are protected

The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails to meet this objective and poses
unacceptable risks to the hydrological integrity of the GBSW and surrounding ecosystems.

Potential impacts

Alteration of surface and groundwater flows critical to maintaining the GBSW
Increased stormwater runoff and pollutant loads to sensitive wetland systems
Disruption of groundwater-dependent ecosystems

Loss of water retention and filtration functions provided by existing permeable rural
land uses

Key concerns
1. Inadequate consideration of the GBSW hydroplain: The GBSWs fall within the purview
of an “environmentally sensitive area” as per the provisions of Section 51B of the EPA

Act.

Research conducted by University of Western Australia Lecturer, Daniel Martin, an expert in
environmental planning and geospatial analysis, definitively establishes that the GBSW
subsurface hydroplain extends beneath the entire MRS Amendment area and continues into
surrounding regions of Wattle Grove South and the Darling Scarp (see Figure 1).



Figure I. Depicts the mapped hydroplain of the GBSW shown with an approximated
overlay of the proposed Amendment Area.

Hydroplain.
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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.



This misunderstanding of wetland boundaries reveals a critical flaw in the hydrological
assessment. A wetland system is not limited to what can be seen on the surface — it
comprises both its visible water features AND the underlying hydroplain that makes their
existence possible. Indeed, Schedule 1in State Planning Policy 2.9 makes it clear that
planning actions must be informed by identifying all water resources above and below
ground in the subject areaq, with current or potential value to the community and the
environment.

The hydroplain is not merely connected to these wetlands - it is their life support
system, the essential subsurface foundation that sustains their ecological functions.
Consequently, any meaningful protective buffer must be measured from the full extent
of the hydroplain, not arbitrarily from visible surface features.

Hesperia's approach to a buffer zone measured only from surface water ignores this
fundamental scientific reality and fails to protect the wetland system's true boundaries.

2. Flawed hydrological modelling: The environmental review contradicts itself on water
impacts.

While acknowledging the Amendment will change existing surface and groundwater
cycles, it simultaneously claims these changes will not be significant = a logical
impossibility.

Hesperia’'s water balance calculations rest on dubious assumptions and critically fail to:
e model worst=case scenarios
e assess cumulative impacts
¢ explain how urbanisation’s profound changes to the landscape could maintain pre-
development water flows.

These fundamental gaps in Hesperia’s analysis make clear that only independent
hydrological modelling can properly assess the proposal’s impacts.




3. Underestimated surface water impacts:
Increased runoff threatens wetland survival.

The environmental review predicts a massive
increase in surface water flow towards the GBSW —
an additional 24,624 kL annually. This includes 5,192
kL/year through the Boundary Road culvert and
19,332 kL/year towards the Maddington Kenwick
Strategic Employment Area (MKSEA) open drainage
system.

Even these concerning figures likely underestimate
the true impact that could overwhelm these
sensitive ecosystems, leading to degradation of
water quality in sensitive areas.

The review's claims about nutrient control are unproven. Hesperia’s assertion that
development will reduce nutrients (by 63% for nitrogen and 60% for phosphorus) relies
entirely on optimistic assumptions about water=sensitive urban design. These projected
reductions depend on perfect implementation and ignore the reality that full
development will likely increase stormwater volumes far above current levels, potentially
flooding these delicate wetlands with harmful nutrients.

4. Groundwater mound disruption: Unassessed risks from major hydrological changes.
The environmental review fails to analyse how ending turf farm irrigation will alter the
local groundwater mound = a change that could significantly impact both regional
hydrology and the GBSW. This represents another critical gap in understanding the
proposal’s true environmental impacts.

5. Inadequate buffer zone methodology: Flawed wetland boundary definitions threaten
ecosystem protection.

Hesperia’s approach to measuring buffer zones from visible wetland edges ignores
critical hydrological science. A wetland ecosystem encompasses not just surface water
features but also, the mapped subsurface hydroplain and interconnected hydrological
systems.

Failing to measure buffer zones from the outer boundary of the mapped hydroplain
creates artificial distinctions that could compromise the entire wetland protection
framework. This scientifically unsound approach risks leaving crucial parts of the wetland
system vulnerable to development impacts and undermines the fundamental purpose of
buffer zone regulations. 10



6. Unaddressed cumulative impacts: The
assessment ignores critical combined effects of
regional development.

The environmental assessment takes a
dangerously narrow view by examining this
development in isolation. The EPA’s own guidance
document, Environmental values and pressures
for the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands on the
Swan Coastal Plain, Advice in accordance with
section 16(]) of the Environmental Protection Act
1986 (“the EPA Advice”) explicitly requires
consideration of cumulative impacts on this
significant wetland system.

By failing to analyse how this development would interact
with other planned projects in the catchment areq, the
assessment presents an incomplete and potentially
misleading picture of environmental impacts. This
oversight could lead to death by a thousand cuts for these
critically important wetlands.

7. Climate change vulnerability. Urbanisation amplifies environmental risks in a changing
climate.

The proposal fails to adequately address how increased urbanisation will compound
climate change threats to this sensitive ecosystem. As the EPA Advice explicitly warns,
climate change will significantly affect wetland hydrology through altered rainfall patterns
and more frequent extreme weather events. The development would reduce the wetlands’
natural resilience exactly when they need it most, potentially creating a perfect storm of
environmental stressors that could irreversibly damage this unique ecosystem.

8. Inadequate monitoring and enforcement. Weak oversight threatens long-term wetland
protection.

The proposed monitoring program falls critically short of EPA standards for environmental
protection. It lacks specific, measurable triggers for intervention and fails to outline legally
enforceable remediation measures. This vague approach to oversight directly contradicts
the EPA’s Advice, which emphasises the necessity for coordinated, long-term management
of the wetland system. Without robust monitoring protocols and clear enforcement
mechanisms, there can be no genuine guarantee of environmental protection, rendering
other safeguards potentially meaningless.

11



3. CRITICAL IMPACTS ON FLORA AND VEGETATION

Key Environmental Factor: Flora and Vegetation

EPA Objective: To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological
integrity are maintained.

The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails to meet this objective and, if approved,
would severely impact threatened species and ecological communities. This
assessment is strongly supported by an independent AECOM report commissioned by
the City of Kalamunda, which identified significant conservation values in the area.

The entire AECOM survey areq, while larger than the specific Amendment zone, functions
as an ecological corridor that facilitates the movement of plants and animals
throughout the region, including within the Amendment area. This connectivity is vital for
maintaining important biological connections.

Expert evaluations of the AECOM report by Professor Stephen Hopper AC and Dr Alex
George AM further underscore the area'’s ecological importance.
Professor Hopper stated:

“The report reinforces that you live in an environmentally sensitive area indeed. It
encompasses one Commonwealth threatened ecological community (TEC), three WA
listed TECs, one threatened plant listed by WA and the Commonwealth as vulnerable
( Conospermum undulatum ), two Commonwealth and WA listed threatened Cockatoo
species and their foraging and nesting habitat (730 breeding and potential breeding
trees were recorded), plus Quenda (a WA Priority 4 — monitoring — species).”

Dr George stated:

“The area lies largely on the Ridge Hill Shelf complex that, even at the time of
foundation of Western Australia in 1829, did not cover a large area and has been
impacted severely by development. The complex occurs only along the foot of the
Darling Scarp in the Perth Metropolitan Area. It contains vegetation and flora that occur
nowhere else.”.

The AECOM report identifies numerous flora species of conservation significance,
including 14 communities and 51 flora species. Within the Amendment area itself, certain
segments exhibit good to excellent environmental values that must be considered in
decision-making.

12



It is essential for the EPA and the WAPC to recognise that degraded areas do not justify
destroying remaining habitats through urbanisation. The intact regions are crucial for
various flora species of conservation concern, as highlighted in the AECOM report. The
potential impacts of urban development on these valuable ecosystems are substantial,
necessitating strong advocacy for their protection against unsustainable development
practices.

Notably, one private property earmarked as future public open space by Hesperia Pty Ltd
contains the most significant environmental attributes in the planning areaq, according to
the AECOM study. The anticipated recreational use will likely lead to an irreversible loss of
biodiversity.

If approved, the Amendment would eliminate existing protections for native plants and
trees under Western Australia’s Environmental Protection Act 1986. Urban rezoning would
remove restrictions on vegetation clearing, prompting many developers to clear all native
vegetation early in their projects to maximise usable land and profits without regulatory
consequences. This approach poses no penalties or adverse effects for developers who
choose complete clearing, making it an attractive strategy to enhance development
potential.

Key concerns

1. Exceptional biodiversity value: The AECOM report identifies 14 communities, 51 flora
species and 26 fauna species of conservation significance in the survey areq, including
one Commonwealth threatened ecological community (TEC) and three WA-listed TECs.

2. Unique Ridge Hill Shelf Complex: Dr Alex George AM emphasises that the area contains
irreplaceable vegetation and flora found only along the foot of the Darling Scarp in the
Perth Metropolitan Area.

3. Threatened flora: The presence of Conospermum undulatum (waxy-leaved
smokebush), classified as vulnerable by both WA and Commonwealth authorities,
underscores the area’s importance for conserving threatened species.

4. Inadequate Protection of TECs: The proposal to clear even small areas of critically
endangered Banksia Woodlands TEC is unacceptable. The claimed 96.45% retention rate
ignores edge effects and long-term viability of isolated patches.

5. Questionable offset strategy: Relying on future offsets to compensate for vegetation loss
is unacceptable. Prioritising avoidance of such losses is essential, and any proposed
offsets must be clearly defined and secured before any approval is considered.

6. Fragmentation of ecological linkages: The proposal would further fragment an already
diminished ecological network, isolating plant populations and reducing genetic diversity.

7. Inadequate weed and disease management: Proposed management strategies lack
specific, enforceable measures to prevent the spread of weeds and diseases like
Phytophthora dieback.

8. Threat to unique biodiversity: The EPA’s Advice regarding the GBSW highlights its
outstanding botanical diversity, with over 650 plant species recorded. The proposed
rezoning threatens this globally significant biodiversity hotspot, attributed by the EPA to
specialised plant adaptations to the complex soils, chemistry and hydrology of the site.

13



4. THREATS TO ENDANGERED FAUNA AND HABITAT

Key Environmental Factor: Terrestrial Fauna

EPA Objective: To protect terrestrial fauna so that biological diversity and ecological
integrity are maintained.

The AECOM report presents compelling evidence of the area’s significant ecological value,
particularly for threatened fauna. The survey identifies 26 fauna species of conservation
significance, three of which were directly recorded during the assessment:

e Forest red-tailed black cockatoo

e Carnaby’s cockatoo

e Southern brown bandicoot (quenda).

Notably, the area plays a critical role in supporting black cockatoo populations, with the
survey documenting

e 730 breeding and potential breeding trees

e 17 trees containing suitable breeding hollows

e 27 hollows suitable for black cockatoo breeding.

Given these findings, the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 would have unacceptable
impacts on these species and their habitats.

Key concerns

1. Critical black cockatoo habitat. The AECOM survey recorded 730 breeding and potential
breeding trees, including 17 trees with 27 suitable hollows. This significantly exceeds what
was acknowledged in the environmental review and highlights the area’s crucial
importance for these threatened species.

2. Confirmed presence of
threatened species: The report
documented three species of
conservation significance:

e Forest red-tailed black cockatoo

e Carnaby’s cockatoo

e Southern brown bandicoot.

3. Fragmentation of ecological
corridors: The proposed
development would sever vital
fauna movement pathways,
isolating populations and
diminishing genetic diversity.

4. Cumulative impacts ignored: The
assessment overlooks the broader
context of ongoing habitat loss in
the region and its cumulative effects
on fauna populations.
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5. Inadequate mitigation measures: Proposed mitigation strategies, such as the District
Water Management Strategy, lack clarity and certainty regarding their effectiveness.
Relying on future approvals for Local Structure Plans raises questions about
accountability and compliance. Without rigorous oversight, these measures may not
adequately address potential environmental impacts. Vague proposails like
“revegetation” and future “management plans” require clear, quantifiable commitments.

6. Impacts on other significant fauna: The potential presence of other threatened
species, such as the southern brown bandicoot (quenda) has not been sufficiently
assessed or addressed.

7. Long-term viability of retained habitat: Small, isolated patches of retained vegetation
are unlikely to support viable fauna populations long term, especially for species
sensitive to edge effects and disturbances.

8. Impact on wetland-dependent fauna: The EPA’s Advice regarding the GBSW
underscores the importance of the wetlands for waterbirds and frogs during autumn
and winter. The proposed rezoning and associated hydrological changes threaten these
seasonal habitats and the species that depend on them.

5. DETERIORATION OF COMMUNITY VALUES AND AMENITY

Key Environmental Factor: Social Surroundings

EPA Objective: To protect social surroundings from significant harm

While the EPA primarily focuses on environmental protection, the proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 would have significant negative impacts on social surroundings that
are closely tied to environmental values.

Key concerns

1. Loss of rural character and amenity: Rezoning would irreversibly change the semi-rural
landscape of Wattle Grove South, negatively affecting the lifestyle and wellbeing of
residents who specifically chose to live in this legally protected rural setting with its defined
boundaries. The interests of private commercial developers, advanced through interaction
with public authorities, should not be allowed to override the established rights and
wellbeing of local residents.

2. Impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage: The assessment of potential impacts on
Aboriginal heritage values is insufficient. The registered Aboriginal site at Brentwood Road
Swamp requires more comprehensive investigation and protection.
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3. Visual impacts on natural landscapes: Proposed urbanisation
would degrade views from surrounding natural areas, including
Korung National Park, adversely affecting recreational and
aesthetic values.

4. Loss of ecosystem services: The permeable rural landscape
provides essential ecosystem services such as stormwater

management, carbon sequestration and mitigation of urban heat
islands. Urbanisation would diminish these benefits.

5. Increased traffic and noise: The significant increase in
population density would lead to traffic congestion and
noise, degrading the existing peaceful rural environment.

6. Pressure on local infrastructure: The Amendment area
lacks reticulated sewerage or gas services. Proposed
development would strain existing community
infrastructure, potentially diminishing the quality of life
for current residents. Approval of this amendment would
allow developer interests to reshape the local landscape
and government processes through an inappropriate
rezoning precedent, putting profit ahead of proper
infrastructure planning and community needs.

7. Cumulative impacts on sense of place: Combined with other planned
developments in the areaq, this proposed rezoning contributes to a broader
loss of rural landscapes and connection to nature in Perth’s eastern suburbs,
contradicting the Foothills Structure Plan (see Figure 2), which remains
binding until 2025.

16



Figure 2 Foothills Structure Plan

This statutory planning document endorsed by the DPLH shows that the Amendment area
has been designated as “rural” to provide a buffer to land which the DPLH regards as
“Landscape Protected” due to its significant environmental values.
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8. Loss of scientific and educational values: The EPA’s Advice relating to the GBSW
emphasises the international recognition these wetlands receive for their scientific and
educational significance. The proposed rezoning threatens these values by potentially
altering the unique ecological and hydrological characteristics that make the GBSW an
important site for research and learning. Ongoing research and community involvement
in monitoring and conservation efforts highlight the wetlands’ importance as a resource
for education and ecological understanding.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Reject compromised review: The EPA must dismiss the flawed environmental
review and uphold the existing Rural zoning in the proposed Amendment area to
safeguard these irreplaceable natural resources.

2. Revocation of delegation: The EPA should instruct the WAPC to immediately
retract its delegation to Hesperia Pty Ltd for conducting the environmental review.
Instead, the WAPC must engage independent experts to perform a thorough and
unbiased assessment of urbanisation impacts in this sensitive region. It is crucial to
understand that a peer review directed by the EPA cannot rectify an inherently
flawed process; evaluating a review improperly assigned to Hesperia Pty Ltd only
legitimises a biased approach. Subjecting this developer-driven review to peer
assessment will only exacerbate the existing conflict of interest.

3. Prohibit conflicted delegations: Clear policies must be established to prevent
delegating statutory environmental review responsibilities to entities with direct
financial stakes in the outcomes.

4. Strengthen internal processes: Both the WAPC and EPA should evaluate and
enhance their internal procedures to ensure that all significant planning decisions
undergo rigorous and impartial environmental assessments.

5. Legislative review: The relevant legislation should be scrutinised and amended if
necessary to explicitly forbid such delegations of responsibility.

6. Coordinated management approach: In alignment with the EPA’s Advice on the
GBSW, a unified management strategy should be developed for the entire GBSW
ared, encompassing the hydroplain beneath the proposed Amendment area. This
initiative should involve all pertinent stakeholders, including Traditional Owners, and
be sufficiently funded for effective long-term protection of wetland values.

7. Independent investigations: Comprehensive, independent hydrological and
hydrogeological studies should be conducted to fully assess the potential effects of
the proposed rezoning on the GBSW and its hydroplain.

8. Consider AECOM findings: The EPA should prioritise the findings of the
independent AECOM report, which offers a more thorough and impartial evaluation
of the area’s environmental values compared to the developer-prepared
environmental review.

18



CONCLUSION

The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove South presents unacceptable
risks to vital environmental values and fails to align with the EPA’s objectives across
multiple critical areas. The developer and the WAPC have not provided any evidence
that the negative impacts can be effectively avoided, mitigated or offset. Moreover, the
delegation of environmental review responsibilities to Hesperia Pty Ltd is not only legally
questionable but also ethically compromised, undermining public interest. This action
contradicts the goals of both the Environmental Protection Act and the Planning and
Development Act, setting a troubling precedent for environmental protection in Western
Australia.

A significant oversight of the environmental review is its inadequate consideration of the
GBSW hydroplain, as highlighted by recent UWA research. This critical omission raises
serious doubts about the validity of the entire assessment. Coupled with the EPA’s Advice
on the international significance and vulnerability of the GBSW a comprehensive,
independent review of the proposed amendment’s impacts is urgently needed.

We strongly call on the EPA and WAPC to act swiftly on our recommendations to
safeguard the integrity of the environmental review process. Upholding good
governance principles in Western Australia requires rejecting this rezoning proposal. The
unique environmental values = including threatened species, ecologically significant
communities and the internationally significant GBSW = are irreplaceable and warrant
the highest level of protection.

The future of Western Australia’s planning and environmental protection system hinges
on immediate action to correct this improper delegation and thoroughly reassess the
proposed Amendment. The environment and public welfare must always take
precedence over private development interests in all planning decisions.

The stark contrast between the independent AECOM report and Hesperia’s
environmental review further erodes confidence in this assessment process. As Dr Alex
George AM aptly stated:

“It should be stressed that it would not be possible to offset the area with bushland
elsewhere since ... there is virtually nowhere equivalent in its landforms and
biodiversity.”

This statement underscores the irreplaceable nature of Wattle Grove South and
reinforces the urgent need to maintain its current Rural zoning. 19
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Appendix A: About EcoVision

EcoVision is a dedicated community group based in
the City of Kalamunda, primarily representing
residents of Wattle Grove South. Founded in May
2018 as a grassroots movement, EcoVision emerged
in response to a proposed industrial development
threatening up to 310 hectares of rural-zoned
foothills in our area. Over the years, we have evolved
into a proactive force in shaping the City’s planning
strategies, particularly those affecting the
environment.

Our community actively monitors Council activities
and engages with decision-makers by making
deputations and asking critical questions to promote
informed and responsible governance. The campaign
against industrialisation — and later urbanisation —
has received overwhelming support from local
residents, many of whom have embraced EcoVision’
ecological values and goals. We maintain strong
connections with these individuals, providing regular
updates on issues that matter to us all via email to
over 200 residents in Kalamunda.

EcoVision and its supporters are passionately
committed to protecting our local community,
prioritising the preservation of biodiversity and the
natural environment. This commitment aligns with
the documented environmental priorities of the City
of Kalamunda and acknowledges the urgent
challenges posed by climate change. lieve in
the necessity of deliberate planning to mitigate these

impacts for future generations.

In summary, EcoVision stands firmly against any
development proposals that threaten our 5
irreplaceable natural values. We advocate for .
responsible decision-making that prioritises ’
environmental integrity over private interests,

ensuring that our community’s voice is heard and
respected in all planning matters.

Bev & Charles Dornan, joint coordinators on behalf
of the EcoVision team




| Addition to Submission 008 |

From: Chas Dornac <chasdornac@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, 2 March 2025 1:41 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: URGENT EcoVision Addendum MRS 1388/57 Wattle Grove South
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: SUB

Dear Department of Planning Assessor,

| am writing to provide an urgent addendum to the EcoVision submission regarding the proposed
Amendment. This new information is critical and should be considered in conjunction with our
original submission.

As previously detailed in our EcoVision submission, we emphasized the significant risk of bushfire
as one of the compelling reasons against permitting the proposed Amendment. Unfortunately, this
concern has now become a reality.

On Saturday, 1 March 2025, residents in the proposed Amendment area were issued an
emergency evacuation order due to an active bushfire threat. The situation was severe enough to
require aerial firefighting support from multiple helicopters and water planes. While we are relieved
that no lives were lost, we have just been informed (as of 11 minutes ago) that the fire has
reignited, underscoring the ongoing danger.

To provide context, | am including the text of the emergency message sent by the Department of
Fire and Emergency Services WA on March 1, 2025:

"This is an EMERGENCY message from Department of Fire and Emergency Services. There is a
Bushfire Emergency Warning is in place for people in an area bounded by Welshpool Road East,
Roe Highway, Hale Road, Tonkin Highway, Brentwood Road and Bickley Road in parts of
KENWICK, WATTLE GROVE and FORRESTFIELD in the CITY OF GOSNELLS and the CITY OF
KALAMUNDA. You are in danger and need to act immediately to survive. There is a threat to lives
and homes. If the way is clear, leave now for a safer place."

This recent event clearly demonstrates the very real and immediate bushfire risk in the area,
validating our concerns as expressed in the original EcoVision submission. We urge the
Department to carefully consider this new information when assessing the proposed Amendment,
as it directly impacts the safety and well-being of potential residents in the area.

We respectfully request that this addendum be read and considered in conjunction with our
original EcoVision submission. The recent bushfire event provides concrete evidence of the risks
we previously highlighted and reinforces the need for a thorough reassessment of the proposed
Amendment.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.

Bev & Charles Dornan
Joint coordinators EcoVision
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Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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| Addition to Submission 008

From: Chas Dornac <chasdornac@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, 1 September 2025 11:23 AM

To: Anthony Muscara <Anthony.Muscara@dplh.wa.gov.au>

Cc: Commission Support <committees@dplh.wa.gov.au>

Subject: Wattle Grove South (MRS Amendment 1388/57) — Hesperia’s pre-emptive clearing actions and conflict of interest

Attachments: REF 10975 - Determination Notice - Clearing Permit not Required (1).pdf; Certificate of Title
1279-390 48 Victoria Road, WATTLE GROVE 6107.pdf

Dear Anthony

| write in relation to proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 (Wattle Grove South), for which you provide
Commission support, to draw your attention to matters that directly affect the integrity of the WAPC'’s
statutory decision-making and advice to the Minister for Planning.

1. Conflict of interest in Environmental Review

As you know, the Environmental Review (ER) for Amendment 1388/57 was advertised by the EPA as
a WAPC document. In reality, the ER was authored by Hesperia, the proponent and beneficiary of the
amendment, following the WAPC'’s delegation of its statutory responsibility. This creates an inherent
conflict of interest and undermines the independence expected of assessment material relied upon by
both the EPA and WAPC.

2. DWER Determination enabling pre-emptive clearing

While the ER remains under EPA consideration, the Department of Water and Environmental
Regulation (DWER) issued a “Clearing Permit Not Required” Determination (Ref 10975/1, 2 April
2025), authorising the removal/translocation of 17 native trees at:

o Lot 3 (48 Victoria Road), and
o Lot 81 (54 Victoria Road), Wattle Grove.

The referral was lodged in the name of The Arbor Centre for “arboriculture” purposes. However,
Landgate records confirm a caveat lodged by Hesperia Projects Pty Ltd on Lot 3 (48
Victoria Road) on 4 June 2021, evidencing Hesperia’s property rights and effective control.

3. Concealment of interests and apprehended bias

Hesperia’s direct property interest was not disclosed in the referral, creating the appearance that it
sought to mask its role by acting through a contractor. This conduct gives rise to reasonable
apprehension that environmental constraints within the amendment footprint are being deliberately
removed ahead of the statutory planning outcome.

4. Consequences for the WAPC


zchalwelljames
Text Box
Addition to Submission 008


These circumstances directly implicate the WAPC’s statutory responsibilities under the Planning
and Development Act 2005, particularly the Commission’s duty to act fairly, avoid bias, and
provide lawful, impartial advice to the Minister. Any recommendation to approve Amendment
1388/57 made without acknowledging Hesperia’'s pre-emptive actions risks being tainted by
procedural unfairness, conflict of interest, and frustration of the EPA’s statutory
assessment process under the Environmental Protection Act 1986.

5. Requested actions
| respectfully request that the Department and the WAPC:

« Acknowledge Hesperia’s direct property interests and concealment in the referral
leading to DWER’s Determination Ref 10975/1.

o Factor into deliberations that Hesperia has already sought to diminish the environmental
baseline of the amendment area while the EPA review is live.

o Advise the WAPC that recommending approval of Amendment 1388/57 under these
circumstances risks undermining public confidence, engaging apprehended bias, and
exposing the WAPC to judicial review.

« Support a precautionary stance in line with the EPA’s statutory objectives and principles
(EP Act s 4A, s 15), ensuring the environmental baseline is preserved until all assessments
are concluded.

6. Attachments for reference

« DWER Determination Notice, Ref 10975/1 (2 April 2025).
o Landgate Certificate of Title 1279/390 — 48 Victoria Road (Lot 3), showing caveat
lodged by Hesperia Projects Pty Ltd.

These matters strike at the heart of good governance. It would be untenable for the WAPC to
recommend approval of an amendment where the proponent has acted covertly to degrade the
very values under formal review, while passing off its own Environmental Review as that of the
Commission.

| ask that you ensure this information is placed before the WAPC as part of their deliberations on
MRS Amendment 1388/57.

Kind regards,
Bev Dornan
Joint Coordinator, EcoVision



OFFICIAL

Government of Western Australia
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation

CLEARING REFERRAL DETERMINATION NOTICE

Referral details

Referral number: REF 10975/1
Referral submitted by: Andrew Hawes
Purpose of proposed clearing: Arboriculture

Lot 3 on Diagram 24545 and

Location of proposed clearing: Lot 81 on Diagram 85279

Locality: Wattle Grove
Clearing size: 17 Native Trees
Expiration date: 2 April 2027

Referral determination

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation has considered the above referral and
determined under section 51DA(3) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (the EP Act) that a
clearing permit is not required for the proposed clearing of native vegetation within the area(s)
outlined in green on the attached map detailed in Schedule 1 (the referral area).

The reason for this determination is that the proposed clearing satisfies all of the criteria specified
in section 51DA(4) of the EP Act.

Please note that this determination is valid only until the expiration date specified above.

Binten

ssica Burton
A/MANAGER
NATIVE VEGETATION REGULATION

Officer delegated under section 20 of
the Environmental Protection Act 1986

2 April 2025

Prime House, 8 Davidson Terrace Joondalup Western Australia 6027
Locked Bag 10 Joondalup DC WA 6919

Telephone: 08 6364 7000 Facsimile: 08 6364 7001
www.dwer.wa.gov.au
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Schedule 1: Map

CPS 10975/1
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Figure 1: Map of the referral area within which clearing of native vegetation does not
require a clearing permit (outlined in green).



TITLE NUMBER

Volume Folio

WESTERN AUSTRALIA 1279 390

RECORD OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

UNDER THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893

The person described in the first schedule is the registered proprietor of an estate in fee simple in the land described below subject to the
reservations, conditions and depth limit contained in the original grant (if a grant issued) and to the limitations, interests, encumbrances and
notifications shown in the second schedule.

"BGRobe s

REGISTRAR OF TITLES

LAND DESCRIPTION:
LOT 3 ON DIAGRAM 24545

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR:
(FIRST SCHEDULE)
ROBERT KENNETH DICK OF 17 LOVEGROVE WAY MORLEY
(T A318916 ) REGISTERED 21/8/1970

LIMITATIONS, INTERESTS, ENCUMBRANCES AND NOTIFICATIONS:
(SECOND SCHEDULE)

1. 0759346 CAVEAT BY HESPERIA PROJECTS PTY LTD LODGED 4/6/2021.

Warning: A current search of the sketch of the land should be obtained where detail of position, dimensions or area of the lot is required.
Lot as described in the land description may be a lot or location.

END OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

STATEMENTS:

The statements set out below are not intended to be nor should they be relied on as substitutes for inspection of the land
and the relevant documents or for local government, legal, surveying or other professional advice.

SKETCH OF LAND: 1279-390 (3/D24545)
PREVIOUS TITLE: 1112-370
PROPERTY STREET ADDRESS: 48 VICTORIA RD, WATTLE GROVE.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY: CITY OF KALAMUNDA

LANDGATE COPY OF ORIGINAL NOT TO SCALE 29/08/2025 12:33 PM Request number: 68688063 Landgate

www.landgate.wa.gov.au
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From: Jacqui <jacquij0001@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 4 November 2024 8:56 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info

Subject: MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jacquij0001@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Afternoon

I am writing my submission regarding the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the foothills
Wattle Grove locality from its current Rural zoning under the Metropolitan Region Planning
Scheme(MRS )to an Urban zone in the MRS. This proposed Urban zoning will allow for high-
density residential development of the site with block sizes around 375 square metres or less. |
am strongly opposed of this development.

| live in this area and feel | am the custodian to the environment and wildlife that live in this area. |
strongly disagree with this development. The council conducted their own environmental study in
this area which identified numerous critically endangered flora and fauna in this area and with the
Roe Hwy Industrial area development which destroyed a large amount of trees has put added
pressure on this area as the red tail and white tail black cockatoos have moved their nesting areas
more into this area..this is a critically endangered species and their food source is being destroyed
at a alarming rate.

There has also been an independent UWA study that look at the significance of this area to the
greater Brixton wetlands and black cuckatoo nesting and feeding area.
| urge that an environmental survey should NOT be completed by the developer.

To put an environmental study in the hands of the developer seems so ridiculous to be true. As a
group we have had to fight for years to keep this area zoning and the majority of people have
brought into this area because of the environmental lifestyle and to have a developer do their own
environmental study doesn’t show transparency and good governance.

This proposal should be immediately rejected due to this area’s link to the greater Brixton
wetlands, the critically endangered flora and fauna in this area, large old Marri trees which are
only found in Western Australia, nesting and feeding grounds for the black cockatoos. The impact
to the environment in this area if this rezoning is allowed would be devastating.

Kind Regards

Jacqui Jeavons
Wattle Grove South

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ken Abbotsford <kabb8890@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 4 November 2024 9:12 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review

You don't often get email from kabb8890@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Evening

I am writing to strongly oppose this development and allowing the developers to do their own
environmental assessment of this area.

The impact to the environment to allow the rezoning approximately 126 ha of the foothills Wattle
Grove locality from its current Rural zoning under the Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme(MRS
)to an Urban zone in the MRS is a devastating decision.

| live in this area and have been fighting for over 10 years with the council and developers to not
allow urban zoning.. the extensive consultation with people who live in this area showed over 90%
of the community does NOT want urban zoning.

The studies have shown this area has numerous critically endangered flora and fauna. We have
old marri trees, Black cockatoos, quendas, native ducks and pink and grey cockatoos just to name
a few beautiful species.

Do not allow this zoning and do not allow the developers to do a study as you we not get an
unbiased independent study!
Stop this development and save the environment!

Regards
Ken Abbotsford
Wattle Grove South

Sent from my iPhone



| Submission 011

f@ Government of Western Australia
f _2. A Department of Health
. 4

Your Ref: RLS/0998
Our Ref: F-AA-90444-56 / D-AA-24/215753
Contact: Bethany Angus 9222 2000

Ms Marija Bubanic

Senior Planning Support Officer

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
140 William Street

PERTH WA 6000

Via email: regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au

Dear Ms Bubanic,

PROPOSED METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1388/57 —
WATTLE GROVE (SOUTH) PRECINCT

Thank you for your email dated 7 October 2024, requesting comment from the
Department of Health (DoH) on the above proposal.

The DoH provides the following comment:
1. Water supply and wastewater disposal

The DoH has no objection subject to connection to reticulated drinking water and
sewage services.

2. Medical entomology

The subject land is in a region that experiences occasional problems with nuisance
and disease carrying mosquitoes. These mosquitoes can disperse several
kilometers from breeding sites and are known carriers of Ross River (RRV) and
Barmah Forest viruses. Human cases of RRV disease occur annually in this general
locality, with 61 cases recorded in the City of Kalamunda in the past 6 years.

The DoH recommends that the proponent ensures proposed infrastructure and site
works resulting from this amendment do not create additional mosquito breeding
habitat as follows:

e Changes to topography resulting from earthworks (e.g., the installation of
pipelines, footpaths, roads, etc.) must prevent run-off from creating surface
ponding as it may become mosquito breeding habitat.



o Water tanks and other water-holding containers must be sealed or screened
to prevent mosquito access and breeding. Regular monitoring for mosquito
larvae and treatment with larvicide may also be required.

e Constructed water bodies (e.g., drainage infrastructure, infiltration basins and
swales, settling ponds, wetlands, etc.) must be located, designed, and
maintained so they do not create or contribute to mosquito breeding. These
may require regular monitoring and application of herbicides and/or removal
of invasive vegetation to prevent the harbourage of mosquito larvae.

e The Chironomid midge and mosquito risk assessment guide for constructed
water bodies (Midge Research Group, 2011) should be referred to during the
early stages of future planning to ensure that the potential for on-site mosquito
breeding is minimised. This document is available at:
https://www.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/Files/Corporate/general-
documents/Mosquitoes/PDF/Chironomid-midge.pdf

Should you have any queries or require further information, please contact Bethany
Angus on 9222 2000 or eh.eSubmissions@health.wa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Jane Cook
A/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIRECTORATE

8 November 2024

GOVERNMENT O F WESTERN A USTRALIA
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e— Respondent No: 7 Responded At: Nov 06, 2024 13:44:28 pm
(\@“’) Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 06, 2024 13:44:28 pm
&0 Email: wa IP Address: n/a
Q1. What is your name? Jinat
Q2. What is your surname? Sultana
Q3. What is your email address? sjinatara@yahoo.com
Q4. What is your address? 83, Fennell Crescent, wattle grove
Q5. What is your contact number? 0425331949
Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Q9. Do you support/oppose the proposed Support
amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

We are in a housing crisis. This is a very convenient place to live and communication is great from here.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Respondent No: 8

I
(\@) Login: Anonymous
.

Email: n/a

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Q8.

Qs.

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Responded At:

Last Seen:
IP Address:

Jewely

Parvin

jewelyparvin@yahoo.com

91 Maamba Road Wattle Grove

0452433987

No

No

not answered

Support

| Submission 013

Nov 06, 2024 14:01:27 pm
Nov 06, 2024 14:01:27 pm
n/a

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

handy to have a town there.

Q11. Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered

| like to see Wattle Grove grow in people and other amenities. As this suburb is so close to the city, many people will find it



Respondent No: 9

I
(\@) Login: Anonymous
S

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Q6.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

Email: n/a

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an

organisation?
What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

| Submission 014

Responded At: Nov 07, 2024 16:02:31 pm
Last Seen: Nov 07, 2024 16:02:31 pm
IP Address: n/a

Md Hasanul

Masroor

hasanul.masroor@yahoo.com.au

91 Maamba Rd Wattle Grove WA

0426167860

No

No

not answered

Support

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

not answered

Q11. Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

Respondent No: 10
Login: Anonymous
Email: n/a

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

| Submission 015

Responded At: Nov 08, 2024 16:52:55 pm
Last Seen: Nov 08, 2024 16:52:55 pm
IP Address: n/a

Diana Corbyn

Corbyn

dianacorbyn@yahoo.com.au

5 Danzil Street, Willagee WA 6156

0401144180

No

No

not answered

Oppose

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

The WAPC proposal to rezone 126 ha of rural land in Wattle Grove South to urban should be rejected. The proposed

Amendment will impact the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands, destroy Threatened Ecological Communities and destroy black

cockatoo habitat, when many of these birds are currently starving. | have read the Environmental Review document but the

authorship is not clear. | feel the public of Perth deserve better than this.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

| Submission 016

Respondent No: 11 Responded At: Nov 10, 2024 03:13:22 am
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 10, 2024 03:13:22 am
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Whatis your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Strongly oppose this. Too much native flora and fauna is at risk.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered
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From: Maureen Taylor <mawstaylor@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, 10 November 2024 1:50 PM

To: regionalplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au; info; info@epa.dwer.wa.gov.au

Subject: Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South
Precinct

[You don't often get email from mawstaylor@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Dear Sir/Madam

| wish to bring to your attention that | strongly oppose 126 hectares of land in Rural Wattle Grove South to
Residential zoning. | am in disbelief that a proposal of this magnitude would be considered for rezoning as the impact
on the Environment would be a major set back for Climate Change with the destruction of the tree canopy that we
have in Wattle Grove South.

Destruction of the trees - beautiful old Jarrah over a hundred years old would not only affect the Environment and
Climate Change but destroy the Habitat of the endangered species of Red and White Tailed Cockatoos and the
endangered Bandicoot.

The lack of Sewerage and Gas in the area would not meet the requirements of over a 1,000 new dwellings.

Currently Crystal Brook Road caters for 2,000 vehicles per day, this would increase to over 10,000 per day and with a
single lane road being the main access to Welshpool Road East and would increase the traffic flow to 50;000 vehicles
including heavy haulage trucks from the border of Tonkin Highway which would cause an absolute traffic bottleneck

nightmare.

The rezoning of Wattle Grove South from Rural to Residential would be greatly impacted by noise and pollution from
the increase of over 100 Aircraft which is predicted for the near future.

Our life style would be greatly impacted by the proposed rezoning with the enormous loss of Trees, destroyed
habitat for Bird life, Flora and Fauna and a mass of homes on tiny blocks of land would further impact Climate
Change and does not lend itself to the beautiful green belt of the Foothills of Wattle Grove.

| oppose the Rezoning of our land from Rural to Residential and request that the WAPC do not support this proposal.
Yours faithfully,

Mrs Maureen Taylor

95 Victoria Road,
Wattle Grove. WA. 6107

Sent from Maureen's iPad



Submission 018

From: jdiflori@bigpond.net.au

Sent: Monday, 11 November 2024 1:35 PM

To: regionplanningscheme@dplh.wa.gov.au; info
Subject: Proposed Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

You don't often get email from jdiflori@bigpond.net.au. Learn why this is important

To Whom it may concern

| have lived in Wattle Grove South for 25 years and value the Rural lifestyle that this small pocket of
land provides.

| absolutely reject the proposal to rezone the land between Crystal Brook Road and Tonkin
Hiway ,126 Hectares from 77 dwellings up to 1,000.

The plan to extend Tonkin Hiway to 5 lanes in that spot will not be pleasant for future residents
.(Future Main Roads Proposal)

At the moment there are bottle necks to access from Crystal Brook Road to Welshpool Road (being
one of two roads leading up and down from the Kalamunda Hills and Forrestfield

The infrastructure of services around us is very basic . We rely on bottled Gas delivered to the House .

We have no mains sewerage .

We have open drains and no footpaths except
for the main road Crystal Brook .

The only public transportis Bus 293 to
Kalamunda or the City .

There are limited options for schools which I'm
sure are already at capacity .

We do have populations of Bandicoots and Nests of Black Cockatoos which need to be looked
after together with a Healthy Tree Canopy that would be totally destroyed . Just take a look at the
Kenwick industrial park .

I would urge you to consider the local residents over a private developer who will destroy our land.
Yours Sincerely

Julie Di Florio

67 Gavour Rd

Wattle Grove WA
jdiflori@bigpond.net.au
0409590993
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— N\

Industry Regulation and Safety Ourref  DMS0508/2024

i I\ Resource and Environmental Regulation Enquiries  gteven Batty — 9222 3104

GOVERNMENT OF Steven.BATTY@demirs.wa.gov.au
WESTERN AUSTRALIA

(:"-E;*.li Department of Energy, Mines, Yourref  RLS/0998
i

Anthony Muscara

Principle Planning Officer

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage

Sent by Email — Anthony.Muscara@dplh.wa.gov.au
140 William Street, Perth WA 6000

Dear Anthony Muscara

MRS AMENDMENT 1388/57 - WATTLE GROVE SOUTH PRECINCT - RLS/0998

Thank you for your letter dated 7 October 2024 inviting comment on the Metropolitan
Amendment Scheme (MRS) 1388/57 - Wattle Grove South Precinct - RLS/0998..

The Department of Energy, Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety (DEMIRS) has
determined that this proposal raises no significant issues with respect to mineral and
petroleum resources, geothermal energy, and basic raw materials.

DEMIRS lodges no objections to the above MRS amendment.
Yours sincerely

;-' = > in
i ——
i i r
SN SR

._-\

Steven Batty | Senior Geologist
Resource Security Directorate
15 November 2024

A84443701 Mineral House 100 Plain Street East Perth Western Australia 6004
Release Classification: - Addressee Use Only Postal address: Locked Bag 100 East Perth WA 6892
Telephone +61 8 9222 3333 Facsimile +61 8 9222 3862

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




Submission 020

From: Lyn Larsen <lynklarsen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, 18 November 2024 11:54 AM
To: info

Subject: Rezoning Wattle Grove South

You don't often get email from lynklarsen@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear sir or madam
I wish to object to the proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South.
I understand the city of Kalamunda has a history of pushing for development in the foothills.

A climate catastrophe is on our doorstep and we should be planting more trees not knocking more
down.

Lyn Larsen
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Planning and Development Act 2005

Section 57 Amendment (Minor)
Form 57

Submission

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57
Wattle Grove (South) Precinct

Secretary

Western Australian Planning Commission

Locked Bag 2506 FILE
PERTH WA 6001 RLS/0998

Title (Mr, Mrs, Miss, Ms): Mr First Name: John

Surname: Taylor (PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY)
Address: 68 Crystal Brook Road Wattle Grove Postcode 6107
Contact Number: 0437901591 Email Address: taylorjb1@proton.me

Permission to publish name with submission: Yes
SUBMISSION

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme
Amendment 1388/57 concerning the rezoning of Wattle Grove South Precinct. As a 52-year
resident of the area, | wish to present several significant concerns regarding this proposal.

1. Transparency and Process Concerns

® The amendment documentation lacks transparency regarding the identity of the
proponent(s) seeking rezoning

® This information is crucial for public understanding of the motivations behind the
proposed changes

® The community deserves full disclosure of all parties involved in such significant land-
use changes

2. Environmental Impact and Biodiversity

® The area serves as critical habitat for various native species, including:
- Protected black cockatoo species
- Local bandicoot populations

- Diverse native flora

® Recent bushfires in southern regions have increased the area's importance as
alternative habitat

® The existing tree canopy provides essential ecological services and wildlife corridors



® Previous environmental reports, particularly those prepared for the City of
Kalamunda's industrial rezoning attempt, appeared to undervalue the area's ecological
significance

3. Historical Context and Previous Proposals

® The community successfully opposed previous attempts to rezone the area for Light
Industrial use

® Previous environmental and aircraft noise assessments were proven to be inaccurate

® There are concerns about the independence of environmental assessments when
funded by development proponents

4. Urban Planning Considerations
® The proposal contradicts sustainable urban planning principles

® There are numerous alternative development sites available that would require less
environmental disruption

® The area's current semi-rural character provides important green space within the
metropolitan region

5. Future Legacy and Alternative Solutions
Drawing parallels with the historical foresight shown in establishing Kings Park, | propose:

a) Preservation of existing environmental assets:
® Retention of mature tree canopy
® Protection of wildlife corridors

® Maintenance of local biodiversity
b) Alternative Development Approach:
® Implementation of a perpetual land lease system to address housing affordability
® Annual lease fees incorporated into local government rates
® Property owners retain building ownership and improvement rights
® Government management of infrastructure through lease revenue
® Elimination of developer profit margins from land costs
Recommendation
| strongly urge the Western Australian Planning Commission to:

1. Reject the proposed rezoning

2. Consider alternative locations for urban development that don't compromise existing
environmental assets



3. Investigate the proposed perpetual lease system as an innovative solution to housing
affordability

4. Implement stronger protections for areas of environmental significance
5. Ensure greater transparency in future planning proposals

The proposed rezoning represents an irreversible decision that would permanently alter the
character and ecological value of Wattle Grove South. While acknowledging the need for urban
development, we must consider more sustainable approaches that preserve our environmental
heritage for future generations.

Yours sincerely,

John Taylor



| Submission 022

e Respondent No: 12 Responded At: Nov 20, 2024 17:33:52 pm
(\@') Login: Anonymous LastSeen:  Nov 20, 2024 17:33:52 pm
&0 Email: wa IP Address: n/a
Q1. What is your name? Sydney
Q2. What is your surname? Chipchase
Q3. What is your email address? nor-west@westnet.com.au
Q4. What is your address? 131 Victoria Road Wattle Grove 6107
Q5. What is your contact number? 0417973916
Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Q9. Do you support/oppose the proposed Support
amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

Urban development has been locally contemplated for some years

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Respondent No: 13
Login: Anonymous

Email: n/a

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an

organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?

Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

| Submission 023

Responded At: Nov 21, 2024 22:02:03 pm
Last Seen: Nov 21, 2024 22:02:03 pm
IP Address: n/a

Beverley

Hill

beverleyhill@iinet.bet.au

62 Rennie Crsnt sth Hilton

0427209913

No

Yes

Hilton Gardens Verges and Trees Committee

Oppose

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Already Perth had one of the longest urban footprints in the world at over 140kms. This development has come at the cost of

the Banksia woodlands that covered the Swan Coastal Plain. Continuing development and subdivision is further depleting

remnant bushland that cools our suburbs, feeds our birds and fauna and provides amenity to our citizens. There has to be a

limit to how much we diminish what supports our ecosystems, nourishes our wildlife and priovudes some protection against

global warming. Developers never adequately replace the mature plantings they sacrifice. Sense has to prevail. If not now,

when?

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13. Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered


zchalwelljames
Text Box
Submission 023
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Respondent No: 14 Responded At: Nov 21, 2024 22:05:08 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 21, 2024 22:05:08 pm

Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. What is your name? Linda

Q2. What is your surname? Delaney

Q3. What is your email address? clearoadahead@gmail.com

Q4. What is your address? 97 Snook Cres Hilton WA 6163

Q5. What is your contact number? 0407672618

Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your
name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No

organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered

Q8. Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose
amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

The starvation of endangered Carnaby and Red tail Black Cockatoos has been widely reported. The removal of these
banksia woodlands will almost certainly finish off these birds. Precedent in housing development approved by the WA
planning authority provides no criteria for responsible clearing to protect wildlife. It's a ruthless decision to remove more of
our ever diminishing environmental resources. With only 15% of Cockatoo foraging grounds remaining, this development
and the woodlands proposed for removal on the road to Chittering, as well as woodlands in Oakford for the new port, these
beautiful wild birds have no chance of survival. It's staggering how quickly the impact of land clearing has had already. Will
government only be happy when extinction is complete and there's nothing left for our future generations to marvel at and

enjoy in our beautiful, soul nourishing natural environment?

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

| Submission 025

Respondent No: 15 Responded At: Nov 22, 2024 15:22:22 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 22, 2024 15:22:22 pm

Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Leonie

What is your surname? Stubbs

What is your email address? leestubbs@email.org.au

What is your address? 4 Bentley Street, Singleton WA 6175

What is your contact number? 0439921298

Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your
name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

The area in question is zoned “Rural” and should remain so. There are a number of reasons why this should occur. Any loss
of native vegetation and in particular threatened ecological communities and rare flora is unacceptable due to the ongoing
clearing that is occurring throughout the metropolitan area and the risk to fauna species which rely on native vegetation for
their survival. This area forms part of an ecological corridor which is vital to be retained and if possible should be enhanced
rather than destroyed for housing. The Ridge Hill Shelf Complex’ vegetation is localised and found no where else so should
be protected from development. This development forms part of that vegetation and due to its uniqueness cannot be “offset”.
The lack of infrastructure and complex transport requirements inhibits the opportunities for this to be a sound development.
There is a lack of essential infrastructure such as reticulated sewerage and gas and the transport limitations will require
extensive roadworks. Noise and pollution levels from adjacent roads are also of concern. To mitigate these negative aspects
of the development will increase the housing costs for potential buyers. Any threat to the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands is
unacceptable, and in particular that posed by groundwater flow. Insufficient weight has been placed on this aspect in the
Environmental Report and the report itself (Water Balance Assessment) does not engender confidence when its opening
paragraph suggests that it has been written to support the environmental review document in support of the amendment. In
light of the above, the WA Planning Commission should reject this proposal.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Respondent No: 16

>
(\U:) Login: ingleton
Email: geoff@bwsolar.com.au

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

| Submission 026

Responded At: Nov 23, 2024 18:54:46 pm
Last Seen: Nov 23, 2024 07:45:57 am
IP Address: 122.148.249.181

geoff

ingleton

geoff@bwsolar.com.au

84 Valcan road Orange grove 6109

0429919865

No

No

not answered

Support

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

we are keen to sub divide smaller than 2.5 acres

Q11. Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

Hi i am in Valcan road on five acres just outside the wattle grove developement and would like to be included if possiable ,as

not answered

not answered

not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

| Submission 027

Respondent No: 17 Responded At: Nov 24, 2024 22:54:38 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 24, 2024 22:54:38 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am concerned that such a proposal would result in the removal of trees and understory. Even though much of the area is
rural and not ‘pristine' bush, it is an important area of habitat for many birds and animals. Perth’s urban sprawl needs to be
contained and housing needs to be built with greater variety and flexibility than is currently the case. Apartments need to be

built close to amenities, transport and with surrounding green space for people and fauna.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13. Upload supporting documents not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

Respondent No: 18
@ Login: Anonymous
Email: n/a

| Submission 028

Responded At: Nov 26, 2024 19:22:39 pm
Last Seen: Nov 26, 2024 19:22:39 pm
IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

rowegroup.com.au

Yes

No

not answered

Support

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Support the proposal however note that an Environmentally Sensitive Area is identified on the corner of Brentwood Road

and Crystal Brook Road with a buffer that extends into the north western corner of No.10 Crystal Brook Road. The portion of

the site that is impacted by the buffer is a driveway with no vegetation. Any future Structure Plan should recognize that this

portion of the site does not offer any buffer values. It is requested that any Structure Planning includes pre-consultation with

all landowners.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered
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From: Jim Mackintosh
To: Region Planning Schemes
Cc: Anthony Muscara; Teresa Bryant; Renee Blandin De Chalain
Subject: RE: Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South) Precinct - RLS/0998 (replacement notification)
Date: Wednesday, 20 November 2024 10:43:11 AM
OFFICIAL
OFFICIAL
OFFICIAL
Dear DPLH,

Thank you for the above referral. The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation’s Swan Avon
Region has considered the proposal and would like to provide the following advice:

District Water Management Strategy (hyd20, July 2024)

The DWER’s Swan Region has assessed the District Water Management Strategy (DWMS) that supports the
proposal and has found that it does not contain sufficient information and therefore, at this stage, is not

supported. The following matters should be addressed in a revised DWMS:

Urban Expansion and Investigation areas - The advertised Amendment Report has the WAPC’s position
regarding the extend and scope of the DWMS, as follows “The WAPC also requested that the DWMS
consider the broader Wattle Grove urban expansion area, particularly in relation to the downstream
impacts on the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands and broader hydrological catchment.” The Swan
Region does not consider that this has been sufficiently addressed as very little information has been
provided on these additional areas, and only a consideration of additional surface water and
groundwater contributions to the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands (GBSW) is addressed. The DWMS
should at least contain the minimum information requirements of a DWMS for these additional areas
(such as geotechnical, current and previous land uses, waterway and wetland information, etc).

The DWMS includes an assessment of the subject site’s groundwater flow volumes, direction, and
contribution to GBSW. However, DWER’s hydrogeologists have not likely been provided with sufficient
time to consider the assumptions made in the absence of long-term groundwater monitoring
information, the provided complex geotechnical information, and information contrary to DWER
groundwater data.

The use of the term “pre-development hydrology” is generally being used incorrectly. “Pre-
development” refers to the natural or rural land use prior to any significant development and should not
include significantly different land uses (such as turf farms). Maintaining the current hydrology that
includes the turf farm should not be the overriding principle, and all options should be considered and
investigated.

The DWMS should include a summary of comments/advice DWER officers have provided at previous
meetings during consultation and how these have been considered and addressed.

Insufficient information (or references to where to find this information in the ERD) has been provided
on wetlands, waterways, drains, and environmental assets. In addition, none of this information has
been provided for the urban expansion and investigation areas.

No information on drains, waterways and significant culvers has been provided for the urban expansion
and investigation areas.



¢ Groundwater levels and aquifers — The depth to groundwater and the various aquifers across the site
have not been sufficiently detailed and the DWMS is somewhat vague and difficult to interpret.
Additional clear information and figures should be provided to clarify the extent of perched water,
surface expressions of water, the shallow aquifer and the deeper aquifers. Information from DWER
mapping and our hydrogeologists should be consulted further.

e Turffarm — It appears clear that the existing turf farm has ceased operation, potentially up to 18 months
ago. This has not been clearly articulated in the DWMS and should be investigated further. In addition,
as the turf farm is no longer operating it should not be considered as part of the “pre-development” land
uses. Further monitoring of groundwater levels and directions should be undertaken over a longer
period. In addition, the proposal to “replicate” the additional groundwater recharge generated by the
previous turf farm should be reconsidered.

e Drains —The site’s many drains have not been sufficiently detailed.

o The DWMS states (pg 37) that “The existing groundwater mound along Tonkin Hwy is recognised to
represent the baseline condition for considering historical hydrological conditions of the Amendment
Area in proximity to GBSW.” This should be reconsidered as the turf farm is no longer operating and
further direction on the groundwater “pre-development” situation should be sought from DWER and
DBCA.

e Subsoil drainage and fill requirements — The DWMS claims that subsoil drainage is not likely to be
required and that imported fill for construction can be minimised. However, the presence of perched
groundwater and clayey sand soils usually results in the need for subsoil drainage and extensive sand
fillLrequirements. This matter should be considered further.

o Adaptive Stormwater Management — The proposed post-development adaptive stormwater
management is poorly explained. A greater level of information is required to detail what the options
are, where this would occur at the site, what infrastructure is required, how can it be implemented and
by who (in addition to stormwater management measures including their staging, distribution, sizing,
location, and POS landscape integration)?

o No consideration or assessment of potentially contaminating land uses and potential sites has been
undertaken. This is particularly relevant for the former turf farm.

Therefore the Department’s Swan Avon Region is unable to support the proposal until the DWMS has been
updated to address the above comments and resubmitted to all relevant agencies for further review. Should
you require further information please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Regards

Jim Mackintosh

Department of Water and Environmental Regulation
Program Manager

Swan Avon Region

Planning Advice Section

T 08 6250 8043 |

Eii ) g
Visit our website www.dwer.wa.gov.au

Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the addressee and is the view of the writer, not necessarily that of the
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, which accepts no responsibility for the contents. If you are not
the addressee, please notify the Department by return e-mail and delete the message from your system; you must not
disclose or use the information contained in this email in any way. No warranty is made that this material is free
from computer viruses.
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From: Golestani, Shanthi

To: Region Planning Schemes; Anthony Muscara

Cc: WAPCreferrals@pta.wa.gov.au

Subject: DoT/PTA response RE: Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South) Precinct - RLS/0998 (replacement
notification)

Date: Thursday, 28 November 2024 1:08:45 PM

OFFICIAL

OFFICIAL
Your ref: RLS/0998
Our ref: DT/24/00338
Enquiries: Shanthi Golestani (9216 8774)

Ms Sam Fagan

Secretary, Western Australian Planning Commission

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage

140 William Street

PERTH WA 6000

Attention: Anthony Muscara

Dear Sam

RE: PROPOSED Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South) Precinct -
RLS/0998

Thank you for your email dated 7 October 2024 inviting the Department of Transport (DoT) to provide
comment on the above proposed amendment. The Urban Mobility (UM) and Freight, Aviation, Ports and
Reform (FPAR) divisions of DoT have reviewed the submitted documents and advise that DoT has no
objection to the proposal and provides the following comments:

1. DoT’s strategic cycle network plan is the Long Term Cycle Network (LTCN) which was endorsed by the
Shire of Kalamunda Council at its meeting of 28 April 2020. This strategic cycling network has been
developed in collaboration with respective Local Government Authorities and aims to ensure State and
Local Governments continue to work together towards the delivery of a continuous cycling network
providing additional transport options, recreational opportunities and support for tourism and
commercial activity. A primary route runs along Tonkin Hwy along the south-eastern border of the
amendment area, with a secondary route on Crystal Brook Rd along the northern boundary. DoT notes
the primary route is designated as ‘existing, needs significant improvement’. Upgrading this route
should be taken into account with the planning of the future urban cell.

2.There are no local LTCN routes within the subject site, or to the immediate north or east. An active

transport network (and LTCN) for the amendment area should be developed as part of the next stage of
planning. This will ensure a consistent network to connect the amendment area to LTCN routes in
Kenwick to the south and Forrestfield to the north. The process of determining the LTCN should
include collaboration between the applicant, DoT's Active Transport branch and the City to ensure that
the LTCN within this amendment area aligns with the City's aspirations and provides integration with
the wider LTCN.

3. The Amendment report acknowledges the need to comply with State Planning Policy 5.4 — road and rail
noise for future stages of planning.

4. Structure Planning stages should be accompanied by a Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) per volume
2 of the WAPC’s TIA Guidelines. This should include a safe walk to school assessment for any school
within 800m of the amendment area.

5. FPAR recommends a strategic transport assessment is undertaken, at a level of detail appropriate and
relevant at the MRS Amendment stage, to inform further detailed road planning that will be required at
subsequent detailed structure planning and design stages.

6. SPP 5.4 should be applied at a level of detail appropriate and relevant at the MRS Amendment stage, in
relation to the separation and management of sensitive land uses to mitigate noise impacts.

DoT has liaised with the Public Transport Authority who advise the following:
1. Transperth currently operates the Route 283 bus service along Welshpool Rd/Crystal Brook Rd adjacent



to the site. However, the southeastern area of the site (buffering Tonkin Highway) does not fall within a
walkable catchment to bus services (public transport) and is unlikely to in the future given the
surrounding road network and barrier with Tonkin Highway. It will be difficult serve the southeastern
area of the site with accessible public transportin the future.

We understand Main Roads WA are sending their response directly.

DoT would welcome the opportunity to comment at further planning stages.

If you wish to follow up, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards,

Shanthi Golestani

Senior Project Officer - Transport Planner|Urban Mobility|Department of Transport
GPO Box C102, Perth WA 6839

Tel: (08) 92168774

Email: Shanthi.Golestani@transport.wa.gov.au|Web: www.transport.wa.gov.au

Part time - Tues/Thurs/Fri

mﬁ::::':%.".';‘;:'::-';: e WIMETRONET

Helping you get around during

=

We acknowledge the Traditional Custodians of this land and pay respeét to the Elders past and present.



| Submission 031

Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57
Wattle Grove South Precinct

Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

PLEASE NOTE: I would like our personal Details withheld from Any Public
Document. However | am happy for you to contact me for any clarification.

Dear Sir / Madam

I am writing to express our Support for the Residential Zoning of Wattle Grove South
in which we live. The primary reason for our support is put simply, “Water.” or more
specifically the rapidly falling water table from over use by the few. Having lived
here for seventy years I have records that show since the early 1960s until now the
water table has fallen some 25 metres.

People who are in no way living a rural lifestyle mischievously speak of the
environmental sensitivity of this area while pumping water all summer, often for
hours in the day to utilise the cheaper power from solar panels so they can have vast
areas of green lawn to fill their hectare. Many have more than one bore. To make
matters worse we have a Turf Farm in the designated area that literally has been
allowed to mine the water digging deep dams that are pumped full from bores then
even larger pumps are used to flood the grass being grown.

Consequently any native vegetation of which there was a great deal in the past, now
due to the falling water table has long since disappeared. All the land in this area not
only had a tree canopy but also a rich and diverse under story which blanketed the
sand and kept it cool throughout the summer with many species of plants actually
flowering during the summer. Basically in this area in question all native animals
insects, plants etc have disappeared and the Bandicoots we see are the result of a very
few people like my family leaving places for them to shelter. They don't live on
lawns.

Another anomaly in the area is the feeding of birds mince/meat. I have often spoken
to locals about this as it has resulted in the meat eating bird numbers flourishing.
Obviously this in turn increases drastically these birds killing smaller seed and insect
eating bird: more problematic though is the killing and eating the chicks in the nests
by the over representation of meat eating birds. Such increases in meat eating birds
such as Kookaburras /magpies /butcher birds /hawks etc have help to facilitate
destruction of most small birds in the area.



The City/Shire of Kalamunda have played no small part in the destruction of the
natural environment in this area. We had left a four metre strip of land across the front
of our property which contained a natural bush landscape. Smokebush and orchids,
kangaroo paws and so many other endemic plant species. Lizards and skinks as well
as nector eating birds could feel at home. Then without warning the Shire decided to
use Glyphosiphate to spray all the verges and of course for good measure sprayed
well under the fence into our property. A couple of years of this and nothing survived.
Contacting the City of Kalamunda made no difference. Finally after numerous phone
calls and letters and later email they don't spray along our fence lines. No one else in
this area seems to have bothered as their verges are still all sprayed so I presume they
like the Bare Earth look. Environmentally sensitive???....I don't think so.

We still have a patch of bush at the back of our property that the City of Kalamunda
of late hyperventilate over each year to the point now where I am threatened with
prosecution unless it has an ever increasingly wide fire break of pure sand around it.

We live on more than a hectare and in the past had a citrus orchard of 70 plus Navel
and Lemon trees. We also ran sheep in our back paddock and later a number of cows.
We have very little lawn as water should be used for food production in this country.
We are now reduced to an orchard of 30 trees and no sheep or cows. We have two
wells and a bore that have dried up and now relying on a bore of 30 metres. The
water table in summer drops to just 5 metres of water in the bore and there is no
chance while locals dewater the area growing their grass and with the drying climate
that this will ever improve only get worse. Obviously we will not be able to live
here when the water runs out.

Whatever happens to this area I cannot be party to the lie that this area is
environmentally sensitive as it has been attacked and destroyed by wave after wave
of peoples abusing the water supply the Flora and the Fauna resulting in the total
destruction of the natural environment and chemical usage to control but resulting in
destroying all natural vegetation.

The only area of the designated area that can be described as neat and tidy is that
along Crystal Brook Road.(along which we live) The remainder of the proposed area
is in my opinion held by people who show no interest in the environment, often
storing junk or burying rubbish anywhere on their properties and using chemicals
irresponsibly.

It is time for the area to move on and become of use to a new larger group of people
who can live close to areas of work and have land that will certainly not be under
water. Wattle Grove south is a prime piece of land highly suitable for housing.

We write the above on behalf of our Children and their spouses as well as our six
grandchildren.



The people who are against such regeneration of the area I note are mostly living
outside the Precinct and are in fact encouraging as many people as possible from
outside the area to object. This outside negativity towards our area has been in no
small part responsible for the degeneration of properties as owners have had no clear
direction for the future. Rezoning will give direction and lead to Positive outcomes.

Kind Regards



Submission 032

From: Andrea Balfe <andreabalfe@outlook.com>

Sent: Monday, 2 December 2024 8:15 PM

To: info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; Region Planning Schemes; info

Subject: Submission to (WAPC) Re: Proposed MRS Amendment 1388 57 Wattle Grove South
Attachments: WAPC Proposal to Rezone WG South From Rural to Urban 01-12-2024.docx

Some people who received this message don't often get email from andreabalfe@outlook.com. Learn why this is important
To whom it may concern,
Please find attached my submission in regards to the WAPC proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 to rezone
126 hectares of Wattle Grove South from rural to urban and request it be rejected.

Kind regards

Andrea Balfe



2"d December 2024

RE: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) regarding Proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

To whom it may concern,

I am one of the 75 % of electors who strongly oppose the WAPC proposal to rezone 126 hectares of
Wattle Grove South from rural to urban and request it must be rejected.

An ever-increasing number of Scientists and Diplomats across the world agree that addressing the
threat of global warming due to climate change in the next 10 years is critical. It is upon us to
prevent irreparable damage to our planet.

The immense loss of biodiversity to make way for some 1,000+ dwellings seems incomprehensible.
The foothills are known as the ‘Green Belt, the ‘Lungs of Perth’ for its tree canopy and this is crucial
that this not be destroyed.

Crystal Brook, which traverses Wattle Grove South, is a tributary of Yule Brook and part of the
existing landscape that is valued by the community. The underlying hydrology of the area does not
stop at precinct or local government boundaries, but is all part of the interdependent ecology of the
foothills area.

Numerous ecological surveys have identified Wattle Grove South as being of immense conservation
value. Without doubt, urban intensification will adversely affect water resources, ecological
linkages, flora, fauna and visual amenity in Wattle Grove South, a known biodiversity hotspot.

Perth has approximately 62 years’ worth of land already zoned for some form of urban
development. Therefore, there is absolutely no systemic pressure to destroy this foothills area in the
manner suggested now, or possibly ever.

This area also lacks essential critical infrastructure required, in particular sewerage, gas and road,
and for these and the aforementioned reasons | again request that this proposal be rejected.

I thank you for your time and consideration regarding this matter.

Kind regards

Andrea Balfe

22 Valcan Road

Wattle Grove WA 6017



| Submission 033

From: Daniel Curulli <daniel@curulliplumbing.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 2 December 2024 9:19 PM

To: info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; Region Planning Schemes; info
Subject: Objection to development - MRS 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

Some people who received this message don't often get email from daniel@curulliplumbing.com.au. Learn why this is important

To whom it may concern

My family and I, who reside in the beautiful rural foothills of Crystal Brook Road, Wattle Grove would like to
object against any development that is in planning for this area now and in the future.

The location of this untouched area is special and should be kept as itis for future generations to know the
importance of having rural properties within proximity of a capital city that are home to so much wildlife and
fauna. A location where people can drive through and get a sense of nature and fresh air and only be 10
minutes from the city.

If developers want to develop, tell them there is plenty of cheap land out past Kalgoorlie! If they need help
finding it, then please pass on my details and | will help them. There is no need to disturb our piece of paradise
because a developer wants to buy another Ferrari!

Thanks for your time.

Regards,
Daniel Curulli



Submission 034

From: Les Lyons <lesliewlyons@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 2 December 2024 5:23 PM

To: info

Subject: OBECTION URBANISATION WATTLE GROVE SOUTH WA - MRS 1388/57

You don't often get email from lesliewlyons@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Sir/Madam

I have been a resident in Wattle Grove South for some 37 years and have witnessed many development
threats to our beautiful neighbourhood throughout the intervening years.

It now appears that a developer (Hesperia Property Pty Ltd) or other aspirant developers have been
granted the role of judge, jury, and executioner in relation to Wattle Grove South via MRS1388/57.
Government authorities appear to have given developers carte blanche to proceed with urbanisation
abrogating their duty of care for the preservation of this pristine area of tree species, native vegetation,
as well as bird and animal life.

The City of Kalamunda once prided itself on the slogan ‘A Home in the Forest’ which | still have on my
vehicle number plates. No longer can this promotional message hold any veracity or the onetime popular
reference in earlier days to a ‘wildlife corridor’ through the area.

A serious implication amongst others, will be the onset of a major increase in traffic, becoming
impossibly congested as Crystal Brook Road meets up with heavy traffic descending from Kalamunda
and other hills locations. Ostensibly road widening will need to take place on Crystal Brook Road which
will result in the removal of gum and paperbark trees which grace the road currently.

The water table in the area will quickly display evidence of serious depletion through to the wetlands of
Orange Grove, Beckenham and beyond.

At an earlier Kalamunda City public meeting, along with others | raised the Wattle Grove South
conundrum. The Kalamunda City President suggested thatl go and have a look at the emerging suburb of
Bushmead 6055.

I followed up on the President’s advice and was shocked by the ‘cheek by jowl’ housing density that has
resulted in that subdivision. Presumably, a similar intensive house deployment is also in store for Wattle
Grove South.

Along with the proposed carve-up of Wattle Grove South we now have letter drops from ‘associations’
including THE TINY HOUSE MOVEMENT wanting to rent a little space on our property and ostensibly erect
a minimalist house as their brochure proclaims. We are notin any shape or form open to a potential tent
encampment or caravan park on our property.

To repeat, | object to the now authorised urbanisation of Wattle Grove South via MRS1388/57.

With regards

LESLIE LYONS

leslliewl a il

48 Johnson Place Wattle Grove 6107

0417 096 202




| Submission 035

From: Maureen taylor <jtandmaws@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 3 December 2024 8:44 AM

To: regionalplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au; info; info@epa.dwer.wa.gov.au
Subject: PROPOSED METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1388/57 WATTLE

GROVE SOUTH PRECINT

[You don't often get email from jtandmaws@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Dear Sir/ Madam

Please record my opposition to the above amendment - | strongly oppose the destruction of the Green Belt of the
Foothills being destroyed by the land clearing of trees and the habitat of Cockatoos, Bandicoots, Flora and Fauna.

With Climate Change in such a devastating way we need to take action to preserve the environment at all costs - NOT
DESTROY IT!

Please record my NO VOTE!
Yours faithfully,
Mr John Taylor

95 Victoria Road
WATTLE GROVE 6107

Sent from Maureen's iPad



| Submission 036 |

Ian P Rintoul FCPA (Ret)

19 Marion Way, Gooseberry Hill, WA, 6076
Email: ianprintoul@yvahoo.com.au
Telephone (08) 9293.1932

3 December 2024

The Chair and Members, Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC)

The Chair and Members, Environmental Protection Authority (EPA

Objection to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57, Wattle Grove South

| wish to express, with sincere respect, my objection to the proposed amendment.

| have lived happily with my wife in Gooseberry Hill for over fifty years where
we grew a healthy family loving the hills environment. The ‘hills’ are the lungs
of Perth.

In a time of climate change, residents and many other concerned people are troubled
by the persistent plans of a land developer to transform Wattle Grove South from a
pleasant, long designated rural zoning with priceless natural fauna and flora to a high-
density residential development with block sizes of 375 square metres or less. The
result: small blocks, squeezed in cottages — heat sinks, with few trees or parks and
scant community amenities.

Other acute considerations: increased fire risks; needs for community infrastructure,
including parks; increased congestion; less social cohesion.

Like many hills residents, | do not oppose sensible amendments such as carefully
planned suburban in-fill or amended zonings that satisfy community and environmental
concerns.

This proposed amendment should be rejected by upholding sensible environmental
concerns and the objections tendered by many people and organisations. Subject to
expert advice, an acceptable compromise may also be achieved by deciding on a
less drastic re-zoning that protects fauna, flora and community by considering
minimum block sizes (say minimum of 2000 square metres) with requirements for
trees, treed parks, and community facilities.

Yours sincerely,

lan P. Rintoul



| Submission 037

From: Graham Ryan <graham.robert.ryan@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 3 December 2024 3:15 PM

To: info

Subject: Subject: Opposition to Wattle Grove (South) Precinct Amendment - Preservation of

Critical Environmental Area

You don't often get email from graham.robert.ryan@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

To the WAPC

After carefully reviewing the Wattle Grove (South) Precinct amendment report, | strongly oppose the
proposed rezoning of this land from rural to urban. As a long-time resident with 40 years of local
experience, | can attest to the critical importance of preserving this environmentally sensitive area.

Key Concerns:
1. Mischaracterization of the Amendment

The proposal to rezone 126 hectares of land is disingenuously labelled as a "minor amendment." This is
fundamentally misleading. Converting a substantial tract of rural, ecologically significant land into urban
development is a major transformation that will have profound and irreversible consequences.

2. Environmental Impact
This area is not just land—it is a vital ecological ecosystem. The proposed development threatens:
- Native flora and fauna habitats

- The delicate subsurface hydroplain of the nearby Brixton Street Wetlands, described as "A Jewel in the
Crown of a Global Biodiversity Hotspot"

- The existing sense of place for local landowners and wildlife
3. Precedent of Environmental Destruction

Recent local developments, such as the Roe Logistics Industrial Park near Brixton Street Wetlands,
demonstrate developers' disregard for environmental preservation. Despite promises of maintaining
wildlife habitats, the area has lost its significant cockatoo roosting sites—a stark reminder of developers'
empty commitments.

4. Housing Availability Context

Contrary to the argument for urgent urban expansion, current research indicates:

- Existing vacant urban land could support development for approximately 62 years

- Developers seek broad-acre development primarily to reduce costs and maximize profits

- Urban zoning effectively legalizes wholesale environmental destruction through land clearing



5. Concerns About Future Developments

The current proposal raises critical questions about long-term intentions:

- Is this "Proposal 1" a precursor to subsequent urban rezoning stages?

- Will approval create a precedent for further high-density development in foothills Wattle Grove South?
Recommendations:

1. Maintain the current rural zoning

2. Require independent, comprehensive environmental assessments by qualified, unbiased agencies

3. Prioritize in-depth, on-site environmental studies over desktop surveys

4. Protect this crucial ecological area from opportunistic urban development

Conclusion:

The proposed amendment represents a short-sighted approach that prioritizes developer profits over
environmental preservation and community well-being. The potential long-term ecological damage far
outweighs any perceived short-term economic benefits.

| urge the WAPC/EPA to reject this amendment and protect this invaluable environmental asset.
Yours sincerely
Graham Ryan

16 Judith Rd Wattle Grove 6107



| Submission 038

EMAIL TO:

EPA: Info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au

WAPC: regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au
WAPC: info@dplh.wa.gov.au

SUBMISSION: MRS 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

JOHN & KATHLEEN Edmonds PH: 0408 917 348 / email:
rainham@bigpond.com

We strongly object to the WAPC’s proposal to rezone 126 hectares of Wattle Grove South from
rural to urban (MRS 1388/57). As local residents (Valcan Road) we are strongly affected by the
proposal. The proposal would have a negative effect on our rural lifestyle and amenity.

The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) confirmed in 2019 that the (subject
area of the proposal) rural areas along Welshpool Road East form part of a protected
landscape:

“... the Rural areas either side of Welshpool Rd East form part of the broader Foothills Rural
area which has, since 1992, been protected from more intensive development as reflected by
the ‘Landscape Protection’ classification for the Foothills rural land in the

Foothills Structure Plan ...”

The proposal is fundamentally flawed and must be rejected. The proposal should be rejected
by the WAPC. The cumulative impact of statutory non-compliance issues, environmental
concerns and compromised governance provides compelling grounds for this proposal to be
rejected.



Tonkin Highway provides a buffer between the rural zone and conflicting land uses and Tonkin
Highway should remain the buffer point.

The area is a high bushfire risk area, the proposed rezone area is completed surrounded by
Tonkin Highway, national park and dense bush.

The WAPC improperly delegated its environmental assessment responsibilities to Hesperia Pty
Ltd, a private developer with direct commercial interests in the outcome. It is a conflict of
interest and absolutely unconscionable that a developer with an interest (going back years) in
developing the land is the organisation that prepares the environmental report on their own
proposal. The Hesperia Pty Ltd’s environmental review should be revoked with delegation and
commissioning of a truly independent experts to assess urbanisation impacts

Having spoken with aborignal people it is my understanding that this area includes what is
referred to as ‘Birthing Trees’, trees where aboriginal went to give birth. | see no references in
the report to aboriginal heritage or sites.

This developer authored report is misleadingly presented on the EPA website, creating the false
impression that it is an EPA produced report and that there has been independent oversight of
its content. These procedural irregularities undermine the validity of the assessment process and
require urgent corrective action.

Current planning frameworks reveal a significant Perth metropolitan surplus of land
designated for urban development, making the rezoning of Wattle Grove South unnecessary
at this time.

The Department of Planning’s Urban Monitor Records show Perth’s
zoned urban land could take 62 years to fully utilise.

While the North-East Sub-Regional Planning Framework identifies Wattle Grove South as a
potential future urban expansion area, this designation is neither legally binding nor an
automatic trigger for rezoning, the Framework explicitly calls for flexible planning that responds
to local conditions and changing circumstances. The WAPC retains full discretion to reject
rezoning when compelling reasons exist, as they do in this case. The proposal contradicts
principles of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance outlined
in the State Planning Strategy 2050. The North-East Sub-Regional Planning Framework has
identified approximately 7,570 hectares of land already earmarked for projected population
growth through 2050. This substantial reserve has been further supplemented by Minister
Carey’s recent announcement of 6,300 new housing lots in the metropolitan area.

The proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South from rural to high-density urban development
contradicts fundamental planning principles and fails to meet essential development criteria.
This submission demonstrates why maintaining the current rural zoning is sound planning
practice. Sound planning practicioners would see that the area is best suited to ‘organic growth’.
Organic Growth is a slow progression of properties individually subdividing into slightly smaller



lots over time (eg: 10 acres into 4 lots or five acres into 3 lots) so maintaining the rural
environment and protecting flora and fauna.

There has been a lack of public awareness of the proposal indicating and highlighting a critical
lack of consultation and democratic process. Amongst those who have become aware of the
proposal there is substantial community opposition to the rezoning.

Over the past few years Hisperia has directly approached individual property owners with
OPTION TO PURCHASE offers made on their land.

It continues to be ignored in Hisperia reports that that Keswick Convention Centre Kelvin Road
Wattle Grove rural zone (mentioned below) was an army camp until 60 years ago, this whole
area was used as a firing range for the army camp, properties in the area, including my property
have UXO’s (UNEXPOLODED ORDANANCES) listed on the property Title.

The subject area includes the boundary line between CoG and CoK. VALCAN ROAD, has
properties abutting the proposed rezone area. Valcan Road is not only a no-through road but
additionally after entering the no-through road it changes council area mid-way down the no-
through road, rendering the City of Gosnells section inaccessible without travelling either 3km
(via Crystal Brook Road and Kelvin Road) or 7 km (via the highway) through City of Kalamunda
council area to access City of Gosnells council area. Wildlife does not recognise a boundary
between council areas and anything the City of Kalamunda does in this area affects City of
Gosnells residents.

Over the past 10 years or so Hisperia have carried out a number of separate surveys in the
proposed area for both the City of Gosnells and the City of Kalamunda (including for CoG MKSEA)
with proposals for residential, industrial and aged care land uses. The last survey and report for
the City of Kalamunda had many, many errors in it that | listed and presented to CoK, these errors
included mistakenly placing chicken farms and kennels on properties where they had not existed
for 20 odd years and huge mistakes like the location of the rail line and proposed new rail station.
It included huge tracts of text that were a direct copy from a report for the City of Gosnells.

| do not believe the Hisperia report is either accurate or fair in recognising the extent of native
flora and fauna in the proposed rezone area. My road, Valcan Road is rich in abundant wildlife
and protected species of flora. Valcan Road has footpath access into CoG Kelvin Parklands,
properties in Valcan Road have kangaroos lazing in private property paddocks throughout the
day, yet the report makes scant recognition of these animals. Keswick Convention Centre Kelvin
Road CoK backs onto magnificent crown land (Korung National Park, used extensively for trail
rides and bush walks), the area has multitudes of kangaroos and at dawn and dusk dozens
congregate on the oval of Keswick Convention Centre. Bandicoots, parrots, cockatoos and
kookaburras are a daily feature on our properties. Carnaby Cockatoos increase in number flying
around and around this area every time large trees are felled, particularly distressing as the Roe
Industrial Park on Welshpool Road East has regularly felled big trees; if you choose to read the
original Hisperia report on that area the whole report biased towards the area being insignificant
for wildlife and as trees were felled and factories are being developed literally hoards of



bandicoots and other small mammals were trying to escape and being killed on Welshpool Road
East.

The area lacks essential infrastructure, particularly reticulated sewerage and gas, infrastructure
must be established before any development can proceed, this creates significant challenges to
developers on new housing projects. These infrastructure expenses would impose a heavy
financial burden on local and state authorities as it is highly unlikely the developer would incur
the cost. Simple checks with Water Corporation reveal the infrastructure required is enormous
as the system following the Yule Brook line down from Lesmurdie is already overloaded so major
works would be required. The Tonkin Highway, Welshpool Road East intersection is one of the
top four busiest intersections in WA (Transport Minister Rita Saffioti noted in WA Today (14
October 2024): “This stretch of Tonkin Highway is a notorious bottleneck, particularly the
intersection with Welshpool Road which regularly rates as one of the worst for congestion.) the
intersection has the fourth highest number of road traffic collisions in the state (RAC magazine),
rezoning the adjacent land and increasing already congested traffic is poor planning.

John & Kathleen Edmonds 0408 917 348
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove
foothills. This proposal would see rezoning under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural
zoning to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development. Myself and my family currently enjoy our
semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but
are not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey Kangaroos. | have serious concerns with
the proposal and its processes to date and | have outlined some our concerns below; = The fact that the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) has allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial interest in
the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own environmental assessment without arranging for an independent
and unbiased environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into question the integrity of the entire
process. « When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to the principles of community
wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’'s - State
Planning Strategy 2050.+ Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own Urban Monitor
Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years
to completely develop. « The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed development scale of
over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that
this amendment is anything but minor.» The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and
deterioration of air and water quality. « The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the Foothills
Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive development which includes the rural areas along the
Welshpool Road East as confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019. « A 2015 draft that
initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at
the then Shire of Kalamunda's request without community consultation. This raises serious procedural concerns when a
community directly impacted by these proposed and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation
process. « The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire
and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact emergency evacuation and response times in
an area where the sole evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage from fire and or fallen
trees. « The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic principles in planning. When a
community so strongly opposes as demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with: 0 97% of property owners
opposed to industrial rezoning o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal
Brook Urban Concept Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban
concept plan It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the City of Kalamunda have failed
their rate payers and the broader community by continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC,
who are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives, approve this proposed amendment they
would be disregarding documented community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing democratic
planning processes. In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and Environmental

Review as outlined above.
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Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Western Australian Planning Commission
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000
34 December 2024

To whom it may concern,

MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review Objection

I am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone
approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove foothills. This proposal would see rezoning
under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural zoning
to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development.

Myself and my family currently enjoy our semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna
and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but are
not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey
Kangaroos.

Having corresponded with our local EcoVision team and reviewing their research and
findings with regards to this proposed MRS amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove
South, | have serious concerns with the proposal and its processes to date.

| have outlined some our concerns below;

e The fact that the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has
allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial
interest in the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own
environmental assessment without arranging for an independent and unbiased
environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into
question the integrity of the entire process.

¢ When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to
the principles of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good
governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’s - State Planning
Strategy 2050.

e Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own
Urban Monitor Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated
for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years to completely
develop.

e The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed
development scale of over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing
dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that this
amendment is anything but minor.

e The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change
impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and deterioration of air and water
quality.



e The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the
Foothills Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive
development which includes the rural areas along the Welshpool Road East as
confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019.

e A 2015 draft that initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning
with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at the then Shire
of Kalamunda’s request without community consultation. This raises serious
procedural concerns when a community directly impacted by these proposed
and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation process.

e The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State
Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is
irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact
emergency evacuation and response times in an area where the sole
evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage
from fire and or fallen trees.

e The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic
principles in planning. When a community so strongly opposes as
demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with:

o 97% of property owners opposed to industrial rezoning

o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals

o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept
Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and

o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban concept plan

It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the
City of Kalamunda have failed their rate payers and the broader community by
continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC, who
are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives,
approve this proposed amendment they would be disregarding documented
community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing
democratic planning processes.

In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and
Environmental Review as outlined above and | fully support and agree with the
“Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed
MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South” submitted 4" November 2024, by Bev
and Charles Dornan, joint coordinators of EcoVision.

Sincerely,

‘Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

| am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove
foothills. This proposal would see rezoning under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural
zoning to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development. Myself and my family currently enjoy our
semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but
are not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey Kangaroos. | have serious concerns with
the proposal and its processes to date and | have outlined some our concerns below; « The fact that the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) has allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial interest in
the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own environmental assessment without arranging for an independent
and unbiased environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into question the integrity of the entire
process. « When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to the principles of community
wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’'s - State
Planning Strategy 2050.+ Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own Urban Monitor
Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years
to completely develop. « The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed development scale of
over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that
this amendment is anything but minor.» The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and
deterioration of air and water quality. < The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the Foothills
Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive development which includes the rural areas along the
Welshpool Road East as confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019. « A 2015 draft that
initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at
the then Shire of Kalamunda's request without community consultation. This raises serious procedural concerns when a
community directly impacted by these proposed and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation
process. « The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State Planning Policy 3.7 = Bushfire
and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact emergency evacuation and response times in
an area where the sole evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage from fire and or fallen
trees. » The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic principles in planning. When a
community so strongly opposes as demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with: 0 97% of property owners
opposed to industrial rezoning o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal
Brook Urban Concept Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban
concept plan It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the City of Kalamunda have failed
their rate payers and the broader community by continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC,
who are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives, approve this proposed amendment they
would be disregarding documented community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing democratic
planning processes. In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and Environmental

Review as outlined above.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Western Australian Planning Commission
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000
34 December 2024

To whom it may concern,

MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review Objection

I am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone
approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove foothills. This proposal would see rezoning
under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural zoning
to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development.

Myself and my family currently enjoy our semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna
and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but are
not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey
Kangaroos.

Having corresponded with our local EcoVision team and reviewing their research and
findings with regards to this proposed MRS amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove
South, | have serious concerns with the proposal and its processes to date.

| have outlined some our concerns below;

e The fact that the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has
allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial
interest in the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own
environmental assessment without arranging for an independent and unbiased
environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into
question the integrity of the entire process.

¢ When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to
the principles of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good
governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’s - State Planning
Strategy 2050.

e Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own
Urban Monitor Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated
for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years to completely
develop.

e The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed
development scale of over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing
dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that this
amendment is anything but minor.

e The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change
impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and deterioration of air and water
quality.



e The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the
Foothills Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive
development which includes the rural areas along the Welshpool Road East as
confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019.

e A 2015 draft that initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning
with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at the then Shire
of Kalamunda’s request without community consultation. This raises serious
procedural concerns when a community directly impacted by these proposed
and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation process.

e The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State
Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is
irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact
emergency evacuation and response times in an area where the sole
evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage
from fire and or fallen trees.

e The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic
principles in planning. When a community so strongly opposes as
demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with:

o 97% of property owners opposed to industrial rezoning

o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals

o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept
Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and

o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban concept plan

It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the
City of Kalamunda have failed their rate payers and the broader community by
continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC, who
are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives,
approve this proposed amendment they would be disregarding documented
community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing
democratic planning processes.

In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and
Environmental Review as outlined above and | fully support and agree with the
“Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed
MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South” submitted 4" November 2024, by Bev
and Charles Dornan, joint coordinators of EcoVision.

Sincerely,

Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove
foothills. This proposal would see rezoning under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural
zoning to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development. Myself and my family currently enjoy our
semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but
are not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey Kangaroos. | have serious concerns with
the proposal and its processes to date and | have outlined some our concerns below; = The fact that the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) has allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial interest in
the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own environmental assessment without arranging for an independent
and unbiased environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into question the integrity of the entire
process. « When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to the principles of community
wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework's - State
Planning Strategy 2050.+ Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own Urban Monitor
Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years
to completely develop. « The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed development scale of
over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that
this amendment is anything but minor.» The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and
deterioration of air and water quality. < The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the Foothills
Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive development which includes the rural areas along the
Welshpool Road East as confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019. « A 2015 draft that
initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at
the then Shire of Kalamunda's request without community consultation. This raises serious procedural concerns when a
community directly impacted by these proposed and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation
process. « The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire
and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact emergency evacuation and response times in
an area where the sole evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage from fire and or fallen
trees. « The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic principles in planning. When a
community so strongly opposes as demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with: 0 97% of property owners
opposed to industrial rezoning o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal
Brook Urban Concept Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban
concept plan It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the City of Kalamunda have failed
their rate payers and the broader community by continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC,
who are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives, approve this proposed amendment they
would be disregarding documented community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing democratic
planning processes. In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and Environmental

Review as outlined above.
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Western Australian Planning Commission
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000
34 December 2024

To whom it may concern,

MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review Objection

I am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone
approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove foothills. This proposal would see rezoning
under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural zoning
to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development.

Myself and my family currently enjoy our semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna
and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but are
not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey
Kangaroos.

Having corresponded with our local EcoVision team and reviewing their research and
findings with regards to this proposed MRS amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove
South, | have serious concerns with the proposal and its processes to date.

| have outlined some our concerns below;

e The fact that the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has
allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial
interest in the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own
environmental assessment without arranging for an independent and unbiased
environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into
question the integrity of the entire process.

¢ When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to
the principles of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good
governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’s - State Planning
Strategy 2050.

e Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own
Urban Monitor Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated
for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years to completely
develop.

e The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed
development scale of over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing
dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that this
amendment is anything but minor.

e The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change
impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and deterioration of air and water
quality.



e The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the
Foothills Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive
development which includes the rural areas along the Welshpool Road East as
confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019.

e A 2015 draft that initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning
with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at the then Shire
of Kalamunda’s request without community consultation. This raises serious
procedural concerns when a community directly impacted by these proposed
and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation process.

e The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State
Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is
irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact
emergency evacuation and response times in an area where the sole
evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage
from fire and or fallen trees.

e The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic
principles in planning. When a community so strongly opposes as
demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with:

o 97% of property owners opposed to industrial rezoning

o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals

o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept
Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and

o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban concept plan

It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the
City of Kalamunda have failed their rate payers and the broader community by
continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC, who
are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives,
approve this proposed amendment they would be disregarding documented
community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing
democratic planning processes.

In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and
Environmental Review as outlined above and | fully support and agree with the
“Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed
MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South” submitted 4" November 2024, by Bev
and Charles Dornan, joint coordinators of EcoVision.

Sincerely,

Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove
foothills. This proposal would see rezoning under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural
zoning to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development. Myself and my family currently enjoy our
semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but
are not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey Kangaroos. | have serious concerns with
the proposal and its processes to date and | have outlined some our concerns below; = The fact that the Western Australian
Planning Commission (WAPC) has allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial interest in
the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own environmental assessment without arranging for an independent
and unbiased environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into question the integrity of the entire
process. * When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to the principles of community
wellbeing, environmental conservation and good governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework's - State
Planning Strategy 2050.+ Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own Urban Monitor
Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years
to completely develop. « The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed development scale of
over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that
this amendment is anything but minor.» The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and
deterioration of air and water quality. « The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the Foothills
Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive development which includes the rural areas along the
Welshpool Road East as confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019. « A 2015 draft that
initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at
the then Shire of Kalamunda's request without community consultation. This raises serious procedural concerns when a
community directly impacted by these proposed and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation
process. « The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire
and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact emergency evacuation and response times in
an area where the sole evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage from fire and or fallen
trees. « The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic principles in planning. When a
community so strongly opposes as demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with: 0 97% of property owners
opposed to industrial rezoning o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal
Brook Urban Concept Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban
concept plan It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the City of Kalamunda have failed
their rate payers and the broader community by continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC,
who are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives, approve this proposed amendment they
would be disregarding documented community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing democratic
planning processes. In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and Environmental

Review as outlined above.
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Western Australian Planning Commission
140 William Street
PERTH WA 6000
34 December 2024

To whom it may concern,

MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review Objection

I am writing to raise my concerns and objections regarding the proposal to rezone
approximately 126 ha of the Wattle Grove foothills. This proposal would see rezoning
under the Metropolitan Regional Planning Scheme (MRS) from its current rural zoning
to an urban zoning that will allow for high-density residential development.

Myself and my family currently enjoy our semi-rural lifestyle including the local fauna
and wildlife that frequent our property and local area, some of which include but are
not limited to the Red-Tailed Black Cockatoos, Quenda’s and Western Grey
Kangaroos.

Having corresponded with our local EcoVision team and reviewing their research and
findings with regards to this proposed MRS amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove
South, | have serious concerns with the proposal and its processes to date.

| have outlined some our concerns below;

e The fact that the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has
allowed a private developer (Hesperia Pty Ltd), who hold a vested financial
interest in the approval of this rezoning amendment, to submit its own
environmental assessment without arranging for an independent and unbiased
environmental assessment report is beyond reprehensible and calls into
question the integrity of the entire process.

¢ When you start looking further into this proposal you will find contradictions to
the principles of community wellbeing, environmental conservation and good
governance as depicted in the State Planning Framework’s - State Planning
Strategy 2050.

e Current planning frameworks along with the Department of Planning’s own
Urban Monitor Records show a substantial surplus in land currently allocated
for urban development in Perth that could take up to 62 years to completely
develop.

e The treatment of this proposal as a minor amendment when the proposed
development scale of over 1,000 new dwellings, up from the 77 existing
dwellings along with the substantial infrastructure requirements show that this
amendment is anything but minor.

e The Urban Monitor 11 report stresses the serious environmental costs of
urbanisation including the creation of urban heat islands, climate change
impacts, accelerated loss of biodiversity and deterioration of air and water
quality.



e The historical protection status of the Foothills rural land as outlined in the
Foothills Structure Plan, has been protected since 1992 from more intensive
development which includes the rural areas along the Welshpool Road East as
confirmed by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) in 2019.

e A 2015 draft that initially preserved Wattle Grove South’s rural status, aligning
with both the MRS and Foothills Structure Plan, was altered at the then Shire
of Kalamunda’s request without community consultation. This raises serious
procedural concerns when a community directly impacted by these proposed
and significant changes are silenced and left out of the consultation process.

e The omission of critical policies from the amendment report, including the State
Planning Policy 3.7 — Bushfire and the Planning for Bushfire Guidelines is
irresponsible and reckless when the proposed amendment will lead to a
significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. This will severely impact
emergency evacuation and response times in an area where the sole
evacuation route (Crystal Brook Road) is tree lined and vulnerable to blockage
from fire and or fallen trees.

e The continual disregard for community input contravenes basic democratic
principles in planning. When a community so strongly opposes as
demonstrated through multiple formal rejections with:

o 97% of property owners opposed to industrial rezoning

o 75% rejecting urban rezoning proposals

o 145 submissions opposing the advertised Crystal Brook Urban Concept
Plan against 2 supporting submissions, and

o 797 residents formally petitioning against the urban concept plan

It is obvious that despite this resounding opposition by the community that the
City of Kalamunda have failed their rate payers and the broader community by
continually ignoring their opposition of this proposal and should the WAPC, who
are bound by legal and ethical obligations to honour community perspectives,
approve this proposed amendment they would be disregarding documented
community opposition and setting a dangerous precedent for bypassing
democratic planning processes.

In conclusion, | strongly object to the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and
Environmental Review as outlined above and | fully support and agree with the
“Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed
MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South” submitted 4" November 2024, by Bev
and Charles Dornan, joint coordinators of EcoVision.

Sincerely,

Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
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From: Kaye Barr <kayebarr@ozemail.com.au>

Sent: Thursday, 5 December 2024 6:23 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; info
Subject: MRS Amendment 1388/57

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from kayebarr@ozemail.com.au. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

To Whom it may Concern

| write as a concerned citizen, having been born, of Western Australian-born parents, and bred in the beautiful City
of Perth, where | lived until very recently. | do not have the time or expertise to make a full and complete
Submission. | have read from end to end the Submission made by Bev and Charles Dornan, and wish to add my full
endorsement to each point that they make.

It is particularly disappointing that the Dornans have even had to make such a Submission, as it looks as if the
proposed works in South Wattle Grove have come to the fore recently, and via a large development company. Such a
company would not, and perhaps cannot, have regard for the longer-term well being of the area, or Perth in general.
What we need in the Governmental agencies is people with vision, and the mettle to defend our special, unique
area. This includes the preservation and future well being of the plants, animals, birds, and the enjoyment of the
people, in the forest area, that is indeed currently a buffer for the City (and is on the east side of Tonkin Hwy, etc).

While it is true that more dwellings are urgently needed across the metropolitan area, these must be found by other
means which are also being considered. Perth is already the most spread-out city in (as | understand it) the World,
and a great many other cities have found other ways to deal with increasing population. We do not need to spoil our
area, in order to make more dwellings. We have the option of areas, already covered with dwellings, which can be
approached by higher rise, and in-fill, etc.

I will not adumbrate the list of points the Dornans made. | will just note that Sir John Forrest had the vision and
position to create Kings Park, thereby establishing a precedent, and modelling what can be done, if longer-term
thinking is employed. Why don't we take a step back to contemplate this, before again looking in some way
favourably at the

1388/57 submission, with its factors that would need to be overlooked, and its potential detriment to the future
style of our City.

Yours respectfully
Kaye Barr

31 Poller Way
Australind, 6233

0433 201 809
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Peter and Reta White
102 Victoria Rd

Wattle Grove 6107

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN PLANNING COMMISSION
RE MRS 1388/57 Wattle Grove South
To Whom It May Concern

We are writing to express our sincere concern regarding the proposed development of the above
area, which incorporates our foothills property, our home.

The proposal by WAPC to rezone approximately 126 ha of the foothills Wattle Grove locality
from its current Rural zoning under the Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) to an Urban
zone in the MRS allowing for high- density residential development is extremely concerning. In
this environmentally sensitive area, high-density should be out of the question.

We understand, The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) required the WAPC to conduct
an Environmental Review of the proposal. We have been made aware that that Environmental
Review was delegated to the developer. Surely it is not the norm for a Government Department
to allow a business/company, (in this case the developer) with a vested and or financial interest
in a particular area, to conduct their own survey. Obviously, this survey would be skewed to
primarily benefit the developer.

We certainly feel this decision was inappropriate, irresponsible and lacked transparency,
contrary to the principles our Government and Government Departments tend to pride
themselves on.

Protecting environmentally sensitive areas including Wattle Grove South, from unsustainable
development should be front of mind for all Government Departments involved with planning.
Over the years many imminent scientists and environmental groups have expressed the
importance of this foothills area as part of the green belt of Perth. This area is home to an array
of Australian flora and fauna. Bandicoots, Red Tailed Cockatoos, White Tailed Cockatoos,
Parrots, Lorikeets, Galahs, Willy Wagtails, the list goes on, all make their homes or visit for food
and water in and around the beautiful trees in this area.

An extract from the WAPC letter to landowners reads ‘A draft Environmental Review has been
undertaken to examine the likely impacts of the amendment and puts forward proposed
environmental management measures.” Of course, the developer is going to propose
‘environmental management measures’ Birds need real trees, not breeding boxes attached to
immature trees in busy high-density areas. Where will the bandicoots/quendas live? We have
seen the devastation caused by intense development in many areas over the years. Developers
move in and wipe out all the natural environments. Before we know it there are houses upon
houses and a sea of roofs. No trees, no shade, all adding to the heat of our city and the need for
more power to keep houses cool. It is imperative that developers are held to account for their
part in maintaining the natural environment and habitats.



As recently as Monday 25" November 2024, an article in the West Australian Newspaper written
by James Limnios (managing director of Limnios Property Group) titled ‘Suburbs strangled by
sprawl’ proved to be valuable and very insightful reading, stating what we and many, many
other West Australians feel. A quote from that article reads “Beyond financial costs, urban
sprawl takes a devastating toll on the environment, damaging natural ecosystems.
Sustainable housing policy must prioritise building in areas where infrastructure already
exists.”

Adding to that, thoughts that have long been a question of ours, is ‘Why aren’t the many empty
buildings, warehouses etc renovated, to be utilised as town houses, units etc? The buildings are
there, and infrastructure already exists in these areas.

For reasons listed above and many, many more,

We urge the WAPC to reject the proposal of intense, high-density development as per MRS
1388/57 Wattle Grove South. It is crucially important, and the responsibility of all Government
Departments involved in planning, to strike a balance between the requirements of housing and
the preservation of our natural environment. As stated previously above, it is also imperative
that developers are held to account for their part in maintaining the natural environment and
habitats.

Yours Sincerely

Peter and Reta White

Copyto

The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA)
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From: Margaret McKenna <pmmckenna1970@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, 6 December 2024 4:18 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; info

Subject: Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57

Some people who received this message don't often get email from pmmckennal970@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Good Afternoon
I write to register my opposition to the above amendment.

As a long term resident of the City of Kalamunda | fail to understand the continued and relentless
push to industrialise / urbanise Wattle Grove South, when it is well documented that the greater
majority of residents oppose it. We chose to live here because of the semi-rural lifestyle it offered, a
place where we could grow trees of a reasonable size with some hope of protecting the native
wildlife.

| also fail to understand how 'our’ local government authority can disregard the overwhelming
opinions of its ratepayers. Itis now time for the WAPC and the EPA to 'stand up and be counted'in
favour of the residents of WGS who wish to protect the limited natural environment in the Kalamunda
foothills.

Please read the documents sent to you by the coordinators of ECOVISION.

Yours sincerely
Peter and Margaret McKenna

75 Gavour Road
Wattle Grove 6107



| Submission 046

From: Marie Ryan <marie.p.ryan@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, 6 December 2024 3:40 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

Youdon'toften get email from marie.p.ryan@hotmail.com. Learn whythis is important

Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission and Environmental Protection Authority
Re: Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

I strongly oppose the proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment for Wattle Grove South,
presenting below a comprehensive case for its ecological significance and unsuitability for urban
development.

Ecological Significance and Irreplaceable Biodiversity

Wattle Grove South represents a critical ecological landscape with extraordinary and irreplaceable
environmental value. This area is not merely another potential development site, but a crucial component
of one of the world's most significant biodiversity hotspots. Specifically:

1. Unique Geological and Ecological Context

- Located on the rare Ridge Hill Shelf Complex, this area contains vegetation and flora found nowhere else
on Earth. This geological formation is not just locally significant but represents a unique ecological
microcosm with global conservation importance.

- The area is situated within Greater Perth, recognized as one of the four most biodiverse regions in the
Southwest Biodiversity Hotspot. This distinction is not just academic—it represents a living, breathing
ecosystem of international scientific and conservation significance.

2. Threatened Ecological Communities and Biodiversity

- The City of Kalamunda's AECOM Report definitively identifies multiple Threatened Ecological
Communities (TECs) within this area, underscoring its critical conservation status.

- The Greater Brixton Street Wetlands, of which Wattle Grove South is a vital component, comprise the
greatest biodiversity on the entire Swan Coastal Plain. This is not hyperbole but a scientifically
documented fact supported by researchers like Professor Hans Lambers, who described these wetlands as
the "Jewel in the Crown" of a global biodiversity hotspot.

3. Hydrological Significance

- Wattle Grove South provides essential sub-surface hydration to the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands,
extending across a complex hydrological plain. This is not just about preserving surface vegetation but
maintaining an entire underground ecosystem.

- Context is critical: Only 20% of Swan Coastal Plain wetlands remain since colonization in 1829. Each
remaining wetland and its supporting landscape becomes exponentially more valuable for conservation.

Environmental and Safety Considerations
1. Bushfire Risk

- The area is classified as a high-risk bushfire zone. High-density housing would significantly exacerbate
potential catastrophic fire scenarios, putting future residents at extreme risk.



- Recent evacuation experiences and the unapproved Stoneville development serve as stark warnings
about the inherent dangers of urbanizing such a vulnerable landscape.

2. Buffer Zone and Landscape Integration

- Wattle Grove South functions as a critical buffer zone between metropolitan areas and surrounding
national parks. Urbanization would compromise this natural transition zone, fragmenting ecosystems and
disrupting wildlife corridors.

Economic and Infrastructure Challenges
1. Unsustainable Development Costs
- The proposed development lacks basic infrastructure like reticulated gas and sewage connections.

- Extensive new road construction would be required, placing significant financial burden on taxpayers
while benefiting private developers.

2.Lack of Community Support
- Urban zoning has been consistently rejected by the majority of local residents.

- Not all landowners within the amendment area support this proposal, indicating a lack of genuine local
consensus.

Procedural Concerns

The amendment should be classified as a Major Amendment, not a Minor Amendment. The proposed
changes fundamentally alter the landscape's character and ecological function. Infrastructure
requirements and potential long-term environmental impact necessitate rigorous, comprehensive review.

Conclusion

As environmental scientist David Suzuki eloquently stated, "No environment, no economy." Wattle Grove
South represents far more than a potential development site—it is a unique, irreplaceable ecological
treasure that, once destroyed, can never be recreated.

| urge the Western Australian Planning Commission and the Environmental Protection Authority to:
- Reject the proposed MRS Amendment

- Maintain the area's current rural zoning

- Prioritize long-term ecological conservation over short-term developmental interests

Respectfully submitted,

Marie Ryan

16 Judith Rd

Wattle Grove 6107



Submission 047

SUBMISSION

Subject

Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57, which seeks to rezone
approximately 126 hectares of Wattle Grove's foothills from Rural to Urban zoning.

Main Facts

1. At a time when urban sprawl is seriously depleting the fragile tree canopy
around the city, this proposal sets a bad precedent for other rural areas and
and contradicts Kalamunda Shires “climate emergency” status.

2. This proposal is totally incompatible with the rural land around it and industrial
land on the other side of Tonkin Hwy. The land in question could benefit all of
the community if it remains rural but is zoned like West Swan road.

3. This development has serious damaging environmental implications for the
unique Brixton Wetlands. Many studies and reports have been published
making very clear the impact on this precious area.

4. All along the Tonkin hwy a natural barrier exists to make a clear demarcation
between the hills catchment area and suburbia. This should be preserved at
all cost!

5. Why must we allow one greedy developer to have access to important rural
land when the Department of Planning shows Perth has more than enough
urban zoned land to last many years?

6. The road system around this area is all ready significantly impacted by large
trucks and painfull congestion with out unnecessarily adding to the problem.

7. The majority of of local residence and the surrounding community are totally
opposed to this development our voices need to be listened to.

For all the above reasons | am totally in objection to this proposal being approved.
Regards,
Murray Smith

71 Gavour Rd , Wattle Grove.
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From: Gail Evans <evansg@iinet.netau>

Sent: Saturday, 7 December 2024 5:03 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: MRS Amendment 1388/57 Report and the Environmental Review .

You don't often get email from evansg@iinet.net.au. Learn why this is important

Dear Sir or Madam,

We are making comment and our submission on the proposal to rezone approximately 126 ha of the
foothills Wattle Grove locality from its current Rural zoning under the Metropolitan Region Planning
Scheme(MRS) to an Urban zone in the MRS. The proposed Urban zoning will allow for high- density
residential development of the site with block sizes around 375 square metres or less.

We are aware the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) required the WAPC to conduct an
Environmental Review of the proposal as it foresaw likely environmental issues associated with the
Amendment. The WAPC in our view, inappropriately delegated its environmental assessment
responsibilities to the developer who proposed the Amendment and has a direct financial interest in the
outcome of the Amendment. We believe that this delegation is legally unsound because of the inherent
likely bias of the developer, ethically questionable and contrary to the principles of good governance.

Furthermore, the Environmental Review document misleads the public about who wrote the document
falsely claiming to be “the Report by the Responsible Authority (the WAPC) on their environmental review”

As part of the EcoVision team we support submitted comprehensive documentation to both the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) and Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), presenting robust
arguments against the proposed rezoning of 126 hectares in Wattle Grove South from rural to urban land.
You should be aware, foothills Wattle Grove South has faced increasing development pressures since May
2018 . Opposing this Amendment could establish a crucial precedent for protecting this environmentally
sensitive areas from unsustainable development.

We await your favourable response.

Yours sincerely,

Gail Evans

SWAN ANIMAL HAVEN ASSOC. INC.

A.B.N: 67 343 755 405

714 Welshpool Road East, WATTLE GROVE WA 6107

Treasurer-Secretary - Gail Evans - Email: evansg@iinet.net.au Tel: 9291 9862

We are a charity that relies on funding to rescue dogs. Any donations for our not for
profit are welcome, thank you.




| Submission 049

From: Catherine Colas des Francs-Small <cathie.cdf@icloud.com>

Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 12:41 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au

Subject: Submission in relation to the proposed Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme

(MRS) Amendment 1388/57

You don't often get email from cathie.cdf@icloud.com. Learn why this is important
Submission in relation to the proposed Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57

Dear Sir, Madam,

My name is Dr Catherine Colas des Francs-Small. | live at 19 Fontano Rd in Wattle Grove. My submission is in
relation to the proposed rezoning of approximately 126 hectares of Wattle Grove foothills from Rural to Urban
zoning.

| strongly oppose the proposal to urbanise Wattle Grove for the following reasons:

My husband and | have lived in Wattle Grove since 2006 and we appreciate the rural atmosphere of this suburb and
the native flora and fauna that we are lucky to have here.

The proposed Urban zoning would enable high-density residential development with block sizes as small as 375
square metres, potentially causing significant environmental and ecological disruption to this environmentally
sensitive area.

The proximity of the highly sensitive area comprising the Brixton St Wetlands and the Alison Baird Reserve, both
biodiversity areas that host rare plants and endangered animal species, as demonstrated in Professor
Lambers’ book, “A jewel in the Crown of a Biodiversity Hotspot” makes the protection of the foothills a
priority.

Rezoning Wattle Grove foothills not only means the end of the rural lifestyle, it is a real threat to the localfauna
(cockatoos, southern brown bandicoots, possums and other native animals) as well as wild orchids and other

native plants as it will further reduce the areas where these endangered species can thrive.

Rezoning the foothills would also mean an enormous increase in traffic, again threatening the fauna and the
tranquillity of this suburb. Cycling around the hills would not be a pleasure anymore with too many cars around.

Sincerely,

Dr Catherine Colas des Francs-Small
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From: Troy Taylor <troytaylor78@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 7:57 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Wattle Grove South Rezoning

You don't often get email from troytaylor78@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Sir/f Madam

| am vehemently opposed to the rezoning of wattle grove south from semi rural to residential due to
the environmental disaster it would cause.

Wattle Grove South is the home and breeding ground of many endangered species which include the
Quenda

( Southern Brown Bandicoot ) and the Carnaby's black , Baudin's black and Red Tailed Cockatoos
which are heavily protected.

Destruction of their nesting trees and breeding sites would be catastrophic to their survivaland a
great loss to the beauty of the area.

This area needs protection not demolition. | have grown up and lived in this area all my life and
believe this area to be one of the most pristine areas of Perth and should be protected at cost.

| urge you to stop the rezoning and protect these animals while we still can.
Yours sincerely,
Troy Taylor

7/56 Lancelot Green
Wattle Grove 6107

Get Qutlook for iQS
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From: Kerry Darroch <kerrydarroch@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 8:24 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Wattle Grove South Rezoning

You don't often get email from kerrydarroch@yahoo.com.au. Learn why this is important

Dear Sir/Madam

| strongly oppose the rezoning of Wattle Grove South from semi rural to residential.

Doing so will not only impact the resident's already living in the area but the many animals that are
found around that area and call that area home. Some of these include endangered species such as
the Quenda ( Southern Brown Bandicoot) and the Red tailed cockatoos. As well as the ducks and
many other birds around that area.

The destruction of the decade old trees will destroy their homes and dry up food sources which will
ultimately lead to their deaths.

I've been privileged to spend time in this beautiful area and enjoy the amazing environment
surrounded by beautiful scenery and animals. It would be a travesty to see such an amazing area
turned into turned into another residential area.

This area needs protecting not destroying.

Yours Sincerely,

Kerry Darroch

7/56 Lancelot Green
Wattle Grove 6107



| Submission 052

From: Jane Genovese <jane@learningfundamentals.com.au>
Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 8:27 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au
Subject: Submission: MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jane@learningfundamentals.com.au. Learn why this is important

To whom it may concern,

My name is Jane Genovese. | am writing to oppose rezoning 126 hectares of land in the Wattle Grove
foothills from rural to urban use.

My reasons for objection are outlined below:

| spent the first 28 years of my life in rural Wattle Grove. | feel privileged to have spent my
childhood in this ecologically rich and biodiverse area. Given how overdeveloped the Perth
metro area has become in recent years, | realise how fortunate | was to grow up in such a
beautiful, peaceful area. In 2024, it is rare for a child to experience such ecological beauty and
space to play. How many children can say they regularly see southern brown bandicoots in
their backyard? Or carnaby cockatoos? Turtles? | saw these animals on a regular basis in the
Wattle Grove foothills as a child and teenager. When | visit my parent's place in rural Wattle
Grove (Judith Road), | am still delighted to see these incredible creatures outin the wild. This
rezoning proposal will take a unique rural area (and an essential rural buffer) and turn itinto
another dull and boring suburb.

The developer Hesperia is proposing to take an area that currently contains 77 dwellings and
transform it into 1,000 new dwellings. This will result in a significant and major transformation
of a biologically sensitive area (it is far from a minor amendment).

Accordingto the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, we are in a climate emergency.
Climate scientists are all in agreement: we cannot keep going business as usual. This rezoning
would have a significant and irreversible impact on the natural environment in Wattle Grove.
It's also important to note the increased risk of fire. Packing more people into an area already
at high risk of bushfires is arecipe for disaster.

Given there is a surplus of land designated for urban development, there is no urgent need to
rezone this area of land, which lacks essential services, such as reticulated sewerage.

Many in the community have voiced their opposition to rezoning rural Wattle Grove for well
over a decade. The local council (City of Kalamunda) and state government are ignoring the
wishes of residents who feel connected to the local area in favour of a developer set to make
massive profits if this development goes ahead.

The environmental assessment of this rezoning proposal should never have been
commissioned by the developer Hesperia. Suppose a consultantis being paid by a developer
to write a report (as has been the case here). What is the likelihood that they will produce a
report that highlights significant problems with the proposed development? An assessment by
an Independent consultant (not paid by any party set to make huge profits) heeds to be
conducted before a decision is made on this rezoning proposal.

| urge you to reject the proposed amendment.

Kind regards,
Dr Jane Genovese

Mobile: 0422 460 598
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From: Stephen Genovese <sdgenovese@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 8:51 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; info

Subject: Rejection of WAPC's Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

Some people who received this message don't often get email from sdgenovese@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Rejection of WAPC’s Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

| have lived in the area of Wattle Grove South for over 30 years and feel the proposal to rezone 126
hectares of Wattle Grove South from rural to urban is deeply flawed and should not proceed. Reason
why are listed below:

Governance Concerns
The process underlying this amendment is marred by significant governance failures:

1. Conflict of Interest in Environmental Review
The WAPC's decision to delegate environmental review responsibilities to Hesperia Pty Ltd
raises serious ethical and procedural concerns. As a developer set to gain financially from the
amendment, Hesperia’s direct interest compromises the integrity and objectivity of the
environmental review process. Such an arrangement undermines public trust and devalues
the credibility of the findings.

2. Lackof Transparency
Not only was the environmental review improperly delegated, but this decision was concealed
from public scrutiny. This lack of openness further erodes confidence in the process and
violates principles of good governance.

3. Legal Violations
The delegation of environmental responsibilities to Hesperia contravenes multiple provisions
of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) and the Planning and Development Act 2005
(WA). These breaches compromise the legal foundation of the amendment and highlight a
failure to uphold statutory responsibilities.

Environmental and Conservation Risks

Wattle Grove South plays a critical role in the region's environmental health. The area’s hydroplain
supports the nationally significant Brixton Street Wetlands, which depend on this water flow for their
ecological integrity.

o The Brixton Street Wetlands are listed on the Register of the National Estate and represent one
of the Swan Coastal Plain’s most vital conservation areas.

e Home to over 320 plant species—more than 21% of Perth’s floral biodiversity—the wetlands
host numerous rare and endangered species.

Dr. Greg Keighery OAM has emphasized the importance of this area, suggesting it merits RAMSAR
wetland recognition. Rezoning Wattle Grove South poses a direct threat to this unique ecosystem,
jeopardizing its biodiversity and conservation value.



Broader Implications

Beyond environmental concerns, the proposal raises significant planning and community issues:

Non-Compliance with Planning Frameworks

The amendment conflicts with the Metropolitan Region Scheme, the Foothills Structure Plan,
and the principles of the State Planning Strategy 2050. It disregards key State Planning
Policies, including SPP 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, and 3.7.

Community and Safety Risks

The proposal facilitates urban development in a bushfire-prone area without transitional
zoning between incompatible land uses. This not only endangers community safety but also
fragments valuable rural land and disrupts the area's character.

Disregard for Community Rights

The amendment lacks community consent, undermines democratic planning processes, and
risks involuntary displacement of residents. It prioritizes private profit over the public interest,
setting a concerning precedent for future developments.

Conclusion

The proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South threatens the area’s environmental, community, and
planning integrity. At a time when climate change underscores the need to preserve rural spaces and
biodiversity, this proposal sacrifices long-term sustainability for short-term gains.

The WAPC must reject this amendment and instead prioritize planning decisions that align with
ecological preservation, community safety, and sustainable development. Approving this flawed
proposal would not only contravene sound planning principles but also set a dangerous precedent
for the future of Western Australia’s rural areas.

The WAPC has a duty to uphold public trust and protect the interests of future generations by
rejecting this amendment outright.

Best regards,

Stephen Genovese

13 Jack Road, Wattle Grove 6107, Western Australia
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From: Sharon Genovese <sharongenovese@yahoo.com.au>

Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 9:44 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Rejection of WAPC's Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

You don't often get email from sharongenovese@yahoo.com.au. Learn why this is important

Submitted by Sharon Genovese
32 Judith Road
Wattle Grove

Date Submitted 8 December 2024

Subject: Rejection of WAPC’s Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

The proposal to rezone 126 hectares of Wattle Grove South from rural to urban is deeply flawed and should not
proceed.

Governance Concerns
The process underlying this amendment is marred by significant governance failures:

1. Conflict of Interest in Environmental Review
The WAPC's decision to delegate environmental review responsibilities to Hesperia Pty Ltd raises serious
ethical and procedural concerns. As a developer set to gain financially from the amendment, Hesperia’s direct
interest compromises the integrity and objectivity of the environmental review process. Such an arrangement
undermines public trust and devalues the credibility of the findings.

2. Lack of Transparency
Not only was the environmental review improperly delegated, but this decision was concealed from public
scrutiny. This lack of openness further erodes confidence in the process and violates principles of good
governance.

3. Legal Violations
The delegation of environmental responsibilities to Hesperia contravenes multiple provisions of the
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) and the Planning and Development Act 2005 (WA). These breaches
compromise the legal foundation of the amendment and highlight a failure to uphold statutory responsibilities.

Environmental and Conservation Risks

Wattle Grove South plays a critical role in the region's environmental health. The area’s hydroplain supports the
nationally significant Brixton Street Wetlands, which depend on this water flow for their ecological integrity.

¢ The Brixton Street Wetlands are listed on the Register of the National Estate and represent one of the Swan
Coastal Plain’s most vital conservation areas.

¢ Home to over 320 plant species—more than 21% of Perth's floral biodiversity—the wetlands host numerous
rare and endangered species.

Dr. Greg Keighery OAM has emphasized the importance of this area, stating that it merits RAMSAR wetland
recognition. Rezoning Wattle Grove South poses a direct threat to this unique ecosystem, jeopardizing its biodiversity
and conservation value.

Broader Implications

Beyond environmental concerns, the proposal raises significant planning and community issues:



e Non-Compliance with Planning Frameworks
The amendment conflicts with the Metropolitan Region Scheme, the Foothills Structure Plan, and the
principles of the State Planning Strategy 2050. It disregards key State Planning Policies, including SPP 2.0,
2.5, 3.0, and 3.7.

e Community and Safety Risks
The proposal facilitates urban development in a bushfire-prone area without transitional zoning between
incompatible land uses. This not only endangers community safety but also fragments valuable rural land and
disrupts the area's character.

e Disregard for Community Rights
The amendment lacks community consent, undermines democratic planning processes, and risks involuntary
displacement of residents. It prioritizes private profit over the public interest, setting a concerning precedent
for future developments.

Conclusion

The proposed rezoning of Wattle Grove South threatens the area’s environmental, community, and planning integrity.
At a time when climate change underscores the need to preserve rural spaces and biodiversity, this proposal
sacrifices long-term sustainability for short-term gains.

The WAPC must reject this amendment and instead prioritize planning decisions that align with ecological
preservation, community safety, and sustainable development. Approving this flawed proposal would not only
contravene sound planning principles but also set a dangerous precedent for the future of Western Australia’s rural
areas.

The WAPC has a duty to uphold public trust and protect the interests of future generations by rejecting this
amendment outright.

RECOMMENDATIONS
| 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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From: Margaret Lyons <margaret_lyons@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, 8 December 2024 11:03 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Proposed subdivision Crystal Brook Rd Wattle Grove

[You don't often get email from margaret_lyons@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

We are seriously concerned re the proposed rezoning from rural to urban zoning s.this high density residential
development would be devastating to such an environmentally sensitive area. We saw the effects on the clearing of
the Logistic Rd industrial area for cockatoos bobtails and other smaller fauna and flora

The Environmental Review was mandated by the E P A, but the WAPC has inappropriately designated the
environmental assessment to the developer!,, hardly ethical or unbiased!

Kalamunda City promotes The Hills as a prime tourist venue : the entrance would be 2 Wattle Grove high density

housing area plus the Logistics Rd industrial area.!

We are really saddened and concerned regarding the proposal, chop the tree. clear around it and it can never be
replaced. Factor in water table, immense traffic problems and tree canopy loss, this is almost sinful

Margaret Lyons
Regards Margaret
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From: CHAS GEN <z6chasgen@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 12:19 AM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: re:- Submission AGAINST Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

You don't often get email from z6chasgen@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

Submitted by Charles Genovese

32 Judith Road

Wattle Grove

Date Submitted 8 December 2024

Subject: Rejection of WAPC’s Rezoning Proposal for Wattle Grove South (MRS 1388/57)

The proposal to rezone 126 hectares of Wattle Grove South from rural to urban is deeply flawed and
should not proceed.

The EPA should have done its own independent, unbiased assessment of the proposed.

Having the developer do their own environmental review, shows a cynical disregard for the opinion of the
local community that will be affected.

This is the sort of behaviour one would expect from a 3rd world, authoritarian, corrupt government.

I am disappointed, deeply disgusted, and have extreme contempt, for the government and the people who
are responsible for allowing this important process to be treated so flippantly!
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation

Our ref: APP-0023342/REC-0001102
Enquiries: Renee Blandin, Ph 6364 6786
Email: Renee.Blandin@dwer.wa.gov.au

Sam Boucher

Secretary

Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506

Perth WA 6000

Attention: Anthony Muscara (Anthony.Muscara@dplh.wa.gov.au)

Dear Ms Boucher

Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57 (Wattle Grove South)-
Assessment No. 2335 = Comment on Environmental Review Document

| refer to the Environmental Review Document (ERD) (Rev 4; September 2023) for the above
amendment advertised on the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) website for
comment from 8 October 2024 to 9 December 2024.

The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) Environmental Protection
Authority (EPA) Services sought comments from DWER'’s technical experts on the ERD and
appendices. Detailed comments on matters raised by DWER's technical experts and EPA
Services are provided in Attachment 1, as a submission on MRS Amendment 1388/57.

The WAPC is required to address these issues and provide a response to the EPA Services.
The EPA, in seeking your response, does not necessarily endorse the issues raised but asks
the WAPC to respond to them as you see fit or to modify your amendment, or its environmental
management, accordingly.

EPA Services advises that a number of Inland waters matters are yet to be resolved, with
inconclusive resolution between the proponent and DWER technical experts. EPA Services is
appointing an independent peer review of the hydrological work undertaken for the
amendments, focused on the questions regarding the impact on the Greater Brixton Street
Wetlands of the maintenance or not of the groundwater mound post development. It is expected
that this work will be completed in late January 2025. A copy of the peer review will be provided
to the WAPC upon completion, and the WAPC will be provided with the opportunity to provide
comment on the outcomes of the peer review.

Prime House, 8 Davidson Terrace Joondalup Western Australia 6027
Locked Bag 10 Joondalup DC WA 6919

Telephone: 08 6364 7000 Facsimile: 08 6364 7001
www.dwer.wa.gov.au
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Should you require further information please contact Renee Blandin on phone number
(08) 6364 6786 in the first instance. Please quote the above ‘APP-0023342’ on any further
correspondence.

Yours sincerely
Ao

#

Dan Endacott

A/Executive Director
EPA Services

06 December 2024

Encl. Attachment 1: Comments on MRS Amendment 1388/57
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Attachment 1

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57:
Wattle Grove South

Environmental Review Document (ERD)
Assessment No. 2335

COMMENTS FROM EPA SERVICES (INCLUDES DWER TECHNICAL
SPECIALISTS)

This document provides the comments from EPA Services and DWER Technical Specialists
regarding the ERD (Rev 4; September 2024) for the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment
(MRS) 1388/57 proposed by the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC).
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EPA Services comment WAPC response

Environmental factor: Inland Waters

The below comment reference the ERD Appendix A (Water Balance, Emerge 2024) and Appendix B (District Water Management
Strategy, Hyd2o 2024).

The DWMS and ERD include indicative values for management triggers for surface water and
groundwater values. It is requested that updated trigger values are provided that incorporate any
further data collected since the preparation of the DWMS and ERD. A summary of any further
hydrological data collected is also requested.

An additional figure should be provided for groundwater contours using the observed data for
minimum groundwater levels using the most recent three years of monitoring data (to compare with
the provided AAMGL contours). The groundwater contours for this figure should be drawn using
the real observed data. Another additional figure should be provided showing the AAMinGL
contours.

Further justification is required as to the use of AAMGL instead of the recorded monitoring data for
water balance calculations, groundwater gradient calculations, and determining groundwater flow
directions.

The ERD suggests that the predicted increase in [aquifer] recharge has the potential to increase
groundwater depth, however this will not have a significant impact on any of the water balance
components, as the Superficial aquifer lies several metres below the natural surface level of the
MRS amendment area. The (northerly) localised flow direction of Superficial aquifer in this area
does not grade towards the GBSW. Further, the GBSW is predominantly fed by direct rainfall.
Therefore, the urbanisation of the MRS amendment area will not adversely impact the existing
hydrological regime in the GBSW.

Based on existing information, this statement may not be accurate as it is understood that the
groundwater flow for the northern portion of the site ultimately flows to the GBSW and localised

1
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EPA Services comment

WAPC response

northerly groundwater flow direction may become more pronounced post development. An
alternative scenario in which the groundwater mound is less pronounced and groundwater
potentially returns to a predominantly south west flow post development has not been provided for
comparison. Provide further information on this matter.

The DWMS and ERD do not adequately address the following:

e Is the primary reason for the formation of the groundwater mound below turf farm the irrigation
on turf farm, or are there other equally influential factors?

¢ Will there be any significant adverse impact on GBSW if the existing groundwater mound is or
is not maintained?

o Confirm whether the historical baseline hydrological condition of the GBSW before the
commencement of turf farm irrigation is available, and if so discuss?

e Is the proposed approach of locating stormwater management areas in the existing
groundwater mound to maintain the annual predevelopment groundwater recharge and flow
direction to the GBSW sustainable?

Further information addressing the above is required. In addressing the above and the related
comments below, you may wish to consult with EPA Services regarding the type of technical
information that could be provided to support your response.

The ERD asserts that the existing groundwater mound is representative of the local hydrological
conditions of the amendment area, and that the DWMS and ERD are consistent with EPA Inland
Waters objective of maintaining the existing hydrological regime, which is consistent with typical
water sensitive urban design (WSUD) practice.

One of the key principles of WSUD in urban development context is maintaining pre-development
or existing hydrological regime. This principle should be considered alongside another crucial
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EPA Services comment

WAPC response

aspect of WSUD: mimicking natural hydrological processes to achieve optimal environmental,
economic, and social outcomes.

The DWMS has indicated that one of causes of the groundwater mound formation is irrigation on
the turf farm, an artificial hydrological condition that has since been discontinued.

Without having significant benefits to GBSW, maintaining the existing hydrological condition through
artificial recharge of the groundwater mound may not be a reasonable or sustainable approach.

Further information should be provided to clarify:

¢ how the hydrology of the area would change if the groundwater mound was to cease,

e whether the cessation of the turf farm operations and associated irrigation has had a
positive or negative effect on the GBSW and

¢ if possible, what the historical baseline hydrological condition of the GBSW likely was before
the commencement of turf farm irrigation.

It is suggested that the investigation should also consider the alternative scenario of not maintaining
the existing groundwater mound.

It is noted in the DWMS that it is intended to:

e establish stormwater management system in key locations to maintain predevelopment
groundwater recharge and groundwater flow direction in the area of the existing groundwater
mound;

¢ establish flexible outlet structures and use of engineering design to facilitate adaptive change;
and

e monitor outcomes and use findings to facilitate/inform adaptive management.

From a typical stormwater and drainage management perspective for urban development,
proponents can select appropriate locations for stormwater management systems, including water
quality treatment features and flood storage areas, by considering several factors. These factors
include the topography of the development catchment (e.g., low-lying areas and natural
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depressions), hydrological considerations (e.g., maintaining flow rates, storage volumes and
flowpaths, designing stormwater areas for multipurpose uses, integration with WSUD structures,
and urban planning considerations.

Further information is requested as to whether the existing turf farm area satisfies these
considerations.

In addition of concern is the long-term operation and maintenance requirements of these systems
and the reliance on recharge water volume to protect the GBSW.

While infiltration or retention systems such as biofilters, swales, retention basins, or flood storage
areas can recharge runoff to groundwater, their infiltration capacity decreases over time if not
properly maintained. Consequently, they may not contribute to groundwater recharge as intended.

Therefore, the proposed engineering/infrastructure approach to maintain the groundwater mound
without significant benefits to the GBSW may not be sustainable.

If the DWMS chooses to pursue this approach, further information should be provided on long term
operation and maintenance requirements, including support and commitment from the City of
Kalamunda.

There is a lack of confidence in the groundwater gradients being the focus rather than depth to
groundwater (m BGL) to assess local controls on groundwater recharge and flow to support
groundwater dependent vegetation. Noting that vegetation in the GBSW has been classified as a
“high potential GDE” (CAT Hydro Services for MRD 2023). Further information should be provided
to establish confidence in the use of groundwater gradients, or evidence of consultation with
DBCA on this matter provided.

It is understood that physico-chemistry data has been collected consistent with DWER OP 5.12
(2009). Evidence and discussion should be provided as to how the results have been utilised to
allow for the quality control measures such as charge balance error to be calculated or the
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discrimination of confined and phreatic aquifers

DWMS App Q shows changes to the monthly distribution of recharge across the amendment area,
with a significant change in the location of the turf farm area. Further discussion should be provided
regarding the potential impact of this change in distribution on the receiving environment, in
particular the GBSW. A scenario of no maintenance of the groundwater mound should also be
provided for comparison.

Environmental factor: Terrestrial Fauna

The survey methodology and habitat scoring presented in the ERD requires further justification. In
particular the limitations of the BCE scoring system have not been adequately addressed, and
adequate justification for the use of the scoring system over the DCCEEW has not been provided.
While weeds are a function of site health this is not true for black cockatoo foraging value as many
key foraging sites are parkland cleared or sites with heavy weed burden.

The metrics in the WA Environmental Offsets calculator (DWER 2021a) presented in the ERD have
not been justified, for example the 80% confidence in the rehabilitation result. The use of onsite
offsets has also not been sufficiently justified. The offsets and residual impact significance model
presented in the ERD relies on future planning processes to reduce significance. It is noted that the
table states It is highly likely there will be retention of the individual scattered native trees in future
POS and road reserves, along with revegetation of black cockatoo trees to replace those that cannot
be practically retained. Thereby, reducing the residual impacts on black cockatoo further. This does
not provide certainty of retention or revegetation and defers these protection mechanisms to future
stages of planning. The amendment itself should demonstrate how it will manage impacts. Further
discussion and justification of offsets and residual impact significance should be provided.

The ERD and Phoenix Environmental Sciences (2024) list differing numbers of breeding trees.
Confirmation should be provided of correct numbers.

There are inconsistent quality scores of black cockatoo foraging habitat between AECOM (2020)
and the ERD. For example, AECOM (2020) characterised Lots 12 and 249 (south corner of the
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MRS Amendment area) as ‘very high quality’ for Carnaby’s cockatoo (Figure 12), however, the
ERD has categorised this area as low value (score of 2) (Figure 7-3). Inconsistencies may be due
to recent habitat degradation or the use of different scoring methodologies. Inconsistent quality

assessment of black cockatoo foraging habitat within the MRS Amendment area should be
clarified.
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SUBMISSION

Subject

Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57, which seeks to rezone
approximately 126 hectares of Wattle Grove's foothills from Rural to Urban zoning.

Main Facts

1. At a time when urban sprawl is seriously depleting the fragile tree canopy
around the city, this proposal sets a bad precedent for other rural areas and
contradicts Kalamunda Shires “climate emergency” status.

2. This proposal is totally incompatible with the rural land around it and industrial
land on the other side of Tonkin Hwy. The land in question could benefit all of
the community if it remains rural but is zoned like West Swan Road.

3. This development has serious damaging environmental implications for the
unique Brixton Wetlands. Many studies and reports have been published
making very clear the impact on this precious area.

4. All along the Tonkin Hwy a natural barrier exists to make a clear demarcation
between the hills catchment area and suburbia. This should be preserved at
all cost!

5. Why must we allow one greedy developer to have access to important rural
land when the Department of Planning shows Perth has more than enough
urban zoned land to last many years?

6. The road system around this area is already significantly impacted by large
trucks and painful congestion without unnecessarily adding to the problem.

7. The majority of of local residence and the surrounding community are totally
opposed to this development our voices need to be listened to.

For all the above reasons | am totally in objection to this proposal being approved.
Regards,
Erin Smith

71 Gavour Rd , Wattle Grove.
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1
Dampier Bunbury
Your Ref: 1388/57 Wattle Grove P- I.
Our Ref:  LM: Planning Dec 2024 Ipe Ine
Contact: ~ Neil Parry
Telephone: 08 9223 4944 ABN 78 081 609 289
Level 23, 140 St Georges Terrace

Perth WA 6000

Postal Address

PO Box 75267

Perth St Georges Tce WA 6831
Telephone: +61 8 9223 4300
Facsimile: +61 8 9223 4301

9 December 2024

Ms Sam Boucher
Western Australian Planning Commission
140 Wiliam Street
PERTH WA 6000

Attention: Anthony Muscara

Dear Ms Boucher

PROPOSED METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1388/57 WATTLE GROVE
(SOUTH) PRECINCT

Thank you for your email dated 8 November 2024 requesting comments on the proposed amendment
for the above-mentioned area in the Metropolitan Region Scheme.

DBP has reviewed the report and would like to provide the following comments:
o The DBNGP corridor should be clearly displayed on all plans and referenced in the legends.

e The City of Kalamunda is to consult with DBP at early Local Structure Plan design stage to
allow DBP to assess the proposed land uses around the pipeline. This is to ensure that any
proposed changes to the DBNGP operating environment will meet the requirements of
Australian Standard 2885 Pipelines — Gas and Liquid Petroleum (AS 2885.1) land use
classification requirements.

e To ensure ongoing appropriate management of the DBNGP corridor and DBP infrastructure,
no residential lot or development is to extend into or over the DBNGP corridor.

e The DBNGP corridor is to be identified as a linear gas infrastructure corridor and the DBNGP
corridor is to be set aside from development. It would be our view that use as Public Open
Space (POS) is the highest and best use to which the land can be put.

o An AS2885 Safety Management Study may be required at the Local Structure Plan stage.

e Pursuant to section 41 of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997, restrictions apply to land
contained within the area identified as the DBNGP corridor. Any works e.g. road crossings,
services crossings etc within this area requires prior approval from the DBNGP Land Access
Minister.
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DBP appreciate this opportunity to provide preliminary comments on the Proposed Metropolitan
Region Scheme Amendment Wattle Grove (South) Precinct and should you have any further inquiries,
please do not hesitate to contact me on the number above.

Yours sincerely

Neil Parry
Head of Land Management
Dampier Bunbury Pipeline
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CORPORATION

-

Your Ref: 1388/57

Our Ref: 118315659 (MRS386325)

Enquiries: Brett Coombes

Direct Tel: 9420 3165

Email: land.planning@watercorporation.com.au

09 December 2024

Secretary

Western Australian Planning Commission
Locked Bag 2506

PERTH WA 6001

Attention: Anthony Muscara

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South Precinct

Thank you for your correspondence of 7 October 2024 inviting comments on the
above amendment.

The Water Corporation has no objections to the proposed rezoning of this land. The
Corporation’s previous comments which are summarized in the amendment report
remain relevant. The subject land is a considerable distance from available sewer
outlets and major sewer works will be required to connect the development area to
the network to the west. As previously advised, the capital funding for these works is
currently not in the Corporation’s 5-year Capital Investment Program.

If you have any queries or require further clarification on any of the above issues,
please contact the Enquiries Officer.

Brett Coombes
Senior Planner
Development Services

watercorporation.com.au
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P.O. Box 656

Kalamunda

W.A. 6926

http://nrpg.org.au/
https://www.facebook.com/KalamundaNRPG

Nature Reserves Preservation Group of Kalamunda, Inc.

9 Dec 2024
TO: Dept of Planning, Lands, Heritage regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au
cC: Environmental Protection Authority info@epa.dwer.wa.gov.au

SUBJECT: Submission to Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 —
Wattle Grove South (WGS)

The NRPG makes this submission in regard to the proposed transfer of approximately 123.5 ha of land
in Wattle Grove from the ‘Rural’ zone to ‘Urban’ under the MRS Amendment, to allow for
future subdivision, development and use of and for residential and associated purposes.

We oppose the proposed re-zoning to “Urban” for the following reasons:
Loss of Environmental Protection:

The Amendment would remove environmental protection regulations for rural land, likely leading to loss
of any biodiversity in the area. Furthermore, the typical density of urban developments results in very
little retention of trees and vegetation.

Hydrological Impact on Brixton St Wetlands, Kenwick Wetlands and Alison Baird Reserve:

The surface and groundwater flows from WGS move in a south-westerly direction toward the Kenwick
Wetlands and Brixton Street Wetlands, and hydrological changes threaten degradation of the nearby
downslope Brixton Street Wetlands and Alison Baird Reserve.

The Brixton Street Wetlands, Kenwick Wetlands and Alison Baird reserve are already under threat from
the cumulative effects of development and industrialisation all around from MKSEA developments
without adequate buffers.

These critically-valuable areas, existing nowhere else on this planet, and labelled the “Jewel in the Crown
of a Global Biodiversity Hotspot”, are incredibly unique and will be affected by further isolation (loss of
connectivity), hydrology and by increased heat island impacts. This proposed Amendment will add to the
increasing cumulative threats to their survival, and at some point, this ecosystem will degrade and or
collapse.

Loss of potential wildlife corridor/s:

Kalamunda has had a ‘Wildlife Corridor Strategy’ which was carefully developed to permit our wildlife to
move via streams, waterways and natural-vegetation linkages. Unfortunately, over the years, many of
these corridors have been lost or destroyed through successive developments and highway building
occurring with little or no regard to the importance of connectivity.



Although this rural area of Wattle Grove South is not well vegetated, it still can serve to allow wildlife to
move around. If this area is developed, it will be impossible for wildlife to travel as fencing, roads and
other barriers are installed. Many animals inevitably end up as ‘road kill’, which further threatens our
rapidly declining native animals and ecosystems.

Fragmentation and loss of corridors connecting natural areas is a prime cause of their eventual
destruction, as well as the loss of animals which inhabit them.

Increase in urban sprawl:

Perth metropolitan plans have long called for more infill developments to reduce urban sprawl. Wattle
Grove South has no public transport such as rail in the vicinity and therefore traffic congestion will
increase, putting further pressure on our roads and highways. It would be significantly more beneficial to
increase urban infill in areas where commuter rail network and other infrastructure already exits.

A demographic survey by former Planning Minister McTiernan in 2000 (in consultation with the Public on
“Dialogue with the City”) showed that 40% of the population preferred to live in medium to high density
accommodation, and that the housing stock at the time which met this need was only 15%. This
demonstrates that there is a significant win-win opportunity to meet that deficiency by offering multi-
story housing/apartment living, in infill locations near public transport and amenities, while also
improving ‘liveablity’.

Approving urban zoning in this location will set a precedent for further urban sprawl into surrounding
rural areas, and defeat long-term strategies to reduce this problem.

Urban/Commercial Development and Heat Island effect:

Typical new developments leave little or no room for trees and vegetation to mitigate the heat island
effect from the concrete and asphalt.

As the rural area currently exists, it has remnant trees and other vegetation which reduces the heating in
summer in this area and surrounding areas.

Numerous studies (including those referenced in the City of Kalamunda’s Urban Forest Strategy) show
that areas with 5-10% tree canopy coverage can be 8-10 deg C hotter than those with 30% or more
coverage, which translates into around double the air conditioning demand and energy costs. The impacts
of global warming causing our climate pattern in WA to shift southwards is already resulting in higher
average temperatures, which further emphasises the need to avoid and mitigate heat island effects.

Rezoning this area to urban will further increase this problem, and its impacts on surrounding areas, both
populated and for nearby Brixton Street Wetlands.

Sincerely,

Steve Gates,

President.
admin@nrpg.org.au Nature Reserves Preservation Group —in the City of Kalamunda
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SUBMISSION

Subject

Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57, which seeks to rezone
approximately 126 hectares of Wattle Grove's foothills from Rural to Urban zoning.

Main Facts

1. At a time when urban sprawl is seriously depleting the fragile tree canopy
around the city, this proposal sets a bad precedent for other rural areas and
contradicts Kalamunda Shires “climate emergency” status.

2. This proposal is totally incompatible with the rural land around it and industrial
land on the other side of Tonkin Hwy. The land in question could benefit all the
community if it remains rural but is zoned like West Swan Road.

3. This development has serious damaging environmental implications for the
unique Brixton Wetlands. Many studies and reports have been published
making very clear the impact on this precious area.

4. All along the Tonkin Hwy a natural barrier exists to make a clear demarcation
between the hill’s catchment area and suburbia. This should be preserved at
all costs!

5. Why must we allow one greedy developer to have access to important rural
land when the Department of Planning shows Perth has more than enough
urban zoned land to last many years?

6. The road system around this area is already significantly impacted by large
trucks and painful congestion without unnecessarily adding to the problem.

7. The maijority of local residence and the surrounding community are totally
opposed to this development our voices need to be listened to.

For all the above reasons | am totally in objection to this proposal being approved.
Regards,
Rebekah Smith

71 Gavour Road, Wattle Grove.
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From: Richard Blanchard <admin@subradar.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 1:10 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au
Subject: Wattle Grove South urbanisation

Some people who received this message don't often get email from admin@subradar.com.au. Learn why this is important

To whom it may concern.

We support the Ecovision submission to stop the rezoning of126 hectares of land in Wattle Grove
South. We would like to add that most cities of the world have green belts, unfortunately Perth is not
one of them. If the urban sprawl is allowed to go unchecked the Darling Range will be covered in
houses, an unnecessary eyesore. The various government departments have the power to stop this
travesty.

Kind regards

Richard & Dianne Blanchard
Mob: 0422 232 335.

Phone: 08 9453 1989.

Fax: 08 9453 9957.
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From: aungsein71 <aungsein71@bigpond.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 2:50 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: FW: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from aungsein71 @bigpond.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding
Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

I oppose the Western Australian Planning Commission's proposed MRS Amendment
1388/57 Wattle Grove South.

The majority of residents in this area are against it. It is a high risk bushfire zone and
an increase of approximately 1,000 dwellings will exacerbate the existing intense fire
risk and evacuation of home owners.

Yours faithfully,

MARY AUNG-SEIN

98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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Conservation Council of WA (ABN 35982476107) ( K

PO Box 883, West Perth, WA, 6872 &‘ng:ﬁiﬁgt&z
T 08 6558 5155 | E conswa@ccwa.org.au

Submitted to: Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage

By email:
regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.qgov.au

Wattle Grove (South) Precinct
Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57

Submission by Conservation Council of WA

9 December 2024

The Conservation Council of WA (CCWA) is the state’s foremost non-profit, non-government
conservation organisation representing close to 100 environmental organisations across Western
Australia, with tens of thousands of engaged individuals state-wide. This broad collective of like-
minded groups and individuals creates a vibrant and passionate community, dedicated to the
conservation of our unique and diverse state.

CCWA has been a prominent and forthright voice for conservation for more than 50 years working
directly with the government, media, industry, community groups, and political parties to
promote a more sustainable WA and to protect our natural environment.

Background

The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is seeking public comment on a proposal to
amend the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) for land in the City of Kalamunda.

The amendment proposes to rezone approximately 126 ha in the Wattle Grove locality from the
Rural zone to the Urban zone in the MRS (the Proposal). The proposed Urban zoning will allow for
the residential development of the site following a local scheme amendment, detailed structure
planning and subdivision approval.

The Environmental Protection Authority required the proposed amendment to be formally
assessed by way of an Environmental Review. A draft Environmental Review has been undertaken
to examine the likely environmental impacts of the amendment and puts forward proposed
environmental management measures.

The draft Environmental Review is being advertised concurrently with the MRS Amendment so
that comment can be made on both environmental and planning related matters.
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The WAPC certifies that, in its opinion, the proposed amendment does not constitute a substantial
alteration to the MRS.

CCWA’s submission points
CCWA presents the following grounds for its submission:

1. The Proposal will pose a risk to hydrological systems in the region
The Proposal is in the Yule Brook catchment. The north-western corner of the Proposal is in
proximity to the Kenwick Wetlands corridor and the proposed Yule Brook Regional Park.

The Beeliar Professors Group (TPG) has provided a blueprint for the creation of the Yule Brook
Regional Park. This vision involves restoration and enhancement of the ecological connectivity of
parts of Kenwick and Wattle Grove.

AYule Brook Regional Park would integrate all high conservation value areas in the
GBSW, MKSEA and Yule Brook in one polygon and could eventually feature a ‘Falls to
Floodplain’ ecological trail along Yule Brook from the Lesmurdie Falls National Park to
the Canning River Regional Park via the GBSW. This plan is consistent with EPA
recommendation M69.3 in the 1983 System 6 Report for what was then known as
‘Kenwick Swamp’, and will also protect the more recently acquired Crown Reserves in
and immediately adjacent to Bush Forever Area 387. A Regional Park with the added
ecological trail would encompass approximately 8km of highly scenic, shared-use
(pedestrians and cyclists) pathway and would showcase Perth’s international status as
a biodiversity hotspot and water sensitive design centre. It would also conserve for
future generations of indigenous and other Australian, and visiting world citizens,
important records of Australia’s indigenous history and culture.’

Through the implementation of the Proposal, this vision for a Yule Brook Regional Park could be
undermined and the hydrological connectivity between these elements of the Regional Park
further compromised. It is of note that the Proposal will likely increase hardstand and the built
environment and, therefore, impact the hydrology of the region through reduced absorption of
water to the catchment, while also increasing urban runoff to wetland areas.

CCWA believes that the future vision for the Yule Brook Regional Park should be prioritised above
any proposal for further vegetation clearing, road widening, (e.g., from Tonkin Hwy Interchange
and MKSEA amendments 166 & 169), and rezoning that have the potential to produce impacts to
important hydrological systems of this area.

2. The Proposal will produce residual impacts to flora and vegetation
The EPA explicitly recognises the ecological significance of the GBSW area and its unique flora%

! chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://thebeeliargroup.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/vision-gbsw-and-yule-brook-tbg-180405-final.pdf
2 Environmental Values and Pressures for the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands on the Swan Coastal Plain.pdf

€Pa.Wwa.gov.au
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The GBSW area is of international, national, and regional environmental significance
and is listed on the Directory of Important Wetlands of Australia and the Register of the
National Estate (EPA, 2022, p5)....The EPBC-listed critically endangered ecological
community ‘Clay Pans of the Swan Coastal Plain’, which encompasses multiple BC Act
conservation significant ecological communities primarily occurring on the SCP, typifies
the unique botanical diversity and intrinsic ecological and hydrological connectivity of
the GBSW area and SCP wetlands. (EPA, 2022, p11)

The Proposal downplays the botanical significance of the region and the risks to wetland
dependent flora, which are reliant on the seasonal inundation and drying processes. Any impact to
hydrological flows from the Proposal, however minor, could result in important botanical
associations of the region being adversely affected.

CCWA asserts that the Proposal will produce significant risks to the flora of the region from:

e possible changes to the hydrology of the area caused by the installation of hardstand,
additional road infrastructure and urbanisation;

e increasing emissions or contamination runoff from more extensive road and building
infrastructure;

o further ecological fragmentation, causing changes to the connectivity for wildlife, which
both supports (e.g., pollinators, seed dispersers) and is supported by vegetation
communities (e.g., for habitat); and

e weed invasion, for example, Grevillea thelemanniana subsp. thelemanniana and Ptilotus
pyramidatus are two species of declared rare flora known only from the GBSW. DBCA?
identifies weed invasion as a serious threat to both species, especially if development
buffer controls are inadequate.

Through increasing heat effects of urbanisation®, the Proposal will also place an additional stress
on the ecology of the area, making it less able to deal with the effects of climate change.

3. The Proposal will produce residual impacts to conservation significant fauna

Risks to fauna

(i) Black cockatoos
Of the fauna known from the region, black cockatoos are recognised as being at particular risk
from further landclearing and habitat loss. CCWA does not believe that the avoidance and
rehabilitation measures for the Proposal are adequate to protect black cockatoos. The creation of
conservation areas within the Proposal is unlikely to mitigate against loss of habitat,
fragmentation of habitat and the disturbance to habitat areas from increased urbanisation.

3 See Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. (no date). Characterising the condition and
function of the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands, Kenwick Western Australia, to inform conservation
management. https://library.dbca.wa.gov.au/static/FullTextFiles/926203.001.a.pdf
*https://www.epa.gov/heatislands#:~:text=Structures%20such%20as%20buildings%2C%20roads,temperat
ures%?20relative%20to%200outlying%?20areas.
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Furthermore, with the conservation status of Baudin’s Cockatoo under review by DBCA and likely
to be upgraded from Endangered to Critically Endangered® (under the Biodiversity Conservation
Act 2016), it is obvious that strategies to protect the species are failing, and that the loss of further
habitat should not be supported.

(ii) Critically endangered bees
CCWA has previously highlighted the risks to invertebrates from proposals that will affect the
hydrology of the region, or clear and build over areas that may form the habitat of Critically
Endangered (EPBC Act) Leioproctus douglasiellus. The ecology of this species of Colletid bee is
poorly understood, but its survival relies on the protection of ground nesting locations in the
Proposal region, which are currently not delineated. Moreover, there is no documented
information on the distance that the species will or must travel to support its feeding, its migration
habits, or the specific substrate it requires for nesting. Increasing habitat fragmentation and
potential loss of nesting habitat through landclearing or installation of infrastructure (buildings
and roads) may cause the species to become unviable in the Proposal area®.

The data gaps relating to the ecology of Leioproctus douglasiellus are significant and should not be
overlooked in the WAPC assessment.

CCWA, asserts that protection of Leioproctus douglasiellus cannot be assured if nesting habitat is
unknown and, therefore, not targeted for protection; and under other knowledge gaps relating to
dispersal ability, ecological requirements, and the full understanding of the threats to the species.
Given these conditions of scientific uncertainty, assessment should apply a precautionary
approach.

(iii) Bats
No assessment has been undertaken for bats of conservation significance, protection of
their habitat trees or protection of their flight paths.

(iv) Stygofauna
The EPA (2022 p11) considers that there is a knowledge gap in the potential for stygofauna to exist
in Muchea limestone within the GBSW. Stygofauna presence is unconfirmed and remains
unassessed for the Proposal area.

In summary, CCWA believes there will be unacceptable risks to several conservation significant
species (both invertebrate and vertebrate) from the Proposal. The Proposal will add to the to the
cumulative loss of fauna habitat on the Swan Coastal Plain, especially for conservation significant
species; and the Proposal environmental assessments contain several data gaps.

® The Critically Endangered category includes threatened species considered to be “facing an extremely high
risk of extinction in the wild in the immediate future, as determined in accordance with criteria set out in the

ministerial guidelines” conservation codes for western australian flora and fauna (3).pdf

¢ The environmental documents did not provide any evidence of a comprehensive assessment for
conservation significant species of bee or other invertebrates, beyond a desktop assessment.
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Additionally, the EPA did not adequately consider the impacts to flora and fauna of the Proposal
area from future climate impacts, nor the additive stressors on the area from an increase in fire
frequency and intensity, reduced rainfall and groundwater availability.

4. The offsets for the Proposal are inadequate
The residual impacts from the Proposal were not considered to be so significant as to require
offsets. Nevertheless, a future rehabilitation strategy and retention of vegetation “...in areas
identified as Potential Future Conservation and Rehabilitation on the Conservation Concept Plan”
(Environmental Review document px) will be applied.

CCWA argues that the environmental strategy proposed is inadequate and will not counterbalance
significant residual environmental impacts to an area of high environmental value. Strategies that
do not offer immediate, local, or otherwise valuable approaches to the protection of this
ecologically important region, should not be approved.

5. The Proposalis adjacent to a restricted use site listed under the Contaminated
Sites Act 2003

The Proposal area is at the boundary of a ‘remediated for restricted use’ site, now containing
Kelvin Road Parkland. This site was formerly a landfill site and is not suitable for enclosed
buildings or hardstand without further risk assessment and landfill gas mitigation. The integrity of
landfill barriers is critical to maintaining the safety of the surrounding areas, especially given that
“landfill gases have been detected at the perimeter of the site, indicating that the extraction
system may not be operating optimally” (WA Contaminated Sites Database Basic Summary of
Records. p4).

CCWA argues that urban development of the Proposal area should not be approved until landfill
gas extraction systems are operating. A 500-metre buffer should be applied, in accordance with

the EPA Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses guidance, which would
prohibit development south-east of Victoria Road.

Summary of impacts

e The Proposal will likely indirectly impact the Kenwick Wetlands system.

e The Proposal will create potential impacts to the hydrological systems supporting
biodiversity values of the wetlands in the region.

e The Proposal will produce potential changes to surface water flow, which could impact
local surface waters.

e The Proposal will result in the clearing of 0.16 ha of Banksia woodlands.

e The proposal will result in the clearing of 29.38 ha of trees and other vegetation, which
comprises foraging habitat for black cockatoos, 146 potential nesting trees, and habitat

for quenda.

e The Proposal will result in the clearing of 91.32 ha of low-quality black cockatoo forage
habitat.

e The Proposal will result in disturbance to wildlife from increasing urban noise and
activities.
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Outcomes sought

In view of the identified environmental risks, CCWA strongly submits that the Proposal for Wattle
Grove (South) Precinct be rejected.

In the alternative, CCWA requests that the Proposal be implemented only after effecting the
following conditions:
(a) The Proposal should not restrict the capacity for the future creation of the ecologically

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)
()
(9)

(h)
(i)

()

important Yule Brook Regional Park.

Further research into the risks to hydrological systems of the Proposal area and its
connections with nearby areas of conservation significance should precede any
development.

Research should be undertaken prior to any earthworks for the Proposal into the ecology
of and locations for breeding for the Critically Endangered Colletid bee Leioproctus
douglasiellus.

Further evaluation is required to establish the presence of stygofauna in the area, and any
risks to stygofauna from the Proposal.

Further evaluation is required to define the risks to conservation significant bats from the
Proposal.

The vegetation rehabilitation strategy should be more carefully defined to ensure black
cockatoos and other conservation significant species are not residually impacted.
Climate impacts should be factored into all environmental decision-making for the
Proposal.

The risk from the neighbouring former landfill requires further evaluation.

A 500m setback should apply to any subdivisions in proximity to the former landfill site, in
accordance with the EPA guidance.

Memorials on titles should be issued to alert future residents to the proximity to and risks
from the former landfill site.

Please do not hesitate to contact CCWA should you wish to discuss this submission further.

Yours sincerely

Dr Kelly Duckworth
Policy and Research Manager
Conservation Council of WA
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Our Ref. D21556
Your Ref: RLS/0998 - 1388/57

Mr Anthony Muscara
Western Australian Planning Commission
regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au

Dear Mr Muscara
RE: PROPOSED MRS AMENDMENT - WATTLE GROVE SOUTH PRECINCT

| refer to your letter dated 7 October 2024 regarding the submission of a Bushfire Management
Plan (BMP) (Revision 2), prepared by JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd and dated 5 November 2021, for
the above proposal.

The new State Planning Policy 3.7 Bushfire and associated Planning for Bushfire Guidelines
were published on 24 September 2024 and became operational for applications lodged with
decision makers from 18 November 2024. Notwithstanding, as this application was submitted to
the decision maker prior to 18 November 2024, this advice relates only to the 2015 State
Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) and 2021 Guidelines for
Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (version 1.4) (Guidelines).

It is the responsibility of the proponent to ensure the proposal complies with relevant planning
and building requirements. This advice does not exempt the applicant/proponent from obtaining
approvals that apply to the proposal including planning, building, health or any other approvals
required by a relevant authority under written laws.

Assessment

e DFES provided preliminary comment on the proposal in August 2021. The advice
provided has not resulted in the modification of the BMP.

e |t is noted that the BMP submitted as part of this referral addresses version 1.3 of the
Guidelines which has been inactive since December 2021. The new SPP 3.7 2024 is
now active and it is recommended that any revised version of the BMP addresses the
most current version of the Policy and Guidelines.

e |t is noted that the Amendment area has increased in size since the previous referral to
DFES.

1. Policy Measure 6.3 a) (i) Preparation of a BHL Assessment

Issue Assessment Action

Vegetation Vegetation plots 2 cannot be entirely substantiated as Modification to

Classification | Class B Woodland with the limited information and the BMP
photographic evidence available. The foliage cover required at
appears to exceed 30%. The BMP should detail subsequent
specifically how the Class B Woodland classification was | planning
derived as opposed to Class A Forest. stages.

DFES Land Use Planning | 20 Stockton Bend, Cockbum Central WA 6164 | PO Box P1174 Perth WA 6844
Tel (08) 9395 9703 | advice@dfes.wa.gov.au | www dfes wa.gov.au

ABN 33 563 851 304




It is acknowledged that this would not affect the BHL as
both Forest and Woodland are considered extreme.

Vegetation
Classification

There is no photographic evidence to support the
vegetated areas remaining in the Post-Development
Vegetation Classification (Figure 4). There is a mix of
Class A Forest and Class D Scrub to remain, however
this cannot be validated.

It is acknowledged that this would not affect the BHL as
both Forest and Scrub are considered extreme.

Modification to
the BMP
required at
subsequent
planning
stages.

1. Policy Measure 6.3 c) Compliance with the Bushfire Protection Criteria

solutions for vehicular access given the updated
version of the Guidelines.

The BMP should be updated to address the current
version of SPP 3.7 and the Planning for Bushfire
Guidelines.

Issue Assessment Action
Vehicular A3.1 — A3.6 — not demonstrated Modification to the
Access The BMP does not address the correct acceptable BMP required at

subsequent
planning stages.

Recommendation — compliant — no objection

The BMP has adequately identified issues arising from the bushfire hazard level assessment
and considered how compliance with the bushfire protection criteria can be achieved.

However, modifications (as detailed in the tables above) to the BMP are necessary to ensure it
accurately identifies the bushfire risk and necessary mitigation measures. As these modifications
will not affect the MRS amendment, DFES recommends the amendment proceed and the
applicant be advised that these modifications be undertaken to support subsequent stages of
the planning process (structure plan, subdivision and development applications).

If you require further information, please contact me on telephone number 9395 9703.

Yours sincerely

=

I

Sasha De Brito

SENIOR LAND USE PLANNING OFFICER

9 December 2024
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From: properconsult@bigpond.com

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 3:32 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au

Subject: Western Australian Planning Authority proposal (MRS 1388/57) to rezone portion of

Wattle Grove South from rural to urban

Some people who received this message don't often get email from properconsult@bigpond.com. Learn why this is important

To whom it may concern,

| wish to object to the above rezoning proposal. | live in the area defined within the amendment area and have built
a new house at the cost of in the vicinity of $700,000. | do not want urban style development on or near my
property and do not want my lifestyle threatened for the benefit of one developer.

| have spoken to my neighbours and all I have spoken to are of the same opinion as | am.
Regards John Della Bona

"This communication and any accompanying documents are confidential and intended solely for the person or organization to
whom it is addressed. Unauthorized disclosure, copying, or distribution is strictly prohibited and may resultin legal
consequences. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete all copies of this
correspondence.”



Submission 068

From: lucy.aungsein <lucy.aungsein@bigpond.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 3:43 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from lucy.aungsein@bigpond.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding
Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

I disagree with and oppose the Western Australian Planning Commission Amendment
1388/57 regarding Wattle Grove South.

Wattle Grove South enjoys a rural zoning which has enabled the essential protection
of the high environmental significance of the area over time. Urban zoning will
remove this protection and total clearance of 126 hectares of land will be legal. We
have witnessed the 'moonscape' clearing methods of Linc/Hesperia with the Roe
Highway Logistics Park.

The loss of 30% tree canopy, TEC's, sub surface hydoplain, designated buffer zone,
ecological corridors for wildlife, ‘'sense of place' for local residents is too high a price
to pay for high density development.

The developers, namely Hesperia, conducted their own environmental review which is
extremely worrying and questionable for residents in light of what the environmental
and economical cost would be for all.

Surely Wattle Grove South deserves an Independent environmental assessment.
Respectfully submitted,

LUCY AUNGSEIN

98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: Theresa <theresa@iinet.net.au>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:21 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au; info
Subject: Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

Some people who received this message don't often get email from theresa@iinet.net.au. Learn why this is important

To Whom It May Concern,
| write in regards to the above proposal and wish to formally lodge my objection to the proposal on the following
grounds:
1. Conflict of Interest
The decision to assign the environmental review to Hesperia Pty Ltd (“HPL") represents a direct conflict of
interest as HPL has a financial interest in the result of the review. The land that HPL’s client is seeking to develop
will increase with a positive environmental review, which would strongly encourage further referrals from the
client in addition to the payment to HPL any bonuses, commissions etc that might already attach to the existing
1388/57 contract.
2. Environmental Review Malinformation
The failure of the EPA to transparently acknowledge on its website that the Environmental Review document
was authored by HPL is a deliberate act of Malinformation. Indeed, the document wrongly claims to be authored
by the Responsible Authority (the WAPC) on “their environmental review” (italics mine).

This is highly unethical and a serious conflict of interest.
Kind Regards

Theresa Miller

Sent from my iPhone



OFFICIAL | Submission 070

Your reference: 1388/57
Our reference: LUP 1985
Enquiries: Louise Murray

Marija Bubanic, Senior Planning Support Officer
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
140 William Street, Perth WA 6000

Email: regionplanningschemes@dplh.wa.gov.au

Date: 9 December 2024

Dear Sir/Madam

Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove
(South) Precinct

Thank you for inviting the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development
(DPIRD) to comment on the above proposal.

DPIRD does not object to the proposal and offers the following comments:

e Within the existing Industrial zone west of Tonkin Highway, the potential impacts
of industrial land uses on future residents (such as gas, noise, dust, odour, or
risk impacts) should be addressed in design and management tools in future
more detailed planning stages.

¢ Within the proposed Urban zone east of Tonkin Highway, notifications on title
informing prospective land owners of nearby Industrial zoned land may be
appropriate, at least until the land is rezoned to Industrial in the City of Gosnells
Local Planning Scheme.

For more information, please contact Louise Murray on 9368 3833 or
louise.murray@dpird.wa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Mr Timothy Overheu
Acting Director Agriculture Resource Management Assessment
Sustainability and Biosecurity

444 Albany Highway Albany WA 6330

Telephone 08 9892 8444 |anduse.planning@dpird.wa.gov.au
dpird.wa.gov.au

ABN: 18 951 343 745
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From: pegwoz@bigpond.com

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:31 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

You don't often get email from pegwoz@ bigpond.com. Learn why this is important

Hello

We would like to oppose the Proposed MRS amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South submission.

The area is one of sensitive ecological significances for the various reasons, the black cockatoos which are
now under more threat than ever due to taking their food and nesting trees. The local quenda’s, reptiles, native
mice and other local birds all homeless from your lack of thought and preservation to this environment.

The Banksia groves that are freely growing in our area would disappear with the proposed development along
with other flora specific to our area eg the Wattle Grove wavy smokebush which is also unique to this area,
orchids and Hovea’s.

The local underground water sources for wetlands which have been studied and the CSIRO confirmed are at
environmental risk with any development in this area these are unique in the WA and in the World and unable
to be protected due to your need appease developers for a quick buck and no long term plan or environmental
thought.

We oppose this proposal and what impact it would have on this unique environment.

We believe there are better and wiser solutions and this proposal is unacceptable. You fail in placing the
environmental impact study on the developer responsible for carving the area into small urban blocks shows
how there has been no real consideration given to this sensitive environmental area.

Profit over everything else is so in small minded.

Please ensure our message is considered with this proposal and we hope you will not consider this
inappropriate development in this area.

Thank you
Regards
Peggy Pine and Warren Dixon
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From: Gerard Luck <gpluck@live.com>
Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 5:49 PM
To: Chas Dornac; Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au
Subject: Community comment: Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment
1388/57
Some people who received this message don't often get email from gpluck@live.com. Learn why this is important

To whom it may concern,

RE: Metropolitan Region Planning Scheme (MRS) Amendment 1388/57

As residents in this area, we are horrified that the loss, and the destruction of vegetation and fauna habitat is Wonton and
irresponsible and totally bad governance.

We are also dismayed with the WAPC EPA with their lack of action in avoiding disruption to this eco sensitive area. We are led to
believe that the developer is given the task to do the environmental impact statement. (Cat's away the mice will play....) Sounds
quite ironic one would think!

Roads; already the area is at a standstill on the Welshpool, Hale and Kelvin roads in peak hours, exacerbated by the
development of the logistic centre. The area was raped of the flora and fauna, only to be replaced with steel,concrete and
bitumen.

Another heat hole! Imagine the increase of temperature alone, with hot rooves, bitumen and concrete, water runoff in such a
sensitive area, that previous owners have tried to protect.

To destroy and irreversibly ruin the area smacks with blatant hypocracy and deliberate disregard for our future, ie, Environment,
Fauna, Family / Children, Livelyhood, Climate change etc. (to name the obvious).

In closing, we ask that the abovementioned is reconsidered prior to being swayed to develop this area by a profit first investment
group, and to the detriment of our natural asset.

Regards
GP, MR & MG Luck

75 Victoria Rd
Wattle Grove.
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1

Community Comment - Opposition to Proposed rezoning of Wattle
Grove South, WA.

Although not presented by WAPC as such, this proposal involves the likely
destruction of an internationally recognised unique area of wetlands
together with associated fauna and flora. Several hundred local citizens
have studied and protected these unique wetlands including the adjacent
Alison Baird Reserve over many years and the GBSW is formally designated
and protected by the DPA as a Conservation Area.

This proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 apparently supported by WAPC
has failed to recognise the significance of sub-surface water flow from and
through the Darling Range Escarpment in this specific locality, despite
extensive documented scientific evidence offered via the WA
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA).

Furthermore the WAPC appear to have supported a commercial property
developer, (with obvious self-serving pecuniary interests, to provide
environmental advice - misrepresented in associated documentation as
being from EPA.)- When EPA is already on record as having provided well-
publicised independent scientific advice showing that subsurface water
flows (that have acquired specific chemical content passing from and
through the face of the Escarpment) have had and can in future, have a
decisive effect on creating and maintaining these unique GBS Wetlands.

Allowing the proposed high-density urbanising development on this Wattle
Grove South land surface, as proposed via this MRS Amendment will most
certainly be highly destructive to these wetlands.

Also, the earmarked Wattle Grove South land area does not have any
immediately accessible sewerage or disposal system for polluted surface
water in the proposed urbanised areas; and digging up land areas along the
western border transversely across sub-surface ‘hydroplain’ water flows as
suggested, would involve even more destruction of vital subsurface water
emanating from the Escarpment to these wetlands.

WAPC is very well aware as recorded in their documentation that there is a
likely 50+ year surplus, not a shortage of land available for urban
development in WA, most of which poses little or no environmental risk.



Environmental habitats of fauna and flora are typically not limited by
administrative boundaries drawn on maps and the habitats on Wattle
Grove South are shared between City of Kalamunda and City of Gosnells
but little evidence is offered on that sharing, although they both have input
into the ‘North East Regional Planning Framework ‘. That Framework
supposedly calls for “flexible planning that responds to local conditions
and changing circumstances” but this proposed rezoning does not reflect
vital issues such as enormously increased local traffic volumes and sound
pollution from adjacent airport runway extensions.

Concerning the relative responsibilities of WAPC and EPA. The WAPC is
primarily responsible through its parliamentary legal framework, for
determining both inputs and outcomes. But the EPA is limited to an
advisory role and furthermore is administratively combined with another
group, the DWER, that has different primary functions. This combination is
very confusing to both community and commercial developers and is
overdue for reappraisal.

P.S The writer of the above comments (sent on Monday 9" December
2024) has written extensively in support of EPA ( e.g. Environmental
Protection Regulations 2022) and anyone interested please contact me
Peter H Forrest via email — community23@bigpond.com. or PO Box 180
Kalamunda WA 6926.
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Respondent No: 19 Responded At: Nov 30, 2024 15:43:36 pm
( @ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Nov 30, 2024 15:43:36 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a
Q1. Whatis your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qé.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am the owner of 66 Victoria Road, Watle Grove which is located within the MRS rezoning area. | support the MRS
rezoning to ‘Urban’ and a concurrent local scheme rezoning.

Q11. Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered
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Respondent No: 20 Responded At: Dec 02, 2024 00:43:05 am
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Dec 02, 2024 00:43:05 am
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. Whatis your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
Q2. What is your surname?
Q3. What is your email address?
Q4. What is your address?
Q5. What is your contact number?
Q6. Submissions may be published as part of the Yes
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Q7. Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

Q8. What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Q9. Do you support/oppose the proposed Support
amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

We support the rezoning of special rural to urban. We also reside within the proposed area.
Q11. Upload supporting documents not answered
Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



(@)

Q1.
Q2.
Q3.
Q4.
Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

Respondent No: 21
Login: Anonymous
Email: n/a

What is your name?

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation?
Do you support/oppose the proposed

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

| Submission 076 |

Dec 02, 2024 17:25:10 pm
Dec 02,2024 17:25:10 pm
IP Address: n/a

Responded At:
Last Seen:

Bradley and Catherine Wood plus John Baldock Joint owners

WOQOD

wz@westnet.com.au

120 Victoria Rd Wattle Grove 6107 W.A

0498506510

No

No

not answered

Support

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

We the owners of 120 Victoria Rd Wattle Grove Western Australia 6107 fully support the proposal as we are aging to a point
of needing care facilities and the sale will allow us to do this.

https//s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehg-production-
australia’90327f3d4c04 12df54974fabfde7182b19442d27/original/17
33120664/98b357395¢9f1999429¢0220¢c30b79ad_9005648819-
B0253-
01_Water_Use_and_Service_Charge_Account_%281%29.pdf?
1733120664

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehg-production-
australia/57140e5d730ad369f591d6c99d3d6e094e3c72dd/original/
1733120687/d1¢cc733db0d0e523bf269¢c2458a21f86_SynergyBill_2
0240213_Account_000612076600_002214.pdf?1733120687

https //s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehg-production-
australia/a2b67f9994b861c4cc34c22856d0f4ce2fe5da89/original/1
733120707/ccb2a27a5741adca9c36dcb111fa0a2c_Renewal_Appli
cation_for_EW104443_%281%29.PDF?1733120707

Supporting documents removed from publication as contained sensitive details



Q1.

Qa.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qe.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

| Submission 077

Respondent No: 22 Responded At: Dec 03, 2024 16:02:10 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Dec 03, 2024 16:02:10 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name?  Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter

What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes
consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

We bought our property in 2000 with the view in mind that when we retired the property would potentially be suitable for
subdivision. We anticipated that as Perth continued to grow there would be a need for more housing close to the CBD.
Housing shortage and land on which to build those houses very real issue for the State Government. That said we love the
trees and wildlife that abounds in our community. It is our understanding that the land will be developed with sensitivity
towards preserving as much of the flora and fauna as is possible.....given the proposal of 15 dwellings per hectare.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.
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Respondent No: 23 Responded At: Dec 04, 2024 23:29:10 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Dec 04, 2024 23:29:10 pm

Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Simon and Roxanne

What is your surname? Ozanne

What is your email address? simrox126@gmail.com

What is your address? 126 Victoria Road Wattlem Grove WA 6107

What is your contact number? 0439917817

Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your
name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

We are the owners of 126 Victoria Road, Wattle Grove, which is located wihin the MRS rezoning area. We have owned the
property since 2003, however Roxanne's family have lived at the property from 1987, until we purchased the property from
them in 2003. The property was purchased to use for equestrian purposes, however we have not had horses on the property
since 2016. Over the years we have noticed there a fewer and fewer properties that have horses on our road. MRS: We
fully support the MRS rezoning and understand there is significant support for the rezoning from other land owners within the
rezoning area, especially from Victoria Road landowners. The rezoning is consistent with our expectations as it is something
we have wanted for the area for over 10 years. The area is close to major transport routes, infrastructure and new
business's being developed in the Maddington/Kenwick area and the Roe Highway Logistics Industrial Area in Watte Grove,
which will provide employment opportunitues for future residential owners in the area. It has been well documented that the
Kalamunda Shire needs more affordable land for residential purposes. EPA: The environmental documentation provided
shows that significant environmental investigations and studies have been undertaken by many experts and professional
organisations. We support these findings and the environmental processes undertaken. The area in question has already
been significantly cleared and used for a wide range or rural and lifestyle activities (originally equestrian in our case), so we
feel that this area is well suited and much better for development than other areas of Perth which are mainly native
vegetaion. Urban development will also improve bushfire management within the propsed area. We understand that the
areas of remnant native vegetation are proposed to be retained for the bird habitant which we support. We also understand
than many of the mature trees within the area are proposded to be retained plus additional planting of new trees within the

area will increase the tree canopy within the shire.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered



Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered
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Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.
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Respondent No: 24 Responded At: Dec 05, 2024 15:09:31 pm
@ Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Dec 05, 2024 15:09:31 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

Wattle Grove Key Environmental Factor: Inland Waters EPA Objective: To maintain the hydrological regimes and quality of
groundwater and surface water so that environmental values are protected The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails to
meet this objective and poses unacceptable risks to the hydrological integrity of the GBSW and surrounding ecosystems.
Potential impacts: « Alteration of surface and groundwater flows critical to maintaining the GBSW + Increased stormwater
runoff and pollutant loads to sensitive wetland systems ¢ Disruption of groundwater-dependent ecosystems ¢ Loss of water
retention and filtration functions provided by existing permeable rural » land uses Key concerns Inadequate consideration of
the GBSW hydroplain: The GBSWs fall within the purview of an “"environmentally sensitive area” as per the provisions of
Section 51B of the EPA Act. 1. UNACCEPTABLE IMPACTS Research conducted by University of Western Australia
Lecturer, Daniel Martin, an expert in environmental planning and geospatial analysis, definitively establishes that the GBSW
subsurface hydroplain extends beneath the entire MRS Amendment area and continues into surrounding regions of Wattle
Grove South and the Darling Scarp The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 for Wattle Grove South presents unacceptable
risks to vital environmental values and fails to align with the EPA's objectives across multiple critical areas. The developer
and the WAPC have not provided any evidence that the negative impacts can be effectively avoided, mitigated or offset.
Moreover, the delegation of environmental review responsibilities to Hesperia Pty Ltd is not only legally questionable but also
ethically compromised, undermining public interest. This action contradicts the goals of both the Environmental Protection
Act and the Planning and Development Act, setting a troubling precedent for environmental protection in Western Australia.
This misunderstanding of wetland boundaries reveals a critical flaw in the hydrological assessment. A wetland system is not
limited to what can be seen on the surface — it comprises both its visible water features AND the underlying hydroplain that
makes their existence possible. Indeed, Schedule 1 in State Planning Policy 2.9 makes it clear that planning actions must be
informed by identifying all water resources above and below ground in the subject area, with current or potential value to the
community and the environment. The hydroplain is not merely connected to these wetlands — it is their life support system,



the essential subsurface foundation that sustains their ecological functions. Consequently, any meaningful protective buffer
must be measured from the full extent of the hydroplain, not arbitrarily from visible surface features. Hesperia’s approach to
a buffer zone measured only from surface water ignores this fundamental scientific reality and fails to protect the wetland
system's true boundaries. 2. Flawed hydrological modelling: The environmental review contradicts itself on water impacts.
While acknowledging the Amendment will change existing surface and groundwater cycles, it simultaneously claims these
changes will not be significant — a logical impossibility. Hesperia’s water balance calculations rest on dubious assumptions
and critically fail to: model worst-case scenarios assess cumulative impacts explain how urbanisation’s profound changes to
the landscape could maintain pre- development water flows. These fundamental gaps in Hesperia’s analysis make clear
that only independent hydrological modelling can properly assess the proposal’s impacts. 3. Underestimated surface water
impacts: Increased runoff threatens wetland survival. The environmental review predicts a massive increase in surface
water flow towards the GBSW — an additional 24,524 kL annually. This includes 5,192 kl_/year through the Boundary Road
culvert and 19,332 kl_/year towards the Maddington Kenwick Strategic Employment Area (MKSEA) open drainage system.
Even these concerning figures likely underestimate the true impact that could overwhelm these sensitive ecosystems,
leading to degradation of water quality in sensitive areas. The review’s claims about nutrient control are unproven.
Hesperia’s assertion that development will reduce nutrients (by 63% for nitrogen and 60% for phosphorus) relies entirely on
optimistic assumptions about water-sensitive urban design. These projected reductions depend on perfect implementation
and ignore the reality that full development will likely increase stormwater volumes far above current levels, potentially
flooding these delicate wetlands with harmful nutrients. 4. Groundwater mound disruption: Unassessed risks from major
hydrological changes. The environmental review fails to analyse how ending turf farm irrigation will alter the local
groundwater mound — a change that could significantly impact both regional hydrology and the GBSW. This represents
another critical gap in understanding the proposal’s true environmental impacts. 5. Inadequate buffer zone methodology:
Flawed wetland boundary definitions threaten ecosystem protection. Hesperia’s approach to measuring buffer zones from
visible wetland edges ignores critical hydrological science. A wetland ecosystem encompasses not just surface water
features but also, the mapped subsurface hydroplain and interconnected hydrological systems. Failing to measure buffer
zones from the outer boundary of the mapped hydroplain creates artificial distinctions that could compromise the entire
wetland protection framework. This scientifically unsound approach risks leaving crucial parts of the wetland system
vulnerable to development impacts and undermines the fundamental purpose of buffer zone regulations. 6. Unaddressed
cumulative impacts: The assessment ignores critical combined effects of regional development. The environmental
assessment takes a dangerously narrow view by examining this development in isolation. The EPA’s own guidance
document, Environmental values and pressures for the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands on the Swan Coastal Plain, Advice
in accordance with section 16(j) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (‘the EPA Advice”) explicitly requires
consideration of cumulative impacts on this significant wetland system. By failing to analyse how this development would
interact with other planned projects in the catchment area, the assessment presents an incomplete and potentially
misleading picture of environmental impacts. This oversight could lead to death by a thousand cuts for these critically
important wetlands. 7. Climate change vulnerability: Urbanisation amplifies environmental risks in a changing climate. The
proposal fails to adequately address how increased urbanisation will compound climate change threats to this sensitive
ecosystem. As the EPA Advice explicitly warns, climate change will significantly affect wetland hydrology through altered
rainfall patterns and more frequent extreme weather events. The development would reduce the wetlands’ natural resilience
exactly when they need it most, potentially creating a perfect storm of environmental stressors that could irreversibly
damage this unique ecosystem. 8. Inadequate monitoring and enforcement: Weak oversight threatens long-term wetland
protection. The proposed monitoring program falls critically short of EPA standards for environmental protection. It lacks
specific, measurable triggers for intervention and fails to outline legally enforceable remediation measures. This vague
approach to oversight directly contradicts the EPA’'s Advice, which emphasises the necessity for coordinated, long-term
management of the wetland system. Without robust monitoring protocols and clear enforcement mechanisms, there can be
no genuine guarantee of environmental protection, rendering other safeguards potentially meaningless. Environmental
Factor: Flora and Vegetation EPA Objective: To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological
integrity are maintained. The proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 fails to meet this objective and, if approved, would
severely impact threatened species and ecological communities. This assessment is strongly supported by an independent
AECOM report commissioned by the City of Kalamunda, which identified significant conservation values in the area. The
entire AECOM survey area, while larger than the specific Amendment zone, functions as an ecological corridor that
facilitates the movement of plants and animals throughout the region, including within the Amendment area. This

connectivity is vital for maintaining important biological connections. Expert evaluations of the AECOM report by Professor



Stephen Hopper AC and Dr Alex George AM further underscore the area’s ecological importance. Professor Hopper stated:
“The report reinforces that you live in an environmentally sensitive area indeed. It encompasses one Commonwealth
threatened ecological community (TEC), three WA listed TECs, one threatened plant listed by WA and the Commonwealth
as vulnerable (Conospermum undulatum), two Commonwealth and WA listed threatened Cockatoo species and their
foraging and nesting habitat (730 breeding and potential breeding trees were recorded), plus Quenda (a WA Priority 4 —
monitoring — species).” Dr George stated: “The area lies largely on the Ridge Hill Shelf complex that, even at the time of
foundation of Western Australia in 1829, did not cover a large area and has been impacted severely by development. The
complex occurs only along the foot of the Darling Scarp in the Perth Metropolitan Area. It contains vegetation and flora that
occur nowhere else.". The AECOM report identifies numerous flora species of conservation significance, including 14
communities and 51 flora species. Within the Amendment area itself, certain segments exhibit good to excellent
environmental values that must be considered in decision-making. CRITICAL IMPACTS ON FLORA AND VEGETATION It is
essential for the EPA and the WAPC to recognise that degraded areas do not justify destroying remaining habitats through
urbanisation. The intact regions are crucial for various flora species of conservation concern, as highlighted in the AECOM
report. The potential impacts of urban development on these valuable ecosystems are substantial, necessitating strong
advocacy for their protection against unsustainable development practices. Notably, one private property earmarked as
future public open space by Hesperia Pty Ltd contains the most significant environmental attributes in the planning area,
according to the AECOM study. The anticipated recreational use will likely lead to an irreversible loss of biodiversity. If
approved, the Amendment would eliminate existing protections for native plants and trees under Western Australia’'s
Environmental Protection Act 1986. Urban rezoning would remove restrictions on vegetation clearing, prompting many
developers to clear all native vegetation early in their projects to maximise usable land and profits without regulatory
consequences. This approach poses no penalties or adverse effects for developers who choose complete clearing, making
it an attractive strategy to enhance development potential. Key concerns 1. Exceptional biodiversity value: The AECOM
report identifies 14 communities, 51 flora species and 26 fauna species of conservation significance in the survey area,
including one Commonwealth threatened ecological community (TEC) and three WA-listed TECs. 2. Unique Ridge Hill Shelf
Complex: Dr Alex George AM emphasises that the area contains irreplaceable vegetation and flora found only along the foot
of the Darling Scarp in the Perth Metropolitan Area. 3. Threatened flora: The presence of Conospermum undulatum (waxy-
leaved smokebush), classified as vulnerable by both WA and Commonwealth authorities, underscores the area’s importance
for conserving threatened species. 4. Inadequate Protection of TECs: The proposal to clear even small areas of critically
endangered Banksia Woodlands TEC is unacceptable. The claimed 96.45% retention rate ignores edge effects and long-
term viability of isolated patches. 5. Questionable offset strategy: Relying on future offsets to compensate for vegetation loss
is unacceptable. Prioritising avoidance of such losses is essential, and any proposed offsets must be clearly defined and
secured before any approval is considered. 6. Fragmentation of ecological linkages: The proposal would further fragment an
already diminished ecological network, isolating plant populations and reducing genetic diversity. 7. Inadequate weed and
disease management: Proposed management strategies lack specific, enforceable measures to prevent the spread of
weeds and diseases like Phytophthora dieback. 8. Threat to unique biodiversity: The EPA’s Advice regarding the GBSW
highlights its outstanding botanical diversity, with over 650 plant species recorded. The proposed rezoning threatens this
globally significant biodiversity hotspot, attributed by the EPA to specialised plant adaptations to the complex soils,
chemistry and hydrology of the site. THREATS TO ENDANGERED FAUNA AND HABITAT Key Environmental Factor:
Terrestrial Fauna EPA Objective: To protect terrestrial fauna so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are
maintained. The AECOM report presents compelling evidence of the area’s significant ecological value, particularly for
threatened fauna, The survey identifies 26 fauna species of conservation significance, three of which were directly recorded
during the assessment: Forest red-tailed black cockatoo Carnaby's cockatoo Southern brown bandicoot (quenda). Notably,
the area plays a critical role in supporting black cockatoo populations, with the survey documenting < 730 breeding and
potential breeding trees « 17 trees containing suitable breeding hollows ¢ 27 hollows suitable for black cockatoo breeding.
Given these findings, the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 would have unacceptable impacts on these species and their
habitats. Key concerns 1, Critical black cockatoo habitat: The AECOM survey recorded 730 breeding and potential breeding
trees, including 17 trees with 27 suitable hollows, This significantly exceeds what was acknowledged in the environmental
review and highlights the area’s crucial importance for these threatened species. 2. Confirmed presence of threatened
species: The report documented three species of conservation significance: ¢ Forest red-tailed black cockatoo ¢ Carnaby’s
cockatoo * Southern brown bandicoot. 3. Fragmentation of ecological corridors: The proposed development would sever
vital fauna movement pathways, isolating populations and diminishing genetic diversity. 4. Cumulative impacts ignored: The
assessment overlooks the broader context of ongoing habitat loss in the region and its cumulative effects on fauna



populations. 5. Inadequate mitigation measures: Proposed mitigation strategies, such as the District Water Management
Strategy, lack clarity and certainty regarding their effectiveness. Relying on future approvals for Local Structure Plans raises
questions about accountability and compliance. Without rigorous oversight, these measures may not adequately address
potential environmental impacts. Vague proposals like ‘revegetation” and future “management plans” require clear,
quantifiable commitments. 6. Impacts on other significant fauna: The potential presence of other threatened species, such
as the southern brown bandicoot (quenda) has not been sufficiently assessed or addressed. 7. Long-term viability of
retained habitat: Small, isolated patches of retained vegetation are unlikely to support viable fauna populations long term,
especially for species sensitive to edge effects and disturbances. 8. Impact on wetland-dependent fauna: The EPA's Advice
regarding the GBSW underscores the importance of the wetlands for waterbirds and frogs during autumn and winter. The
proposed rezoning and associated hydrological changes threaten these seasonal habitats and the species that depend on
them. DETERIORATION OF COMMUNITY VALUES AND AMENITY Key Environmental Factor: Social Surroundings EPA
Objective: To protect social surroundings from significant harm While the EPA primarily focuses on environmental
protection, the proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 would have significant negative impacts on social surroundings that are

closely tied to environmental values.
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

MRS < Hesperia Property Pty Ltd is strong advocate of the South Wattle Grove MRS proposal * Fully support the MRS
rezoning of the area to ‘Urban’ - The proposal is consistent with State Strategic Planning and seeks to implement the first
part of the ‘Urban Expansion’ area identified by the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) North-East Sub-
Regional Planning Framework « The MRS rezoning of the Wattle Grove South area to ‘Urban’ is logical. Development of the
area will address the current undersupply and in part the forecast future demand for additional residential land in this
locality. < The Wattle Grove South is in a strategic location in close proximity to the existing urban front, existing and planned
infrastructure and services, the future Forrestfield Train Station and nearby major arterial routes (e.g. Tonkin Highway and
Roe Highway), and employment hubs including the Maddington Kenwick Strategic Employment Area (MKSEA). « It is
understood that there is significant support for the rezoning from landowners within the rezoning area, « Hepseria Property
Pty Ltd note that rezoning the Wattle Grove South locality to ‘Urban’ in the MRS doesn’t automatically convey landuse,
development and subdivision rights, and that local structure planning, subdivision and development are all subsequent
processes which will consider and implement detailed planning and environmental outcomes. ° It is expected that
environmental conditions will be incorporated into Schedule 1 with the MRS Amendment. As such, there are no
impediments to the WAPC undertaking a concurrent rezoning to ‘Residential Development’ zone in the City of Kalamunda
Local Planning Scheme. EPA - Hesperia Property Pty Ltd supports the environmental review documents and in particular,
the conclusions and associated recommendations/proposed conditions. < Significant and robust environmental
investigations and studies have been undertaken for the area in line with the EPA’s requests. « The original Wattle Grove
South natural environment has been historically cleared (and heavily modified) and the land is used for a range of rural
activities, including turf farm, equestrian pursuits and other rural lifestyle and business activities.  Some discrete localised
areas of remnant vegetation and declared rare flora have been identified are proposed to be retained, managed and
protected in conservation areas. * The majority of the existing mature trees which serve as Carnaby Black Cockatoo habitat
are proposed to be retained and integrated into the development footprint. This is possible as limited cut and fill is required
across the site. < The urbanization of the area will also introduce substantial new tree planting to achieve significant tree
canopy areas and local amenity as the site develops. * Future structure planning will introduce landscape linkages,
recreational nodes and circuits of pedestrian routes within the site to promote connections to the surrounding landscape. *
The proposal will integrate sustainable urban drainage. It has been demonstrated that predevelopment surface and ground
water hydrology can be maintained and as such, any potential adverse impacts on the Greater Brixton Street wetlands will
be avoided. In fact, it will be possible to introduce contingency hydrological measures to supplement water to the wetlands
should the naturally drying climate be found to have any adverse impact. « It has been demonstrated that water quality will
be improved with the change in land use, particularly the introduction of deep sewer (in lieu of septic tanks) and the removal
of rural and turf farm uses (including the application of fertilisers and nutrients). « Hesperia Property is committed to the
incorporation of best practice sustainability principles and to achieving ‘EnviroDevelopment’ certification. « Hepseria Property
will work closely with Traditional Owners to celebrate their connection to land within the Wattle Grove South locality. *
Hepseria Property is committed to protecting the visual amenity of the locality and views to the Darling Scarp. « Hesperia
Property Pty Ltd consider that appropriate environmental conditions incorporated into the MRS, as well as existing State
Government and City of Kalamunda planning documents, will ensure that environmental matters, including management

plans and conservation/protection, will be prepared, implemented and managed in subsequent planning processes.
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It's like here we go again, more intense urbanization of a fragile environment. It seems everywhere you look, both sides of
all the main roads are lined with tiny little houses on what was once bush. Some of the land in question, particularly on the
western side of Tonkin Highway, is a remnant wetland. Perhaps, just maybe, all the land in question should be restored to its
former glory with habitat for black cockatoos and all the other endangered species of flora and fauna still present. Restoring
this land would not only benefit the environment but also provide a valuable recreational space for the community. It would
be a wonderful place for people to connect with nature and learn about the importance of conservation. No, that would be a

fine legacy to leave for future generations.
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| fully support the MRS rezoning for Wattle Grove South to Urban Development to enable improvements in services in the
area. In all the years we have lived in this area it has not shown any improvements. and has stagnated due to the
uncertainties of what the future holds for its future. Having had frequent contact with landowners in the area shows that there
is substantial support for rezoning of the area. With the industrial development in the Kenwick and Maddington providing

substantial employment opportunities.
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be uploaded below.

| support the rezoning of Wattle Grove South to Urban Development. This area has been degraded over the years from
being substantially scrubland as area photos from the 1950s shows through having been cleared for orchards and farmlands
over the years to now. There has been several investigations done on our properties showing that appear as very thorough
as is obvious looking at the published reports. | understand there will be extra vegetation and hopefully removal of the
current non native trees that are invading the area. Also the current bush fire prevention methods are causing erosion of the
ground which can be stopped with the proper planning.
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| wish to register my objection to the proposed scheme amendment. | consider that the scheme amendment would
adversely impact on the area the subject of the proposed scheme amendment and the surrounding area. in particular, | raise
the following points for consideration as forming the reasons for my objection: « It will adversely change the semi-rural
character of the foothills area. The semi-rural character of the area is a major part of its appeal. The introduction of urban
development would adversely impact the lifestyle of current residents, who have chosen to live in this area for its open
space, green surroundings, and peace. ¢ It will likely have an adverse impact on the environment. The environmental report
titled AECOM Wattle Grove South Ecological Surveys (February 2020), available from the City of Kalamunda website
(https://www.kalamunda.wa.gov.au/docs/default-source/major-projects/wattle-grove-south/aecom-wattle-grove-south-

ecological-surveys.pdf?sfvrsn=a04bdbd2_6) shows the area of Wattle Grove South to be an environmentally sensitive area
that includes threatened flora species and conservation significant fauna species. It was concluded there was 69.3 ha of
foraging habitat for Carnaby's Cockatoo; 59.53 ha foraging habitat for Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo and 69.39 ha of
foraging habitat for Baudin's Cockatoo. 730 breeding or potential breeding trees were recorded. The area the subject of the
proposed scheme amendment sits within Wattle Grove South, and rezoning of the area to urban would likely have a
significant adverse impact on the environmentally sensitive area by removing habitat and connectivity between areas of
environmental value. « Local roads, including those that service our residence, will be further strained, leading to safety risks
and reduced quality of life for current residents. « Crystal Brook Road is a gateway to the hills (as well as Welshpool Road
East) and the entrance to the hills should be filled with trees, green and welcoming, not built up. ¢ It is appropriate that the
area remain rural as the projected increased noise from the airport (third runway) may mean that the area is not suitable for
high density development. ¢« The suburb already has a residential area, north of Welshpool Road East. Wattle Grove South
should be kept as a beautiful semi-rural area which has environmental value for community. Thank you for your

consideration of this matter.
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am the owner of 14 Brentwood Rd, Wattle Grove which is located within the MRS rezoning area. | support the MRS

rezoning to ‘Urban’ and a concurrent local scheme rezoning. The environmental review documents are comprehensive. |

support the environmental review documentation and the recommendations for environmental management and

conservation to be implemented during subdivision and development works. | support the proposed rezoning as it can

provide potential needed development in an area with great location.
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

I am the owner of 47 Victoria Road, Wattle Grove which is located within the MRS rezoning area. « | support this submission

because the rezoning of this area will stop the degradation of the the land and provide a new community with the opportunity

to grow and prosper. * | support the MRS rezoning to ‘Urban’ and a concurrent local scheme rezoning. « | support the

environmental review documentation and the recommendations for environmental management and conservation to be

implemented during subdivision and development works. « | encourage the EPA and WAPC to finalise these planning and

environmental processes quickly to ensure adequate controls are put in place asap.
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It is offensive to shoehorn more housing into a tranquil and peaceful neighbourhood of acerage properties. The amenity of
space and privacy that property owners have purchased should be respected. People have chosen to purchase in this area
to get away from the suburbs. There is not many places like this anymore and should be celebrated as an australian dream
still available to buy. Not only does the location not offer any reasonable infill close to a train station, the drafted wattle grove
station will be at roe highway. so not even remotely close to the proposed estate. Wattle grove suburb west of tonkin highway
is a hotpot of criminal activity. Wattle grove Rural Residents surrounding crystal brook road do not want this to be brought on
to our side of the highway. Your report also mentions the Perth Airport restriction zone but makes absolutely no
acknowledgemnt that the airport second runway will bring a huge increase in traffic around residents. The hale road and
welshpool road - tonkin highway upgrade is already going to burden lewis road and welshpool road with a ridiculous amount
of traffic. your only going to make it worse again by jamming so many residents off of Crystal brook road. Take your filthy

hands off of our rural areas.
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No

No
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Oppose

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

The environmental damage of this rezoning project is unacceptable and includes impacts on the Greater Brixton Street

Wetlands (inland waters), destruction of threatened ecological communities (flora and vegetation) and loss of critical black

cockatoo habitat (Terrestrial Fauna). We are in the midst of an ecological crisis that is also being amplified by the impacts of

climate change. In order for the city of Perth (and the state of Western Australia) to be able to show resilience and capacity to

adapt in the face of these tremendous threats, we must protect all our remaining native vegetation. Too much past clearing

has led to our city becoming barren and unbearably hot in summer. Any project that diminishes or damages these precious

and irreplaceable biodiversity values must be outright rejected.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13.Upload supporting documents

not answered

not answered

not answered
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Respondent No: 38 Responded At: Dec 09, 2024 11:10:12 am
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What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
What is your surname?

What is your email address?

What is your address?

What is your contact number?

Submissions may be published as part of the Yes

consultation process. Do you wish to have your

name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No

organisation?
What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Oppose

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

We oppose the amendment for a variety of reasons including the below; 1. The affected area for this “rezoning” is applied
for 126 hectares of land in Wattle Grove south of which affects our land. We do not wish to be forced out of our rural lifestyle
due to developer profits. 2. This is not the first attempt by developers/consultants/government departments to re-
classify/rezone this area — better consultation is required before proceeding with such significant change and disruption. 3.
The classification of this as a “minor” amendment is somewhat inadequate and inappropriate. It is most definitely a major
amendment that will have forever lasting impacts on the immediate area and surrounds.. 4. The applicant/developer appears
to have done its own environmental report — put forward in support of its applications - which could not possibly pass a
commonsense test as to its independence or authenticity given the magnitude of what is at stake. 5. There is a serious lack
of local infrastructure — namely sewage services (as one example) — that would require massive investment.

Q11. Upload supporting documents https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-

australia/91a3a526231c8bc15952111f5beb7574bdc1d653/original/
1733702725/1¢737ac83646253ec8058c3decad5ead_MRS_Amend
ment_Wattle_Grove_South_submission_Dec_2024.pdf?
1733702725

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13. Upload supporting documents not answered



7/12/2024

Ref Proposed Metropolitan Regional Scheme Amendment 1388/57

Dear DPLH/WAPC

In response to the proposed MRS 1388/57, please find our objections to the so called
Minor scheme amendment. Itis most certainly not a minor amendment and requires
far more investigation and due diligence to consider allimpacts to the area - than is
afforded by a minor amendment.

We oppose the amendment for a variety of reasons including the below;

1.

The affected area for this “rezoning” is applied for 126 hectares f land in Wattle
Grove south of which affects our land. We do not wish to be forced out of our
rural lifestyle due to developer profits.

This is not the first attempt by developers/consultants/government departments
to re-classify/rezone this area — previously it was attempted to rezone this area
plus more —totalling 320 hectares of Wattle Grove South for industrial use — back
in 2017/18 —which ultimately failed due to local opposition from landowners and
residents.

The classification of this as a “minor” amendment is somewhat inadequate and
inappropriate. Itis most definitely a major amendment that will have forever
lasting impacts on the immediate area and surrounds —and any such
consideration of change should follow a major amendment requirement for ALL
assessments and impacts to be considered appropriately, not in summary form
as is done in this application.

The applicant/developer appears to have done its own environmental report —
put forward in support of its applications - which could not possibly pass a
commonsense test as to its independence or authenticity given the magnitude
of what is at stake.

There is a serious lack of local infrastructure — namely sewage services (as one
example) — that would require massive investment. As | understand it-if thisis
approved and goes through —then the developer has the right to install these
required services, then it becomes a (significant) cost burden to those in the area
who oppose development and choose not to participate or sell their properties —
in an endeavour by the developer and the system to force local people out by the
impost of high costs to try and dislodge them from their properties.

The WAPC should make a recommendation to refuse this amendment and should
not recommend to the minister for its approval. It should be dealt with appropriately



- as a major amendment - to ensure due process is followed and further regional
environmental damage is done un-necessarily.

Yours sincerely

Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter



Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Qs.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

| Submission 090
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What is your name? Name and contact details removed at the request of the submitter
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Submissions may be published as part of the Yes
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What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

To whom it may concern, We are the current owners of 100 Victoria Road, located in the proposed MRS rezoning area. We
have owned the property since 2011. We 100% support the rezoning of this area to * ‘Urban’ and understand that this has
been a long standing request from the majority of landowners in the listed zone as well as the surrounding areas. | would
also like to note that this area was put forward by the WAPC in a draft Sub regional planning framework back in May 2015
for rezoning to ‘Urban’ as well. Noting these points, we feel that this will be a pivotal change in the selected locality to assist
with various housing problems in the Perth region and continue the vigilant and respectful redevelopment of the locality.
Some benefits are listed below: - New land leases close to Perth CBD and major transport routes - Reduce affordability
issues for housing due to demand - Create further housing and support for people in the area considering how much
industrial development/ infrastructure has been completed in the surrounding suburbs etc We are aware and have reviewed
all documentation relating to the proposed MRS change and relevant EPA documentation over the years and feel that both
Parties have completed very comprehensive due diligence and associated reports. Post review we feel that this MRS
rezoning is nothing but a positive for the area based off both Parties recommendations and that any further potential
environmental impacts will be managed through the next stages of planning and subdivision.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13. Upload supporting documents not answered
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Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

What is your name? Marco Di Camillo

What is your surname? Di Camillo

What is your email address? marc.dicamillo@gmail.com

What is your address? 21 Muir Street Cannon Hill Queensland 4170

What is your contact number? 0438616573

Submissions may be published as part of the No

consultation process. Do you wish to have your
name removed from your submission?

Are you responding on behalf of an No
organisation?

What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region

Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

| am the owner of 121 Victoria Road Wattle Grove which is located within the MRS rezoning area. | have owned the property
since 1999. | fully support the MRS rezoning for the following reasons: 1. The area is in close proximity to the Perth CBD
and is accessible via already existing major roads 2. The development will provide more land in an excellent location for
much needed residential housing 3. The development area is close to employment zones and convenient for future families
to take advantage of these opportunities 4, The Perth metro area is growing, and this development caters for the demand for
land/housing, which also assists home builders and the economy 5. There is significant support for the rezoning from my
Neighbours who live in the area. 6. The land in the area has largely been cleared which makes it an excellent site for
redevelopment, rather than clearing native bushland. 7. Urban development of this area has been a consideration for many
years now 8. Much of the land in the rezoning area is vacant and can be more effectively used, conceding the close
proximity to the CBD. 9. Significant environmental investigations have been conducted in the area which provides a lot of
knowledge to future developers to manage environmental impacts and implement appropriate solutions to mitigate risks, if
any. 10. | feel that it is important that the rezoning takes the environmental impacts into account and understand that areas
of remnant vegetation and mature trees are proposed to be conserved. 11. The rezoning will help with bush fire
management in the area. Thank you.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



| Submission 092

Respondent No: 41 Responded At: Dec 09, 2024 14:53:33 pm
Login: Anonymous Last Seen: Dec 09, 2024 14:53:33 pm
Email: n/a IP Address: n/a

Q1. What is your name? Greg

Q2. What is your surname? Leach

Q3. What is your email address? greg@pijtr.com.au
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may
be uploaded below.

Please refer to uploaded document.

Q11.Upload supporting documents https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehg-production-
australia/0c666270d4598e8eb4a9241980649f7ff52ce9b8/original/1
733716397/8a7e255a530df1461712c7c458a6cccS_Reference_to_t
he_Proposed_Metropolitan_Regional_Scheme_Amendment_1388.
docx?1733716397

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered



Reference to the Proposed Metropolitan Regional Scheme Amendment 1388/57

Dear DPLH/WAPC,

| write to express my strong objection to the proposed Metropolitan Regional Scheme (MRS)
Amendment 1388/57, which | feel strongly has been inappropriately labelled as a "minor"
amendment. This characterization is misleading, as the proposed changes involve significant
impacts that warrant a much more thorough investigation and due diligence process.

Our objections are outlined below:

1.

Misclassification as a "Minor" Amendment:

Classifying this proposal as a "minor" amendment is wholly inadequate and
inappropriate. The scale of the changes proposed will have profound, lasting impacts on
the local area and its surroundings. Such significant changes must be treated as a major
amendment to ensure that all assessments and impacts are thoroughly considered. The
current process fails to meet these standards.

Impact on Rural Lifestyle:

The amendment affects 126 hectares of land in Wattle Grove South, including my
property. | strongly oppose being forced out of our rural lifestyle for the benefit of
developer profits.

History of Local Opposition:

This is not the first attempt to rezone this area. A similar effort in 2017/18 sought to
rezone a total of 320 hectares for industrial use, which was ultimately unsuccessful due
to widespread local opposition. The current attempt does not address the community’s
previously raised concerns and disregards the same underlying issues.

Environmental Concerns:

The environmental report submitted by the applicant or developer lacks credibility and
independence given the magnitude of what is at stake. This report should be subject to
independent review to ensure its accuracy and objectivity.

Inadequate Local Infrastructure:

The area lacks essential infrastructure, such as sewage services, which would require
substantial investment. If this amendment is approved, developers would have the right
to install such services, imposing significant costs on local residents who oppose
development and wish to retain their properties. This strategy could unfairly pressure
residents to sell their land, undermining their rights and forcing them from their homes.

Given these concerns, | urge the WAPC to recommend rejecting this amendment. Any proposed
changes should be addressed as a major amendment, ensuring proper due process and
comprehensive assessment of all environmental, social, and economic impacts.

| respectfully request that the WAPC prioritize the protection of our community, environment,
and rural way of life by refusing this amendment.

Sincerely,
Gregory David Leach

Owner: 21 Brentwood Road Wattle Grove
M 0414886549 E greg@pjtr.com.au
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Reasons are in the attached document.
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Dear DPLH/WAPC

Ref Proposed Metropolitan Regional Scheme Amendment 1388/57

In response to the proposed MRS 1388/57, please find my strong objections to the
scheme amendment. Itis most certainly not a minor amendment, and its impact will
affect (and be not limited to) the following.

Noise

The RAC has stated that WA has an average of one car per person including kids. A
proposed addition of up to 4200 dwellings will introduce a substantial number of
vehicles to the area. The introduced noise pollution will affect our quality of life as well
as local fauna.

Traffic

Currently Tonkin highway has more than 50,000 vehicles a day using the section
between Kelvin Road and Roe Highway. This plan will potentially add another 10% to
this traffic. This not only affects the immediate area but all 50,000 current road users.

Utilities

As stated in the proposal, current utilities in the area cannot support the estimated
growth or they are completely lacking. The addition of sewage and water will not only
affect the current landscape, environment and add extra rate costs but the amendment

fails to mention the power requirements of another 4200 homes and how this will be
achieved.

Local Fauna

Living in the area for 8 years | understand the importance of keeping this area in the
Status quo as the current population is already having an impact on local wildlife.

This area often sites Red-tailed Black cockatoos, Carnaby cockatoos, Bandicoots. In
fact, every morning | am awaken by the sounds of said cockatoos.

The impact of adding up to 4200 dwellings and a mention of zoning density of R30 will
undoubtedly disrupt all the native wildlife and their breeding habits.



Ground water

Usage

The “Strategy” states that an estimated yield of up to 4200 dwellings for the area. If the
areais re-zoned to 2000m2 lots, we can assume that each lot will:

o Water from a bore twice a week for 10 minutes at a time.
e Have an average station count of 3.
e Have an average bore pump with a 100lpm flow rate.

This will equate to an extra 25,200,000 litres of ground water being used every week.

This figure alone has great concern for the native vegetation that may be left.

Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS)

According to the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation the area in
question has a moderate to low risk of acid sulfate soils.

The University of Adelaide have undertaken a study and determined the following from
acid sulfate soils:

“Left undisturbed, these soils are harmless, but when excavated or drained, the reduced iron
sulfide minerals can oxidise and the soil can acidify (pH<4) due to the formation of sulfuric
acid. Once acidified, acid sulfate soils pose a significant environmental risk, due to the low pH
of the soil and leaching and transport of the acidity into groundwater or surface water
systems.

The consequences following soil and water acidification are typically very severe and include:

e [Lethal and sub-lethal effects fish and other aquatic fauna
e Release of dissolved metals and metalloids such as aluminium and arsenic impacting
on water quality and water supplies
e Plant death (loss of agricultural production, ecosystem damage)
e Infrastructure damage (roads, bridges, houses)”
"Acid sulfate soils are the nastiest soils in the world. They generate sulphuric acid that brings their pH as low as
2 and leaks into drainage and floodwaters. In this acid environment, aluminium and other toxic elements kill

vegetation and aquatic life or, in sub-lethal doses, render many species stunted and sickly. Generations of
people depending on these soils have been impoverished and, probably, poisoned by their drinking water."

Dent and Pons 1995, A world perspective on acid sulphate soils. Geoderma 67: 263-276.

The proposed development change could see in excess of 4000 new dwellings which
would greatly increase the chances of ASS. What consideration has been taken to
mitigate all risks of this happening?



City of Kalamunda Environment Strategy
The city of Kalamunda’s Environment Strategy is in direct conflict to this proposal.

https://www.kalamunda.wa.gov.au/our-city/environment/local-environment-strategy

Several aims in question are:
Control invasive species in City reserves and managed landscapes.

| am sure cats and other domesticated animals are on this list. An extra 4200 dwellings
will certainly add to this challenge.

Promote the benefits of our reserves and green spaces for mental and physical
wellbeing.

Proposing rezoning 126 hectares to a potential R30 may impede on this one.

Investigate, develop and implement strategy and policy to protect trees and tree
canopy.

This will certainly not be achieved when developing for over 4000 house sites.

Protect waterways and manage flood risk in an environmentally sensitive manner
This will not be achieved under the proposal.

To become a carbon neutral City to address the impacts of climate change.

Removing Flora to allow for an additional 4200 house sites will create a large challenge
for this.

Reduce the amount of waste generated in the City of Kalamunda.
Adding 4200 general waste bins will certainly not achieve this.
Partner with our community to improve knowledge of our natural areas.

The local EcoVision team has much local knowledge to depart. Let me know if the city
requires contact details as the proposal will undoubtably impact this.

Protect and enhance our regions unique landscapes and sense of place.

o Investigate and develop strategy and policy to protect unique landscape
features.

o Investigate the further protection of native vegetation.

e Promote the City for its nature-based activities, landscapes and physical
attractions

This will not happen under the current proposal.



The WAPC should make a recommendation to refuse this amendment and should
not recommend to the minister for its approval. It should be dealt with appropriately
- as a major amendment - to ensure due process is followed and further regional
environmental damage is done un-necessarily.

Yours sincerely
Adrian Caldieraro
87 Victoria Road

Wattle Grove.
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What is your surname? Lovegrove

What is your email address? dick@lovegroveturf.com

What is your address? 41 Brentwood Road Wattle Grove WA 6107

What is your contact number? 0419945713

Submissions may be published as part of the No
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name removed from your submission?
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What is the name of the organisation? not answered
Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

I am generally supportive of the MRSA and a developer developing surrounding properties. | have owned my aggregation of
properties for most of the past 51 years. | have my own ideas of what and how | wish to develop it - starting out with the
development of my own LSP. Owning a substantial portion of the overall 123 hectares but even larger portion of the planned
first tranche, | believe | should have that right. Particularly as there is precedence to substantiate that | should. My land is in
a secluded cul de sac on the edge of the proposal and hence should not impinge on Hesperia's development. The interface
between my proposal and Hesperia's | believe would be seamless. Three years ago Hesperia advised that their LSP
included my land, whether that has changed in the interim | am not aware of - I've recently been told the LSP is not available.
Communications during that interim from myself have outlined [ will be acting independently. | have always had a congenial
relationship with Hesperia operatives and see no reason why this would not continue. However before | fully endorse the
projection of this development | would seek:- from Anthony Muscara of WAPC, documentation stating that WAPC will accept
for appraisal a submission or otherwise of an LSP from myself over my land. On receipt of a positive response of that | say
lets get on with it.

Q11.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered
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Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

The breaking up of Wattle grove and Wattle grove south was previously before council and agreed that it should not proceed

on the basis of wide spread negative feedback from the community and the destruction of habitiat or mulitple native species

of birds and other wildlife. Council now wants to repeat the previously rejected splitting up of larger size rural blokes to much

smaller urban blokes, which again will result in widespread destruction of native habitats. How can this develpement NOT

constitute a substantial alteration to the MRS, there will be replaced approxiamately 16 dwellings with 70 or more. This is

nothing more than Rates grab and an effort by the Shire to increase revenue with the destruciton of the rural habitats which

are the prime reason for many familes moving to the area. Whyt anyone would see this as a good idea, beneficial to native

fauna or residents is very questionable.

Q11.Upload supporting documents

Q12.Upload supporting documents

Q13. Upload supporting documents
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| support the redevelopment
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What is the name of the organisation? Wattle Grove Trust

Do you support/oppose the proposed Support

amendment to the Metropolitan Region
Scheme?

Q10.Please type your submission (reasons for support/opposition) into the box below. Any supporting documents may

be uploaded below.

We write in support of the above MRS amendment as an interested party as an option deed holder over 16 properties
located within the proposed MRS area. We have held these option deeds for an average of 3 years, with intent to exercise
these options and become the landowner of all 16 within the next 3 years. We fully support the MRS rezoning which will
allow future housing to be constructed, assisting to alleviate the current crisis we face. It is consistent with the urban
development of the area in line with the adopted City of Kalamunda Crystal Brook Concept Plan. It is logical, with existing
infrastructure and community uses. It's location near the new Maddington Kenwick employment area also allows for
opportunities to live and work closely. We also support the Environmental Review documentation and the amount of data
which has been collected. It is clear from the documentation that significant investigations and studies have been
undertaken by professionals. Due to the rural zoning of the land, it has been largely cleared (and modified), yet there
remains native trees and conservation areas which we agree should be retained. The technical reports clearly identify the
groundwater nuances within the area and can assist Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) with the
future Greater Brixton Street Wetlands need to increase/decrease water. There is a positive outcome for the urbanisation of
this area for the natural asset. We also support the concurrent amendment to the MRS and LPS due to the environmental
rigor which the amendment has seen, along with community consultation. All granular aspects can be addressed to the

community through the local structure planning process, which will provide greater clarity and detail which is expected

Q11.Upload supporting documents https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-

australia/1754a1f43f9ec3881cbf961628dc539f033d3349/original/1 7
33733782/d331¢903ee9b7d98b6adb52afdal4415_Wattle_Grove_T
rust_Support_Letter.pdf?1733733782



WATTLE GROVE TRUST

Anthony Muscara
Department of Planning Lands & Heritage

Monday, 9 December 2024

Dear Anthony,
MRS AMENDMENT 1388/57 — WATTLE GROVE SOUTH

We write in support of the above MRS amendment as an interested party as an option deed holder over 16 properties
located within the proposed MRS area. We have held these option deeds for an average of 3 years, with intent to exercise

these options and become the landowner of all 16 within the next 3 years.

We fully support the MRS rezoning which will allow future housing to be constructed, assisting to alleviate the current
crisis we face. It is consistent with the urban development of the area in line with the adopted City of Kalamunda Crystal
Brook Concept Plan. It is logical, with existing infrastructure and community uses. It’s location near the new Maddington

Kenwick employment area also allows for opportunities to live and work closely.

We also support the Environmental Review documentation and the amount of data which has been collected. It is clear
from the documentation that significant investigations and studies have been undertaken by professionals. Due to the
rural zoning of the land, it has been largely cleared (and modified), yet there remains native trees and conservation areas
which we agree should be retained. The technical reports clearly identify the groundwater nuances within the area and
can assist Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) with the future Greater Brixton Street Wetlands

need to increase/decrease water. There is a positive outcome for the urbanisation of this area for the natural asset.

We also support the concurrent amendment to the MRS and LPS due to the environmental rigor which the amendment
has seen, along with community consultation. All granular aspects can be addressed to the community through the local

structure planning process, which will provide greater clarity and detail which is expected.

Yours sincerely,

=

Dax Foley -

Director



Q12.Upload supporting documents not answered

Q13.Upload supporting documents not answered
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From: Nattalia Aungsein <nattaliaaungsein@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 3:02 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed

MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from nattaliaaungsein@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding
Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

I am writing to inform you that I am opposed to the Western Australian Planning
Commission's MRS Amendment 1388/57 in regard to Wattle Grove South,

Wattle Grove South is mostly situated on the unique Ridge Hill Shelf Complex and
since colonisation, is known to be a small area, along the base of the Darling
Scarp. It contains vegetation and flora that occurs nowhere else on Earth,

Wattle Grove South is a 'highly environmentally sensitive area indeed" Professor
Stephen Hopper AC.

Yours faithfully,
NATALLIA AUNG-SEIN

98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: Theresa Aungsein <aungseintheresa@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:09 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from aungseintheresa@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 WGS

I am opposed to the MRS Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove South - proposed by the Western
Australian Planning Commission.

Wattle Grove South is a highly significant ecological area. It has, for example, 730 breeding trees and
potential breeding trees for the black cockatoos (CoK AECOM Report) which are a Threatened
Ecological Species as well as other TEC's. It contains vital corridors for native fauna and boasts
having 30% tree canopy.

Yours faithfully
THERESA AUNG-SEIN
98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: Noelina Aungsein <noelinagaungsein@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:20 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from noelinagaungsein@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 WGS

I am in opposition to the proposed Western Australian Planning Commission Amendment 1388/57
Wattle Grove South.

| am opposed to the proposal for the rezoning of Wattle Grove South from rural zoningto urban
zoning. The WGS proposed Amendment area is in a designated "rural" zone to act as a buffer to land
which the DPLH classifies as "Landscape Protected" because of its important environmental values.

Bordering two major parks, Korung (national) and Mundy (regional) WGS's rural zoning provides a
natural and orderly transition to the neighbouring bushlands/parklands.

Yours faithfully,
NOELINA AUNG-SEIN
98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: Monica Aungsein <aungseinmonica@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:48 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from aungseinmonica@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 WGS

| am against and opposed to the Western Australian Planning Commission Amendment 1388/57 -
Wattle Grove South.

Wattle Grove South's "rural zoning" protects the area for the highly significant flora and fauna it
contains and for the sub surface hydration it provides for the world renowned Greater Brixton Street
Wetlands (GBSW).

The Amendment area of 126 hectares is situated over this sub surface hydroplain which 'groundwater
feeds' the GBSW as well as surrounding regions of Wattle Grove South and the Darling Scarp.

Yours faithfully
MONICA AUNGSEIN
98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: pauline aungsein <paulinejaungsein@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4.54 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes

Subject: Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding

Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 WGS

You don't often get email from paulinejaungsein@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Subject: Submission to the Western Australian Planning Commission Regarding Proposed MRS
Amendment 1388/57 WGS

| am opposed to the West Australian Planning Commission Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South.

This Amendment is proposed as a Minor Amendment when it most definitely is a Major
Amendment. The complete character of the area would be totally changed from spacious
landholdings to extremely smallincongruous blocks in midst of a rural area.

A Minor Amendment needs all infrastructure in place to be called a Minor Amendment. Wattle Grove
South is without this infrastructure, having no reticulated gas or sewage, nor necessary roads built to
accommodate high density development and therefore the Amendment qualifies as a Major
Amendment.

Private developers should not profit at taxpayer's expense for their projects.
Respectfully submitted,

PAULINE AUNG-SEIN
98 BREWER ROAD, MAIDA VALE WA 6057
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From: Miller James <jtgmiller@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 9 December 2024 4:16 PM

To: Region Planning Schemes; info; info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au
Subject: Proposed MRS Amendment 1388/57 Wattle Grove South

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jtgmiller@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

To Whom It May Concern,

| write in regards to the above proposal and wish to formally lodge my objection to said proposal on the following
grounds:

1. Conflict of Interest

The decision to assign the environmental review to Hesperia Pty Ltd (“HPL”) represents a direct conflict of
interest as HPL has a financial interest in the result of the review. To wit, the land that HPL's client is seeking to
develop will increase with a positive environmental review, which would strongly encourage further referrals
from the client in addition to the payment to HPL any bonuses, commissions etc that might already attach to the
existing 1388/57 contract.

2. Environmental Review Malinformation

The failure of the EPA to transparently acknowledge on its website that the Environmental Review document
was authored by HPL is a deliberate act of Malinformation. Indeed, the document wrongly claims to be authored
by the Responsible Authority (the WAPC) on “their environmental review” (italics mine).

Kind Regards

James Miller
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g \pamroads

STERN AUSTRALILN

ib

Enquiries: Paula Sothern on (08) 9323 6551
Our Ref: 21/5761 (D24#1262417)
Your Ref: 1388/57 (RLS/0998)

Date: 4/12/2024

Land Use Planning

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
140 William Street

Perth

WA 6000

Dear Sir/ Madam

Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South
Precinct)

Thank you for your correspondence dated 7 October 2024 inviting comment on the proposed
Metropolitan Scheme Amendment (MRS) to rezone approximately 126 hectares in the Wattle
Grove locality from Rural zoned land to Urban zoned land.

Main Roads has no objections to the proposed amendment. A copy of the previous Main
Road’s advice provided at the preliminary comment stage is enclosed and this is still relevant
for this proposed amendment.

Further traffic modelling and assessment will be required to identify and understand the
traffic impacts on the proposed development. Main Roads previously provided traffic
modelling for the Wattle Grove precinct, but this was a number of years ago and the
applicant should seek updated to inform any future traffic assessment for this area.

Should amendments to the current document take place, then these amendments are to be
sent Lo planninginfo@rmainroads.wa.gov.au quoling the file reference above for review and
possible further comments.

A copy of the WAPCs final recommendation should be sent to
planninginfo@mainroads.wa.gov.au quoting the file reference above.

If you require any further information, please contact the enquiries officer above or email
paula.sothern@mainroads.wa.gov.au quoting the reference number above.

Yours sincerely

Director Road Planning

Main Roads Western Australia mainroads.wa.gov.au
Don Aitken Centre, Waterloo Crescent, East Perth WA 6004 enquiries@mainroads.wa.gov.au
PO Box 6202, East Perth WA 6892 138 138
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Department of

Education
Your ref: RLS/0998
Our ref: D24/0954930
w?&iﬁu":tfgngt|,a Enquiries:  Joshua Gould

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage
Email: referrals@dplh.wa.gov.au

Attention: Anthony Muscara

Dear Sir / Madam

Proposed Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 - Wattle Grove (South)
Precinct

Thank you for your email dated 7 October 2024 providing the Department of Education (the
Department) with the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned proposal.

The proposed MRS Amendment area currently falls within the student enrolment intake area
of Wattle Grove Primary School (Primary School) which is currently operating under
significant enrolment pressure. The existing school sites are will not be able to accommodate
any additional demand from this area.

Future structure planning will need to accommodate additional school sites as per the
Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) Operational Policy 2.4 - Planning for
School Sites (OP 2.4). One public primary school site needs to be provided for every 1,500
dwellings and one public secondary school site be provided for every four to five primary
schools. Furthermore, the location and specifications of any proposed school sites should
conform with the provisions outlined in OP 2.4. If this area is to be developed, it is requested
that the school land is prioritised, so a school can be established as soon as possible to
provide immediate enrolment relief in this area.

In view of the above, the Department has no in principle objections to the proposed
amendment. The Department will review the school site requirements at the structure planning
stage.

Should you have any questions in relation to the above, please do not hesitate to contact
Joshua Gould, Senior Consultant — Land Planning, on (08) 9264 4008 or by email at
joshua.gould@education.wa.edu.au.

Yours sincerely

e

Matt Turnbull
Manager Land and Planning

12 December 2024

151 Royal Street, East Perth WA 6004 | 9264 4111 education.wa.edu.au
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Perth Airport =

PO Box 6

Your Ref: 1388/57 and RLS/0998 i'oveffa'e WA 6985
16 December 2024 ustralia

The Secretary
Western Australian Planning Commission
Submitted via email: regionplanningschemes@dadplh.wa.qgov.au

Attn: Marija Bubanic

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1388/57 — WATTLE GROVE
(SOUTH) PRECINCT

| refer to the email dated 7 October 2024 inviting comment on the above proposal. The
amendment proposes to rezone approximately 126 hectares of land from Rural to the Urban
zone under the MRS. Perth Airport has reviewed the documentation, conducted an
assessment against the relevant policies and guidelines, and provides the following response.

NATIONAL AIRPORTS SAFEGAURDING FRAMEWORK

Perth Airport would also like to use this opportunity to urge all local and State planners to refer
to the National Airports Safeguarding Framework (NASF) available at National Airports
Safequarding Framework principles and guidelines | Department of Infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development, Communications and the Arts. The NASF is a national land use planning
framework aimed at planners of all levels that aims to:

¢ improve community amenity by minimising aircraft noise-sensitive developments near
airports; and

¢ improvesafety outcomes by ensuring aviation safety requirements are recognised in land
use planning decisions through guidelines being adopted by jurisdictions.

Perth Airport’s advice has previously, and will always be in accordance with the Framework, which
has been developed by the National Airports Safeguarding Advisory Group (NASAG). NASAG
comprises Commonwealth and State Government planning and Transport Departments and
Authorities including the Western Australian Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage and
the Department of Transport.

AIRSPACE ASSESSMENT

The site is located approximately 2900m to the east of the extended centreline of Perth’s
New Runway This means there will be constraints associated with Perth Airport’s prescribed
airspace. The site’s proximity to the runway centrelines is demonstrated in Attachment 1.

Height constraints existing over the site protect aircraft operations, and communications,
navigations and surveillance signals (e.g. radar). These constraints have legal protection
under the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations 1996 (C'th) (APARs).

Across this site, the lowest level of Perth Airport’s height constraints is at 80m AHD (i.e. 80m
above mean sea level). Developments proposed above this elevation must be referred to
Perth Airport for assessment. A development above these heights is considered a ‘controlled
activity’ under the APARs and will be subject to assessment by Airservices Australia (ASA)
and the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). Subject to the outcome of the assessments
undertaken by ASA and CASA, approval would be required from the Commonwealth
Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development, Communications and the

Perth Airport Pty Ltd ACN 077153130 ABN 24 077153 130 Level 2, 2 George Wiencke Drive, Perth Airport, Western Australia 6105
PO Box 6, Cloverdale, Western Australia 6985 TEL +61 8 9478 8888 FAX +61 8 9478 8889 perthairport.com.au
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 — Wattle Grove (South) Precinct Page 2

Arts. Should approval be granted, it may be subject to conditions requiring obstacle lighting
or conspicuous painting schemes. Depending on the height, location and overall elevation,
some developments may be prohibited entirely.

Perth Airport is willing to provide advice during the assessment of future development
applications and can also provide this advice earlier to inform the design process. Early
advice on airspace constraints can be sought by planners, architects and developers via the
contact details provided at the end of this letter. Seeking advice at the early stages to inform
design is best practise and strongly encouraged by Perth Airport.

AIRCRAFT NOISE ASSESSMENT

Background

State Planning Policy 5.1 — Land Use Planning in the Vicinity of Perth Airport (SPP 5.1) is the
key statutory document available in Western Australia for assessing and planning for land
uses in aircraft noise affected areas. This document is predicated on the endorsed Australian
Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF) contours to determine what density of residential
development can be approved, and under what conditions. SPP 5.1 does not apply
retrospectively, in that, it does not affect a landowner's existing use of land, and its
application is triggered only when development is proposed on land subject to ANEF
contours.

Additionally, Guideline A of the NASF is titled ‘Measures for Managing Impacts of Aircraft
Nois€ and specifically addresses the suitability of different development scenarios in aircraft
noise affected areas. All levels of decision makers, including Local Governments, are
encouraged to review and take guidance from the framework and consider it as part of their
assessment.

Guideline A uses “noise above” contours as its reference, which relate to the specific number
of events that a decibel level is exceeded. The N65 is a ‘noise above’ metric, and is produced
because the ANEF is not well suited to conveying aircraft noise exposure to the community,
as over-flight frequency and the sound level of single events (typically two factors that
determine how a person will react to noise) are not clearly translated by the ANEF system.
Perth Airport produces the N65, which demonstrates the likely effect of aircraft noise
exposure on an area or a development, at the ultimate airfield capacity. The N65 is publicly
available on the Aircraft Noise Information Portal, viewable from Perth Airport’s website.

The NASF is consistent with SPP 5.1, in that it aims to ensure residents and prospective
residents are sufficiently informed regarding aircraft noise. Although both documents are
considered and referenced in this response, SPP 5.1 is ultimately the prevailing document
used in Western Australia.

Assessment of the subject site

The proposal is located outside the endorsed 2020 Australian Noise Exposure Forecast
(ANEF). However, noise does not stop at a line on a map and the site will still be subject to
aircraft noise. The proximity of the ANEF overlaid with the subject area is included for
reference in Attachment 2.

Itis important to highlight that with the operation of Perth’s New Runway from approximately
2028, aircraft will be flying closer to the subject site than what they do today, and it is

Perth Airport Pty Ltd ACN 077153 130 ABN 24 077 153130 Level 2. 2 George Wiencke Drive. Perth Airport. Western Australia 6105
PO Box 6, Cloverdale, Western Australia 6985 TEL +618 9478 8888 FAX +61 8 9478 8889 perthairport.com.au
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important both the commission, council and residents are aware of this.

Using the NASF recognised N65 contour, the subject site will experience between 50 and
100 aircraft noise events above 65 decibels across an average day. Noise at this level is
disruptive to a normal conversation even inside a dwelling and will be unacceptable to most
people. It is worth noting that the area will receive a significant number of additional aircraft
noise events at a level less than 65 decibels, and these noise events may also cause
annoyance to some people. The N65 overlaid with the subject area is included in Attachment
3.

An additional NASF recognised noise metric is the N60, which shows the number of events
in excess of 60 decibels that can be expected over an average night (117om-6am). The lower
threshold was chosen to reflect the people’s increased sensitivity to noise in this period. The
subject site will experience between 20 and 50 aircraft noise events above 60 decibels
across an average night. The N60 overlaid with the subject area is included in Attachment 4.

As identified above, the proposal is located within certain aircraft noise contours. An
assessment of the suitability of the proposal against relevant statutory documents is
undertaken in the following sections.

State Planning Policy 5.1 (Land Use Planning in the Vicinity of Perth Airport)

A summary of SPP 5.1 requirements is provided in Table 1 below. As the subject site is located
outside of the ANEF, this table is provided for information only:

20-25 ANEF & | 20-25 ANEF & +25 ANEF & +25 ANEF &
R20 above R20 R12.5 above R12.5

Notification on Yes Yes Yes Yes

Title (condition)

Insulation to AS | Not Mandatory | Not Mandatory Yes Yes

2021 (condition)

Noise contours Yes Yes Yes Yes

(advice note)

Other notes Refer to NASF | ClI 5.3.2 outlines Cl5.4.2
assessment for | criteria for outlines
N contours and | justifying density criteria for
to determine greater than R20 justifying
acceptability density greater

than R12.5

Table 1 — Assessment of SPP 5.1

The position of Perth Airport on the overall acceptability of the subject proposal will be confirmed
through the following NASF assessment.

National Airports Safequarding Framework (NASF)

A summary of Guideline A is provided in Table 2 below, and the applicable requirements for
the subject proposal are highlighted:

Perth Airport Pty Ltd ACN 077153 130 ABN 24 077 153130 Level 2. 2 George Wiencke Drive. Perth Airport. Western Australia 6105
PO Box 6, Cloverdale, Western Australia 6985 TEL +618 9478 8888 FAX +61 8 9478 8889 perthairport.com.au
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Within ANEF 20
contour

Within 50+ N65
contour

Within 6+ N60
contour

Rezoning Greenfield
areas to permit
noise sensitive uses

Prohibit

Avoid permitting

Avoid permitting

Rezoning
Brownfield areas to
permit noise
sensitive uses

Require Insulation

Require Notification
on Title

Require Insulation

Require disclosure
to future residents

Require Insulation

Require disclosure
to future residents

Development
Applications for
noise sensitive uses
within existing

Require Insulation

Require Notification
on Title

Require Insulation

Require disclosure
to future residents

Require Insulation

Require disclosure
to future residents

Page 4

residential zoned

land
Table 2 — Assessment of NASF Guideline A

Notes

1. Insulationis to be in accordance with Australian Standard AS2021:2015Acoustics — Aircraft Noise Intrusion
— Building Siting and Construction.

2. 'Avoid permitting’ equates to a general position of objecting to the proposal.

3. ‘Neither support/object’ is used as a position as the proposal’s suitability is dependent on a Strategic
Planning assessment based on specific Local and State Government circumstances. Perth Airport's
assessment relates only to aircraft noise.

4. The'+6 N60O' contour is present across significant areas surrounding Perth Airport. As a result, Perth Airport
will consider the suitability of development within this contour on a case-by-case basis.

5. Perth Airport has interpreted ‘disclosure for future residents’ as being the inclusion of an advice note on an
approval which details aircraft noise information, as opposed to the imposition of a condition requiring a
Notification on the Certificate of Title (which is otherwise covered under SPP 5.1).

The subject site will experience 50-100 N65 and 20-50 Né0 aircraft noise events. This level
meets the trigger within NASF Guideline A and therefore insulation is recommended for
future noise sensitive developments.

PERTH AIRPORT RECOMMENDATION

The proposal has been assessed against SPP5.1 and the NASF Guidelines. The proposal is
Conditionally Acceptable under SPP 5.1 and the NASF Guideline A advises the proposal is
Acceptable subject to dwelling insulation. Given the above assessment, Perth Airport neither
supports nor objects to the proposal.

Should the Commission resolve to approve the proposal, Perth Airport recommends the
following conditions and advice notes:

Condition 1: Future dwellings are to be constructed with insulation to meet Australian
Standard AS2021:2015 Acoustics — Aircraft Noise Intrusion — Building Siting and
Construction.

Advice  The subject area is located within the 50-100 N65 and 20-50 N60O contours. For
further information on aircraft noise the applicant/owner(s) may contact Perth Airport's

Perth Airport Pty Ltd ACN 077153130 ABN 24 077 153 130 Level 2. 2 George Wiencke Drive. Perth Airport. Western Australia 6105
PO Box 6, Cloverdale, Western Australia 6985 TEL +618 9478 8888 FAX +61 8 9478 8889 perthairport.com.au
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Planning team on 9478 8888 or planning@perthairport.com.au or visit Perth Airport’s
Aircraft Noise Portal at https://aircraftnoise.perthairport.com.au/

Advice i Perth Airport kindly requests the WAPC inform airport officers of the outcome of
the MRS process once finalised.

Summary

Given the above assessment, Perth Airport neither supports nor objects to the proposal
subject to the advice provided. Perth Airport appreciates the opportunity to comment, and
should you require any additional information, please contact Dean Pettit (Senior Advisor —
Approvals) on (08) 9478 8438.

Yours sincerely

Jaxon Thomas
General Manager Planning (Acting)
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A Urban

~Z [, Bushland
ML £~ Council WA Inc

Comment - Have your say to DPLH

Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1388/57 — Wattle Grove South, EPA Assessment
No: 2335

The work required for the EPA’s environmental factors is listed under:

Inland Waters

Flora and vegetation
Terrestrial fauna
Social surroundings
5. Greenhouse gases

PN~

Introductory statements
We note and comment:

The ElA is being done concurrently with the MRS Amendment —the first one for more
than a decade. (ER P361). We agree with identifying the necessary environmental
conditions at the earliest stage in the process (where the EPA assessment is that
environmental values can be maintained in the face of development)

The EPA providing the WAPC with a list of 58 tasks that need to be evaluated and then
incorporated into the published Environmental Review. Given the complex hydrology of
the seasonally waterlogged flats (palusplain) and seasonally inundated basins
(sumplands) of the general area (this area plus GBSW), and the considerable
documented biodiversity of the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands, we support the focus
on inland waters, flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, social surrounds and
greenhouse gases.

We have considered the content of the Environment Review and its attachments and note their
assessment as follows and disagree that this development will not have significant impact on
the environment.

In summary it is considered that with the application of appropriate mitigation and management
measures at the various identified stages of future planning and development approvals
subsequent to the MRS amendment, the EPA’s objectives for the key environmental factors will
be met (P374)

No change to hydrological regime that will result in groundwater dependent vegetation to be
impacted within the MRS amendment area or the GBSW as determined by a groundwater
monitoring program. P 374

A potential loss of up to 29.54 ha of highly modified habitat types of compromising scattered
trees (26.58 ha) and planted gardens (2.8 ha), as well as degraded to completely degraded
Banksia Woodland (0.16 ha), which consist of predominantly of low-quality foraging habitat for
black cockatoos, and 0.72 ha and 0.80 ha of medium quality foraging habitat for Carnaby’s
cockatoo and Baudin’s cockatoo, respectively.

Loss of up to 0.16 ha of native vegetation fauna habitat, including breeding, foraging and
dispersal habitat, from clearing. (P 375)



OFFICIAL

There appear to be some reliance in this Environmental Review on the reports prepared for City
of Gosnells amendments and yet the EPA Report 1757 outlines why the EPA believes that there
is not enough scientific certainty presented to set baseline conditions to ensure the threat of
serious or irreversible damage to the GBSW and associated values is avoided. Given this, is the
baseline monitoring of Wattle Grove South sufficiently robust that the water balance analysis
generates reasonable estimates.

Cumulative effects of developments in and around Wattle Grove have already seen impacts on
environmental values and the UBC'’s following comments on Inland waters, Terrestrial fauna,
Flora and vegetation, and Holistic impact assessment, support values affected.

Inland waters

The Emerge Associates 2024 water balance report on the hydrological implications of the
proposed development predicts no adverse impacts on the GBSW. With the data available, itis
difficult to assess the validity of this conclusion, primarily because little or no information is
presented on the hydrology of the GBS wetlands themselves. Given the critical importance of
water inflows to the long term health of the wetlands, and the clear drying trend in southwest
WA (driven by climate change and referred to explicitly in the Emerge report), this seems a major
oversight.

Page 51, 52 of the Hyd2o0 report indicates that there will be an increase in surface water
outflows directed towards GBSW and also MKSEA.

Modelling indicated surface water outflows would increase by 4,759 kL/yr compared to the
existing condition and 13,674 kL/yr compared to the Amendment Area only development
scenario. Of the additional 13,674 kL/yr as a result of UEUI development, 5,830 kL/yr is toward
the GBSW area, with 7,844 kL/yr to the MKSEA open drains.

Should the City of Gosnells Town Planning Scheme 6 Amendments 166 and 169 (EPA Report
1757) be approved by the Minister for Environment then this project will ADD TO the surface
water flows from those proposals. As noted in EPA Report, the proposed amendments have
already been deemed to be at significant variance with the EPA’s factor objectives (including
inland waters).

It is the EPA Panel’s view that the amendments as referred have residual impacts and holistic
impacts that are significant and inconsistent with the EPA factor objectives for inland waters,
flora and vegetation, and terrestrial fauna. The EPA Panel advises that baseline information and
surveys are lacking comprehensiveness which is a significant limiting factor for the assessment.
P7

The UBC believe that the MRS site is unsuitable for urban development. In addition the EPA
Assessment of THIS MRS Amendment should be delayed until the Minister has made a decision
on EPA Report 1757.

The precautionary principle must be employed.

The UBC supports the document and mapping by Daniel Jan Martin, University of Western
Australia. His mapping of the ‘permeable hydroplain shows that the subsurface flownet
between the foothills and the Canning River flows through [the Wattle Grove south precinct] and
feeds the Greater Briton Street Wetlands’.

The UBC supports the following statement: ‘A rigorous, long-term study by independent
hydrologists should be commenced immediately to fully understand the hydrology of the
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Greater Brixton Street Wetlands and to help determine how climate change, a drying climate
and development will impact the wetlands and its plant species’. (Cate Tauss, December 2024)

Terrestrial fauna

BLACK COCKATQO:

The Cumulative Impacts Table 7-15 (P315) outlines the anticipated impacts for Black Cockatoos
from adjacent projects but does not reference the data found elsewhere in the Report for this
MRS Amendment. Those details appear in Table 7-14 Fauna habitat retained within
conservation areas and potential maximum clearing impact (P307).

This table indicates that up to 29.54 ha of habitat may be cleared with the loss of up to 146
potential nesting trees. Table 7-15 identifies the potential loss of Black Cockatoo habitat of up
to 66 ha and up to 537 potential nesting trees.

The Environmental Review document makes the case that the loss of potential nesting trees will
be from degraded habitat and will not be significant. We argue that in terms of quantum this
MRS creates additional losses of potential nesting trees of around 20%. Similarly, when
considering habitat, the 5 projects in Table 7-15 identify a potential loss of habitat of up to 66 ha.
The further loss of up to 29.54 ha in this MRS Amendment represents an additional loss of 30%.
We note that this is referenced in the Offset Table 11-1 (P354) where the residual impacts for
habitat for fauna as not significant and hence not requiring an offset.

We believe that more potential nesting trees should be protected and that the degraded habitat
where they are located (those areas scoring 3 or 5 for foraging habitat) should be revegetated to
restore biodiversity values. Refer to Figure 7-4: Carnaby’s cockatoo foraging habitat (P294).
Retaining these trees and revegetating those areas will have the added advantage of retaining
canopy and supporting the City of Kalamunda’s Urban Forest Strategy goals.

The City of Kalamunda’s Local Biodiversity Strategy has been developed ‘to guide the
retention, conservation and management of Local Natural Areas for the perpetual wellbeing of
our residents, enterprise, and ecosystems.’ The City’s and that of the community’s overarching
vision is that they ‘will protect, manage, and value the local biodiversity to ensure a lasting
legacy for future generations.’ (Kalamunda.wa.gov.au)

Will this vision be able to be achieved if the whole area is rezoned urban?
Black cockatoos are being managed to extinction.

Over 2024 “...huge numbers of emaciated and starving birds are presenting to the Perth Zoo.’*
Heat and drought killed food trees and late rainfall meant seed did not get a chance to set.
(Perth Zoo)

Increasing temperatures due to climate change will threaten black cockatoos. Inthe summer of
2010, 150 Carnaby’s Cockatoos and possibly some Baudin’s died at Hopetoun. Further, at
Munglinup, 37 white-tailed cockatoos, 6 regent parrots, one kestrel and other birds died. (WA
Today Chris Thomson, ‘ Heat kills 150 endangered black cockatoos’. Jan 8, 2010)

‘The birds [Carnaby’s cockatoo] are in trouble, not only from clearing of native vegetation, but
also from extreme climate events, says Denis Saunders, who co-authored the scientists’ recent
paper for Pacific Conservation Biology.
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‘Long-term survival of Carnaby's Cockatoos will be impacted by changes in rainfall, projected to be
16% drier in winter and up to 20% drier in spring, and by an increase in the number of days with
maxima =35°C, conditions when the birds are unable to forage. Conclusions. This drying and
warming is likely to lead to a further contraction in the range of Carnaby's Cockatoo’ (Saunders DA
et al. (2024) A challenging future for Carnaby's Cockatoo (Zanda latirostris) under a changing
climate.)

A judgement must be made that would give black cockatoos a chance to persist in Wattle Grove and
associated suburbs. Loss of habitat through this proposal and cumulatively through clearing over
the Swan Coastal Plain denies this chance.

SMALL BIRDS, PEREGRIN FALCON, CHUDITCH AND BRUSH-TAILED PHASCOGALE

The UBC also has concerns about persistence into the future of small birds. Extinct in Kings
Park are the Western Yellow Robin, Scarlet Robin, Western Thornbill and Golden Whistler.
However these birds are persisting ‘in the greater Yule Brook area and have the potential to
return in good numbers if habitat restoration and ecological linkages are implement and
maintained (Zelinova, 2019)’ (p288 Lambers Hans ‘A Jewel in the Frown of a Global Biodiversity
Hotspot’ 2019).

Also of concern is the ‘Specially Protected’ Peregrine Falcon.
Listed mammals are Chuditch and Brush-tailed Phascogale.
The Carpet Python is and its habitat is ‘known to occur within area.’

The concern of the UBC is that future planning processes will not protect habitat for fauna
under a blanket urban rezoning.

Flora and vegetation

Table 6-14 (p247) indicates that the potential loss of native vegetation on adjacent projects is
anticipated to be more than 55 ha. Much of this has been categorised at Banksia woodlands
TEC; with significant amounts assessed as having been in good or better condition.

The Environmental Review for this project indicates that efforts will be made to protect high
quality remnant native vegetation on this site. This is commendable given the potential losses in
nearby projects.

All remnant native vegetation (in Good or better condition), inclusive of all remnant patches of
Banksia Woodlands TEC and probable FCT 20a, which makes up approximately 2.9% of the
MRS amendment area, will be retained in Conservation areas.

Furthermore, all intact Southern River Complex and Forrestfield complex vegetation in good or
better condition will be avoided, protected and managed. (P 245)

However, there is an opportunity to protect potential nesting trees, to revegetate more of the
area thus improving environmental values.

We believe it is very important that the final design and boundaries of the proposed
conservation areas be fully inclusive of all remnant vegetation and that this be required in future
local structure planning. The cumulative effect of clearing around Wattle Grove and over the
Swan Coastal Plain, and in particular, the eastern side of the SCP must be considered.
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Holistic Impact assessment

Table 12.1 (p358, 359) clearly and unambiguously outlines the risks and impacts of clearing
vegetation, the alteration of natural drainage regimes and the physical presence of future
development on inland waters, flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, social surroundings and
greenhouse gases and references the need for engineering or management solutions to all of
these.

The UBC endorses the advice given by the EPA in the document ‘Environmental values and
pressures for the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands on the Swan Coastal Plain — Advice in
accordance with section 16 (J) of the EPAct 1986. The following quote is an example of the
regard the EPA has for the Greater Brixton Street Wetlands.

The EPA has identified that a high level of protection and coordinated management is critical for
the GBSW. There are opportunities to expand the Class A nature reserve within the GBSW and its
buffers to create a more contiguous reserve system. Improvements to the coordination and
management through a shared and expanded partnership involving all relevant groups including,
Traditional Owners, would allow for holistic management of the entire GBSW area.

And:

‘Direct and indirect impacts to the environmental values of the GBSW should be avoided to the
greatest extent possible and practicable.’

Thus, the UBC’s concern is for any development that would compromise the amazing GBSW.

Should this MRS Amendment be supported by the EPA, we recommend the most stringent of
conditions and monitoring with the desired outcome being the full protection of GBSW, Yule
Brook and the survival of black cockatoos.

With thanks

Christine Richardson

Chair Urban Bushland Council WA Inc.
City West Lotteries House

2 Delhi Street

West Parth 6005

ubc@bushlandperth.org.au
www.bushlandperth.org.au
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