File No. 110/217

AMENDED SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS

PROPOSED STRUCTURE PLAN : Part Lots 11, 74 and 9046L Banjup

NO. NAME/ADDRESS SUBMISSION RECOMMENDATION

1 | Dept. Of Planning, COMMENT: Thank you for forwarding the link to the Noted.

Lands & Heritage Structure Plan. | note that there are no heritage places in the
(DPLH) vicinity, and as such Heritage Services has no comment.
140 William Street

PERTH WA 6000

2 | Graham Jenkins and | OBJECT: We strongly object to the planning of this new | Noted. By way of background, the subject land
Maartje J H van Eijck | development. was identified under the 2003 WAPC endorsed
73 Prosperity Loop District Level Structure Plan (Southern Suburbs
AUBIN GROVE 6164 | We originally chose to build in Prosperity Loop as it was one | DSP Stage 2 Banjup) as ‘Residential’ and

way access, which made the whole cul de sac a SAFE place | ‘Bush Forever'. This plan facilitated the

for kids to play. development of the suburb of Aubin Grove.

While not having any through traffic has made a | Subsequently, the area relating to this

huge difference to my family's life, not forgetting keeping the | proposed structure plan was zoned to

air population down too. ‘Development’ under the Town Planning

Also, we weren't advised on any further future developments | Scheme No. 3. The ‘Development’ zone

in the area when we bought the land and built our house in coordinates future roads, residential and public

the City of Cockburn. open space. It is considered that the
continuation of Prosperity Loop would be a
logical connection to complete the ‘rounding off’

Please take this as a definite non-agreement and object to | of development within the precinct.

the opposed development.

3 | Stewart Campbell COMMENTS: Noted, in relation to play areas, it is considered
14 Astounding Way 1. Having 3 school age children it is evident that there is | a valid consideration that the area south of
AUBIN GROVE 6164 a lack of children’s play area in the adjacent area | Gibbs Road is lacking in useable, active open

without crossing busy roads. Please consider the | spaces for recreation. With the reduction of
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inclusion of such an amenity.

private open space within the residential lot,

Yakimenko
15 Triumph approach
Aubin Grove

We have two suggestions in regards of future planning.

1. We don’t have safe organised place to cross Gibbs

road. The numbers of residents increasing and the
road became very busy and unsafe. We don’t have
any playgrounds on our side of the road so kids cross
the Gibbs road very often (even very small kids
on bikes), that even doesn’t has any pedestrian zone.
So please plan any road sign and crossing pedestrian

2. Relating to the above, having a communal |there is an increasing need for recreational
barbecue/gathering area would be a valued inclusion. | opportunities away from the home.

3. Inclusion of a pedestrian crossing area on Gibbs road.

4. Regarding the housing density, | am against high | There are existing pedestrian crossings along
density zoning — any development should be in | Gibbs Road, so an additional pedestrian
keeping with current housing in the associated area. crossing is not considered a priority at this time.

5. Access on to Gibbs road and increase in traffic — the
proposed new entry on to Gibbs road, does this not | The City of Cockburn refers to the Institute of
increase the volume of traffic on current access on to | Public Works Engineering Australia Local
Gibbs road to a unsafe level? Government Guidelines for Subdivisional

6. Access during the construction is not through the | Development. The guidelines set out the
current housing area (Prosperity loop/Astounding Way) | minimum best practice requirements

7. All Builders are required to pick up discarded rubbish — | recommended for subdivision construction and
there is still rubbish in the bush from the previous | granting clearance of engineering conditions
builds (+6 yrs ago). imposed. It is expected that developers

undertake works consistent with the
recommendations of the Public Works Institute.
Additionally, the City has its own set of
Subdivision Guidelines that provide best
practice guidance while undertaking
development.

4 | Irina & Pavel COMMENTS: The City’s traffic engineers have advised that

Gibbs Road is a low traffic environment (even
after inclusion of additional residential housing),
and presents low peak traffic volumes. There
are existing pedestrian crossings along Gibbs
Road, so an additional pedestrian crossing is
not considered a priority at this time.

The location of a useable public open space is
a valid consideration and must be addressed
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zone.

2. We also do not have small playground or relaxing park
zone with bbq to play with kids in our neighbourhood.
The closest one is only on the other side of Gibbs road
that is unsafe to cross now and is a bit far. We have
so many houses now here and more houses will be
built.

as part of a comprehensive structure plan. It is
considered that the officer’'s recommendation to
modify the structure plan to relocate POS will
address this submission; however the ultimate
decision maker in this regard is the Western
Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), as
the determining authority.

5 | Louise Byrne & Phil
Quinell

19 Astounding Way
Aubin Grove

OBJECT: | am writing this letter in reference to the structure
plan proposal-Part of Lot 11 and 74 Beenyup Road and Lot
9046 Beenyup Road, Banjup. As residents who will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed
development, we would like to express our rights to object to
the proposal for the below reasons:

e We purchased 19 Astounding Way in August 2018,
when we enquired with Cockburn council regarding
potential developments of the regional park at the back
of the house we were informed that there were no
plans to develop the land and if they did develop the
land, nothing could be built within 100ms of our back
fence. The proposed development is planning to build
houses directly behind our back fence with no space
in-between.

e The environmental impact of this development would
be devastating for the area and also the local
residents. A variety of native birds, wildlife and plant
species live in the regional park, they will be killed or
displaced as a result of this development. The trees
and vegetation directly behind our house are used for
nesting, removal of these will cause habitat loss.
These places provide a source of shelter and food for
birds and other species and this will have a resounding

This submission captures a range of matters
which are important to the community.
However, not all of them can be contemplated
in the planning assessment, as they are not
considered ‘valid planning considerations’ (this
includes property insurance, land values and
working from home arrangements).

City officers undertook a records search in
relation to this submission. The Statutory
Planning section advised the current
landowners in 2018 that the property to the
east could be structure planned for residential
development in future. Within this written
advice, it explains that whilst there is no current
plan for residential development, the property is
zoned for ‘Development’ and therefore could be
‘structure planned’ in future. Lot 52 has
therefore never been reserved as a ‘regional
park’ as described in this submission.

The area to the south of Prosperity Loop is the
Banksia Woodland Eucalypt Park and is
protected as a regional conservation reserve,
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effect on wildlife in the area.

One of the main reasons that we brought the property
was due to the privacy the regional park at the back of
the property provides. The area is very quiet and the
development at the back of the property will increase
the amount of noise very significantly.

The proposed development will have a direct impact to
our home. Our main family living/dining/kitchen area is
at the back of the house (see photos attached). This is
where we spend the majority of our time as a family.
Losing the regional park and having to live in the
middle of a construction site will negatively impact the
way we are able to enjoy our home. The regional park
creates a quiet, calm and private feel to our family
home which will be ruined by the new development.
We have a young family (two children under 2 years
old). We require a quiet and calm home in order for our
children to be able to live comfortably and take naps
during the day. The constant construction work would
be very disruptive, impacting their ability to sleep.

The main appeal of our home is the fact that we enjoy
listening to the birds and wind blowing through the
trees. It creates a calm and tranquil living space for our
family which will be destroyed if the development goes
ahead.

The removal of the trees will increase the amount of
road noise we hear from our property.

Our back fence is very low, almost at the same height
as the land at other side of the fence. If the land is to
remain at the same height, our property will be
completely overlooked, taking away our privacy and
significantly increasing the risk of burglary.

therefore this area cannot be developed for
residential. Environmental matters are a valid
consideration and it is hoped that this can be
addressed via the officer modifications
recommended as part of this council report.

Lot 52 which backs onto the rear of 19
Astounding Way, is not a regional park and this
advice was provided to the current landowners
in 2018 prior to purchasing the property. The
construction of an additional dwellings at Lot 52
may provide additional security, given the
general public will not have access to the site.
Construction work as a result of development
needs to be undertaken in accordance with the
City’s Subdivision Guidelines, however it is
acknowledged that some disruption during
construction will inevitably occur, albeit this will
be temporary only.

In terms of addressing noise impacts from
traffic, the proposed structure plan does not
depict any road networks abutting 19
Astounding Way. It is likely that a rear backyard
will abut the property boundaries. By removing
trees to facilitate this development, it is not
considered that 19 Astounding Way will be
impacted by additional noise from traffic.

When undertaking subdivision of urban zoned
land, a standard requirement is to ensure that
the subdivision connects seamlessly with
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The level of the land at the back of our property would
also mean that we would lose a significant amount of
light to our property. Our back garden is North facing?
Meaning the proposed properties would block out any
light we would normally get on our back garden and
pool during the day time, making the back garden and
pool unusable.

Even if the plan is to level out the land to be on the
same level as our house, we would still lose a lot of
light to the back of our property (especially if someone
decides to build a two-storey property on any of the
land surrounding our property.

The fence at the back of our house would need to be
replaced with a much higher fence (to protect our
privacy) which will be a significant inconvenience and
cost.

Having another street of houses at the back of the
property will impact the security of the property and
also increase the cost of home and contents
insurance.

Losing the regional park at the back of the house will
impact the value of our home. Having the regional park
at the back of the house provides privacy and
protection from noise that other properties in the area
don’t necessarily have which adds value to the
property. This will be lost if the development goes
ahead.

The proposed new residential area will create a
significant increase in traffic which is a danger to the
young children who live in the area.

Both myself and my partner work from home meaning
we spend the majority of the day and night in our

existing residential areas with regards to land
levels. The developer will be required to ensure
a consistent fence is provided along shared
property boundaries and that this fence
provides appropriate screening.

The City’s traffic section have noted that the
proposal does not present a  significant
increase to traffic volumes. The movement
network is a low residential traffic environment
and will complete the section of Prosperity
Loop which is currently unfinished. Further, by
completing this ‘loop’, residences will gain an
exit onto Gibbs Road as originally envisioned
as part of early planning for the area.
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property. Our home office is based in the open plan
family living area at the back of the house (see photos
attached). We are both required to attend conference
calls throughout the day and the disruption from the
construction of the new residential area will make it
impossible for us to work.

6 | Department of Water
and Environment
Regulation

PO Box 332
Mandurah WA 6210

COMMENT:

The portion of land that is subject to this proposed structure
plan area is that contained within the existing urban deferred
area as well as within Priority 3 (P3) area of the Jandakot
Underground Water Pollution Control Area (UWPCA).
Urban/residential development is acceptable in P3 areas.
Two public open space areas are proposed to be located
within Priority 2 (P2) area of the UWPCA. No further
development is proposed within P2 area.

It is understood that the proponent has lodged a request to
lift ‘Urban Deferment’ in the western portion of the site
concurrently with the structure plan. This portion is zoned
‘Development’ under the City of Cockburn’s Local Planning
Scheme No 3 (LPS No 3). It is also noted that the proponent
was also attempting an MRS amendment to rezone portions
of ‘Rural-Water Protection’ to ‘Urban’. However, the Structure
Plan documentation states that this amendment request has
since been withdrawn.

Notwithstanding, the Department understands that the
aforementioned alternative configuration has been submitted
to the Environmental Protection Authority and it is currently
being assessed under section 40(2)(a) of the Environmental
Protection Act 1986. Please see Attachment 2 Notice of
Decision to Assess Proposal.

The current ‘Rural-Water Protection’ zoning over the site

Noted the DWER does not in principle object to
the proposal and is currently working with
consultants to produce an amended LWMS.

Given the City is recommending an alternative
design for the structure plan, which effectively
removes Lot 74 as a developable site, it is likely
that the water management strategy will
change. As the applicant has not agreed to
these modifications, the decision rests with the
WAPC as the determining authority. Should the
WAPC agree to the recommended
modifications, the City has required the
applicant to update the LWMS accordingly to
the satisfaction of the DWER.
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corresponds with the P2 Jandakot UWPCA as determined
within State Planning Policy 2.3: Jandakot Groundwater
Protection. In accordance with this policy urban development
is not compatible within P2 areas, as it represents
unacceptable risk to the public drinking water source.

As this site is still undergoing a formal assessment, it is
recommended that planning decisions (including the
structure plan) associated with these landholdings are
deferred to such a time that determination has been made by
the EPA.

With consideration to the above, the Department has
identified the structure plan has the potential to impact on
environment and water resource values. In principle the
Department does not object to the structure plan, however
there are key issues associated with the proposal that should
be addressed prior to the finalisation of the structure plan.
Issue

Better Urban Water Management

Recommendation

Consistent with Better Urban Water Management (WAPC,
2008) and policy measures outlined in State Planning Policy
2.9: Water Resources, the proposed structure plan is
required to be supported by an endorsed Local Water
Management Strategy (LWMS) to demonstrate that the
proposed urban configuration can adequately manage water
quality and quantity.

The Department has assessed the LWMS that was provided
in the structure plan documents. The content and the design
at this point is considered inadequate. It is recommended the
document is revised consistent with comments provided in
Attachment 1. In accordance with the aforementioned policy
the structure plan should not be finalised in the absence of
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an endorsed LWMS.

In the event there are modifications to the proposal that may
have implications on aspects of environment and/or water
management, the Department should be notified to enable
the implications to be assessed.

Plus Attachments

7 | Confidential

OBJECT: We do not support another R60 section near our
house, increasing traffic past our Prosperity Loop
property, plus reducing the amenity of the area. We are
not opposed to the R30 part of the proposal even though
the majority of houses in Harvest Lakes are R20. This is
a lovely, neighbourly section of Aubin Grove with a great
community feel. Children play on the streets and we
rarely have any issues. If you look at the state of the
Niche living development very close by - it has rubbish
and trolleys constantly littering the verges (no street
name listed on Google but it's opposite Elemi Bend). The
homes are too compact and boxed in without enough car
parking space. We don't need another Niche (or similar)
development on the other side of our home. Many people
use the freeway for work so even with another entry on
Gibbs Rd most cars would use the existing entry and
drive past our house. The R60 would need a direct entry
from Gibbs Rd (if not already planned) and plenty of
parking if it goes ahead. The increase in traffic on Gibbs,
plus increase in number of children crossing to attend
Harmony Primary (this is in Harmony PS zone) could be
an issue. Drivers constantly speed over 50km on Gibbs
Rd near Aurora Ave, with police frequently setting up
radars. | would recommend a flashing speed sign
displaying driver's speeds or some consideration here if

Noted. The officer has recommended that the
structure plan be modified to reduce residential
codings where there is an interface with
existing residential lots.

This submission captures speeding and
reckless driving, which is important to the
community. However, these behaviours cannot
be contemplated in the planning assessment,
as they are not considered ‘valid planning
considerations’.

The City’s traffic engineers have advised that
Gibbs Road is a low traffic environment (even
after inclusion of additional residential housing),
and presents low peak traffic volumes. It is
everyone’s responsibility to abide by the speed
limits and this behaviour will not be influenced
by further residential development.

It is hoped to address environmental matters
via the officer modifications recommended as
part of this council report.
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this development gets the green light. Also worth noting,
there are trees that black cockatoos feed from (perhaps
not when the survey was completed) that are in the
proposed cleared area. Why can't you leave all of the
important feeding trees for these endangered animals?
No reptiles were mentioned in the report that | could see.
We get a type of monitor lizard here, tiger snakes and
dugites, all of which have been in my garden. Plus many
bandicoots.

8 | Rachel & Grant Wilson
89 Gibbs Road
ATWELL

COMMENT: | write on behalf of my husband and myself, the
home owners of 89 Gibbs Road, Atwell with regard to the
proposed structure.

Grant and myself are not in opposition to the proposed
houses to be built in the new location. However, we do have
three major concerns we would like to be addressed namely
being:

1. existing safety and traffic management now;

2. traffic management in the future and precedent; and

3. previous promises made about 'bush forever'.

| would like to outline our concerns below, but would be more
than happy to discuss these observations and precedents in
further details should you so wish.

1. Current traffic management and safety - | have serious
concerns about the current traffic arrangements on Gibbs
Road which 1 only think will be exacerbated with the
development. | have only lived in the house for four very
happy years - but since this time there have been numerous
traffic accidents due to speeding and loss of control in cars

This submission captures speeding and
reckless driving, which is important to the
community. However, these behaviours cannot
be contemplated in the planning assessment,
as they are not considered ‘valid planning
considerations’.

The City’s traffic engineers have advised that
Gibbs Road is a low traffic environment (even
after inclusion of additional residential housing),
and presents low peak traffic volumes. It is
everyone’s responsibility to abide by the speed
limits and this behaviour will not be influenced
by further residential development.

It is hoped to address environmental matters
via the officer modifications recommended as
part of this council report. The area to the south
of Prosperity Loop is the Banksia Woodland
Eucalypt Park (Bush Forever Site 493) and is
protected as a regional conservation reserve;
therefore this area cannot be developed for
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namely:

a) car losing control at the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs
Road and ploughing into the wall of 85 Gibbs Road about 4 -
5 years ago

b) car losing control at the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs
Road (again) and crashing into the house at Gibbs Road
(they now have a wall up);

c) car losing control this year (during COVID-19 lockdown) at
the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs Road (you notice the
pattern??) into the bush land on Gibbs Road. Council fixed
the fence.

Whilst | acknowledge | am not a traffic police person, nor an
expert in the traffic field, | do note that a number of cars 'open
up' and increase their speed on Gibbs Road. My husband
and | have been flashed a number of times when trying to
back out of our driveway and have almost had cars tailgate
us when trying to pull into our driveway. Not good enough in
any event, but especially not so when | have my children in
the car.

You will note that the current speed limit on the road should
be 50 kilometers per hour. However, there is no road signage
to stipulate this when coming from Beenyup road to Gibbs
Road (80 km zone to 50km zone) and the 'bush’ appearance
makes people think that it is not a built up area. On the other
side of the road where Beenyup road meets Tapper there is
50 km signage. | have raised this previously with the council
and advised that this is a Main Roads issue. Main Roads
refer me to the Council. My local Member advises me to raise
with the Council and Main Roads. | have no doubt the council
takes this seriously when they place road counters outside of

residential.
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my house (literally) to measure both speed and amounts of
vehicles. If the development goes ahead this will increase
traffic and may increase this prevalence of speeding.

Police do monitor Gibbs Road - however this is mainly at
Veviter Link or Aurora Drive and not noticeably on the stretch
of Gibbs Road East (unless it is to monitor Tapper Road).

Gibbs Road traffic has dramatically increased since the
freeway has increased from 4 lanes - at Gibbs Road it
decreases to 2 lanes and now Gibbs Road is used as a 'rat
run' to avoid congestion for south east residents.

2. Future safety and traffic management

Again, | reiterate that we are not opposed to the
development, but the traffic management egress is of
concern, especially as we believe that the 'kink' at the
Gibbs/Tapper intersection may be altered to provide a
'straight line run' along Gibbs Road. This should only increase
traffic and speeds (regardless of road laws).

| urge you to consider traffic management if this development
is approved due to:

a) the current situation at Gibbs/Tapper Road (as identified
above);

b) future state including future numbers of vehicles.

| believe that the number of vehicles utilising Gibbs Road has
exponentially increased in the last five years to perhaps
levels not anticipated when first developed.

Whilst | have not investigated further, | have heard concern
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from my neighbours that the figures provided to the Council
by the developers are from 2009 rather than current figures.

Regardless, | question if traffic management on Gibbs Road
was contemplated in its current state where the Kwinana
Freeway South now bottlenecks from four lanes to two and
the development of Byford, Haynes and Hilbert has exploded.
As the Freeway is now bottlenecking at Gibbs/Russell Road
south (4 lanes to 2) it is easier for drivers to use Gibbs Road
as a short cut rather than utilise Rowley or Thomas Road.

In any event, | invite the City of Cockburn's comments on
precedent with regards to side roads and Gibbs Road - as |
cannot see any residential section of Gibbs Road or Russell
Road that is zoned residential that has driveways onto Gibbs
or Russell Road unless they are rural. With the new road
plans | cannot think it will be an easy task to reverse
caravans and trailers into my home without causing some
angst. As a site that was sold with the nicety of two driveways
to allow egress of boats, caravans etc, this is of concern.
Your comments would be appreciated (a side road
perhaps?).

3. Bush Forever

When we purchased this house we were advised that the
bush opposite was 'bush forever'. We are aware that the
neighbours saw this on the plans as well. Forever is generally
longer than four years.

In any event, Grant and | would welcome discussing further.
We are not opposed to progress, but not at the expense of
homeowners who have the right to quiet enjoyment.
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9 | Leah Manning
91 Gibbs Road
ATWELL

COMMENT: | write on behalf of my husband and myself, the
home owners of 91 Gibbs Road, Atwell with regard to the
proposed structure.

Tim and myself are not in opposition to the proposed houses
to be built in the new location. However, we do have three
major concerns we would like to be addressed namely being:
1. existing safety and traffic management now;

2. traffic management in the future and precedent; and

3. previous promises made about 'bush forever'.

| would like to outline our concerns below, but would be more
than happy to discuss these observations and precedents in
further details should you so wish.

1. Current traffic management and safety - | have serious
concerns about the current traffic arrangements on Gibbs
Road. | think this will be exacerbated with the development. |
have lived in my home for nine years - In this time there have
been numerous traffic accidents due to speeding and loss of
control in cars namely:

a) car losing control at the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs
Road and ploughing into the wall of 85 Gibbs Road about 4 -
5 years ago

b) car losing control at the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs
Road (again) and crashing into the house at Gibbs Road
(they now have a wall up);

c) car losing control this year (during COVID-19 lockdown) at
the intersection of Tapper and Gibbs Road (you notice the
pattern??) into the bush land on Gibbs Road. Council fixed
the fence.

This submission captures speeding and
reckless driving, which is important to the
community. However, these behaviours cannot
be contemplated in the planning assessment,
as they are not considered ‘valid planning
considerations’.

The City’s traffic engineers have advised that
Gibbs Road is a low traffic environment (even
after inclusion of additional residential housing),
and presents low peak traffic volumes. It is
everyone’s responsibility to abide by the speed
limits and this behaviour will not be influenced
by further residential development.

It is hoped to address environmental matters
via the officer modifications recommended as
part of this council report. The area to the south
of Prosperity Loop is the Banksia Woodland
Eucalypt Park (Bush Forever Site 493) and is
protected as a regional conservation reserve;
therefore this area cannot be developed for
residential.
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Whilst | acknowledge | am not a traffic police person, nor an
expert in the traffic field, | do note that a number of cars and
motorcycles 'open up' and increase their speed on Gibbs
Road. My husband, myself and our son have been flashed a
number of times when trying to back out of our driveway and
have almost had cars tailgate us when trying to pull into our
driveway. This has become a dangerous exercise in peak
traffic times.

You will note that the current speed limit on the road should
be 50 kilometers per hour. However, there is no road signage
to stipulate this when coming from Beenyup road to Gibbs
Road (80 km zone to 50km zone) and the 'bush’ appearance
makes people think that it is not a built up area. On the other
side of the road where Beenyup road meets Tapper there is
50 km signage. | have raised this previously with the council
and they advised that this is a Main Roads issue. Main Roads
refer me to the Council. My local Member advises me to raise
this with the Council and Main Roads. | have no doubt the
council takes this seriously when they place road counters on
Gibbs Road to measure both speed and amounts of vehicles.
If the development goes ahead this will increase traffic and
may increase this prevalence of speeding.

Police do monitor Gibbs Road - however this is mainly at
Veviter Link or Aurora Drive and not noticeably on the stretch
of Gibbs Road East (unless it is to monitor Tapper Road).

Gibbs Road traffic has dramatically increased since the
freeway has increased from 4 lanes - at Gibbs Road it
decreases to 2 lanes and now Gibbs Road is used as a 'rat
run' to avoid congestion for south east residents.
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2. Future safety and traffic management

Again, | reiterate that we are not opposed to the
development. The need for traffic management is our
concern, especially as we believe that the 'kink' at the
Gibbs/Tapper intersection may be altered to provide a
'straight line run' along Gibbs Road. This should only increase
traffic and speeds (regardless of road laws).

| urge you to consider traffic management if this development
is approved due to:

a) the current situation at Gibbs/Tapper Road (as identified
above);

b) future state including future numbers of vehicles.

| believe that the number of vehicles utilising Gibbs Road has
exponentially increased in the last five years to perhaps
levels not anticipated when first developed.

| know my neighbours share the same concerns and that the
figures provided to the Council by the developers are from
2009 rather than current figures.

| question if traffic management on Gibbs Road was
contemplated in its current state where the Kwinana Freeway
South now bottlenecks from four lanes to two and the
development of Byford, Haynes and Hilbert has exploded. As
the Freeway is now bottlenecking at Gibbs/Russell Road
south (4 lanes to 2) it is easier for drivers to use Gibbs Road
as a short cut rather than utilise Rowley or Thomas Road.

| invite the City of Cockburn's comments on precedent with
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regards to side roads and Gibbs Road - as | cannot see any
residential section of Gibbs Road or Russell Road that is
zoned residential that has driveways onto Gibbs or Russell
Road unless they are rural. With the new road plans | cannot
think it will be an easy task to reverse caravans and trailers
into my home without causing some angst. As a site that was
sold with the nicety of two driveways to allow us to have our
boat and caravan etc, this is of concern. Your comments
would be appreciated (a side road perhaps?).

3. Bush Forever

When we purchased this house we were advised that the
bush opposite was 'bush forever'. We are aware that the
neighbours saw this on the plans as well.

Tim and | would welcome further discussion. We are not
opposed to progress, but not at the expense of homeowners
who have the right to quiet enjoyment.

10

DFES
20 Stockton Bend
Cockburn Central

NOT SUPPORTED: Modification Required

| refer to your email dated 2 September 2020 regarding the
submission of a Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) (Revision 0),
prepared by Strategen-JBS&G and dated 24 April 2020, for the
above Local Structure Plan.

It should be noted that this advice relates only to State Planning
Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) and the
Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (Guidelines). It
is the responsibility of the proponent to ensure that the proposal
complies with all other relevant planning policies and building
regulations where necessary. This advice does not exempt the
applicant/proponent from obtaining necessary approvals that
may apply to the proposal including planning, building, health or

Noted.

Given the City is recommending an alternative
design for the structure plan, which effectively
removes Lot 74 as a developable site, it is likely
that the bushfire management plan will need to
change. As the applicant has not agreed to
these modifications, the decision rests with the
WAPC as the determining authority. Should the
WAPC agree to the recommended
modifications, the City has required the
applicant to update the BMP accordingly to the
satisfaction of the DFES.
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NO.

NAME/ADDRESS

RECOMMENDATION

SUBMISSION
any other approvals required by a relevant authority under other
written laws.
Assessment
1. Policy Measure 6.3 a) (ii) Preparation of a BAL Contour
Map
Issue Assessment Action
Vegetation Plots 1,2,3& 6 Modification
classification | vegetation Plots 1, 2, 3 and to the BMP
6 cannot be substantiated is required.
as Class B Woodland with
the limited information and
photographic evidence
available. The BMP should
detail specifically how the
classification was derived
particularly where the worst-
case scenario is not applied
(i.e. Class B Woodland as
opposed to Class A Forest).
BAL Contour | BAL ratings —not Modification
Map demonstrated to the BMP
Lots zoned R30 south of the is required.

roundabout on the Structure
Plan are incorrectly identified
on the BAL Contour Map as
BAL-29; Table 4 also
incorrectly identifies these
lots as BAL-29. The
conservation zone is
identified to have 15m
minimum separation distance
within Table 4 to achieve the
BAL-29 (to lot boundary).
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However, these figures do
not

align with Table 2.5 of AS3959
for Class B Woodland and 0-
5° Downslope.

Should the vegetation
classifications be modified to
Class A Forest, the BAL
Contour Map and Table 4
should be modified to align
with the revised vegetation
classifications.

2. Policy Measure 6.3 ¢) Compliance with the bushfire
protection criteria

Issue Assessment Action
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the above table.

The development has not been
designed appropriately to ensure
bushfire protection measures
can be achieved and to minimise
the level of bushfire impact to
people, property and
infrastructure.

DFES do not support the future
subdivision within Lot 74
Beenyup Road. It has not been
demonstrated that the future
development is in an area with
the least possible risk of
bushfire. The future subdivision
on this lot is surrounded on
three sides by an extreme
hazard and the BMP has not
demonstrated that the risk can
be adequately managed.

Recommendation — not supported modification required

The BMP does not adequately address the policy requirements of
SPP 3.7 and the Guidelines.

DFES has assessed the Structure Plan and accompanying BMP
and has identified several issues that need to be addressed prior
to support of the proposal (refer to the tables above).

NO. NAME/ADDRESS SUBMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Location | Al.l1 & A2.1 - not demonstrated | Modification
& Siting | The BAL ratings cannot be to the BMP
and validated, as the is required.
Design modifications required as per
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NO. NAME/ADDRESS SUBMISSION RECOMMENDATION
11 | Confidential Comment: | have lived there for eight years and have lived in | Noted. The officer has recommended that the
the City of Cockburn for 30 years. | am not against | structure plan be modified to reduce residential
development and progress and appreciate that at some | codings where there is an interface  with
stage, land will be developed. However, | am against the | existing residential lots. Further, the officer
proposed R60 lot sizes. This does not fit with the surrounding | considers that some R60 could be entertained
areas lot sizes. There is a R40 lot area on the corner of Gibbs | as an offset in recognition of the significant
and Elemi Bend and this looks out of place for the area. R60 | public open space contribution should the
would not look good. proposal be modified to remove Lot 74.
Further to R60, | believe that this doesn’t fall under the | Ultimately, these modifications are at the
Western Australian Planning Commission guidelines? The | discretion of the WAPC, as the determining
proposed R60 lots would be inconsistent with the Southern | authority.
Metropolitan Peel Sub-regional Planning Framework.
As the area is not serviced by high-frequency public transport
nor located within a walkable catchment to a transit corridor,
higher-order activity centre or employment node.
It is well beyond a 200-metre walkable catchment of a local
shopping centre such as Harvest Lakes.
12 | Main Roads WA No Objection: In response to your correspondence received | Noted.
on 2 September 2020, Main Roads has no objections to the
proposed structure plan.
Main Roads requests a copy of the City's final determination
on this proposal to be sent to
planninginfo@mainroads.wa.gov.au quoting the file
reference above.
13 | Bush Forever Team - Indicated comments will be formally provided to WAPC not | Noted.
DPLH the City in accordance to due process
14 | Department of COMMENT: Given the City is recommending an alternative
Biodiversity, In reference to your correspondence dated 2 September design for the structure plan, which effectively
Conservation and 2020, the Parks and Wildlife Service at the Department of removes Lot 74 as a developable site, it is likely
Attractions Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) provides that the environmental considerations of this
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SUBMISSION

RECOMMENDATION

the following comments.

Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Assessment of
Urban Development of Lots 11 and 74 Beenyup Road
Banjup

The EPA is assessing a proposal for the urban development
of Lots 11 and 74 which was referred to the EPA under
Section 38 of The Environment Protection Act (1986) EP Act.
The City of Cockburn should consult the EPA regarding their
assessment and any implications for the City when
considering the proposed Structure Plan.

Conservation category wetland (UFI12984) buffer

It is noted that a 50 metre buffer will be applied to the
Conservation Category Wetland (CCW) mapped in the
Geomorphic Wetlands (Swan Coastal Plain) dataset to
protect the wetland from the proposed residential
development.

In Section 2.4 page 26 of the Structure Plan report there is a
statement that the wetland buffer will be revegetated where
required with low fuel native revegetation to support,
complement and protect the CCW, as well as providing
adequate protection for the proposed development. The City
of Cockburn should ensure that there is adequate separation
for bushfire protection between future development and the
wetland buffer, and that all bushfire protection requirements
are provided within the development land and do not place
reliance or impositions on the management of the CCW or
buffer, including modifications to the wetland buffer
revegetation prescriptions to achieve bush fire protection for
adjoining development.

The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Guidance
Statement 33 Environmental Guidance for Planning and
Development (2008) outlines that CCWs and their buffers

structure plan will change. As the applicant has
not agreed to these modifications, the decision
rests with the WAPC as the determining
authority. Should the WAPC agree to the
recommended modifications, taking into
account any EPA decision, the City will require
updates to the Environmental Report
accordingly.

The City contacted the EPA for advice however
did not receive a response. It is noted that the
EPA do not generally provide comments on
structure plans, as these referrals generally
occur at earlier stages of the planning process.
It is expected that the DPLH will consider EPA
advice as part of the lifting of ‘Urban Deferred’
request.
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RECOMMENDATION

should be fully protected with rehabilitation of disturbed
areas, and that wetlands that are to be protected should have
a minimum 50 metre buffer.

It is noted that the Structure Plan report outlines that the
CCW buffer and proposed ecological linkage will be ceded to
the City of Cockburn for management, and that a Wetland
Management Plan will be required a condition of subdivision.
Threatened and Priority Flora Species

It is noted that a Level 2 Flora and Vegetation Survey was
undertaken on 15 and 16 September 2015, with the survey
report stating that the whole survey was accessed and
traversed with particular focus given to areas expected to be
impacted and or that may have species of conservation
significance. A second targeted Flora Survey for Caladenia
huegelii and Drakaea micrantha which are listed as
Threatened (Critically Endangered and Endangered
respectively) under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016
(BC Act) and Endangered and Vulnerable under the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999 (EPBC Act) and other conservation significant flora was
undertaken on 11 October 2017.

No threatened species listed under the EPBC Act or the BC
Act or Priority Listed species were recorded during the two
surveys.

Management of the Interface between Development and
the Bush Forever Site 492 (Jandakot Regional Park) and
the proposed CCW Reserve and Buffer area

DBCA supports the placement of a periphery road between
development and the Bush Forever Site and CCW buffer, as
proposed in the draft Structure Plan. It is noted that
conservation style fencing in accordance with the City of
Cockburn’s specifications is proposed to manage access.
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It is DBCA’s expectation that appropriate interface treatments
will be applied in consultation with the City of Cockburn and
that this would include conservation fencing and signage,
appropriate batter grade slopes to not impact vegetation
within the Bush Forever site and proposed CCW buffer,
management of storm water onsite, implementation of weed
and dieback hygiene controls during construction, and
appropriate separation between development and the Bush
Forever site and CCW buffer for bushfire protection.

Matters of National Environmental Significance

A Black Cockatoo Habitat Assessment undertaken on 9
February 2017 and 11 October 2017 identified 6.01 hectares
of Black Cockatoo foraging habitat and five potential breeding
trees. The Structure Plan report outlines that 4.93 hectares of
Back Cockatoo foraging habitat and the five potential
breeding trees will be cleared. Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo,
and the Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo are listed as
Threatened (Critically Endangered) under the BC Act. These
species are also listed as ‘Endangered’ and ‘Vulnerable’
under the (EPBC Act).

The Flora and Vegetation Survey identified that 5.84 hectares
of the Banksia woodland of the Swan Coastal Plain
Community is located on the site, with 3.71 hectares
proposed to be cleared. The vegetation community is listed
as Endangered under the EPBC Act.

It is noted that a proposed action for the development has
been referred to the Commonwealth Department Agriculture
Water and Environment for assessment, and that the
proposed action was deemed a “Controlled Action” and
required assessment by the Commonwealth as it is likely to
or may have a significant impact on the Banksia woodlands of
the Swan Coastal Plain TEC, Carnaby’s Cockatoo, Caladenia

Document Set ID: 10205368
Version: 1, Version Date: 09/02/2021




NO. NAME/ADDRESS

SUBMISSION

RECOMMENDATION

huegelii, and Drakaea micrantha.

Ecological Linkage

The wetland and bushland areas within Lots 11 and 74 form
part of a regional ecological linkage

that connects Bush Forever site 492 in the west with Bush
Forever site 263 in the east.

The structure plan proposes a 50-metre-wide ecological link
within the southern portion of the site to provide a connection
from Bush Forever site 492 to the proposed CCW reserve
within Lot 74.

The urban design of the southern portion of the proposed
urban development (south of Prosperity Loop) does not
provide a consolidated reserve boundary for the protection of
the combined Bush Forever Site 492 and the proposed CCW
reserve, and even with the 50 metre wide ecological linkage,
the elongated urban cell would impose a barrier to the
movement of fauna between the Bush Forever site and the
proposed CCW reserve.

The Section 38 Referral Supporting Document (360
Environmental) provided to the EPA for their assessment of
the urban development of Lots 11 and 74 Beenyup Road
Banjup proposes a 131- metre-wide ecological corridor.
Clarification should be sought from the proponent on the
inconsistency in the width of the corridor between the Referral
Supporting Document and the draft Structure Plan.

Bush Fire Protection

It is noted that a Bush Fire Management Plan (BMP) has
been prepared to meet the requirements of the State
Planning Policy -Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas. While the
BMP outlines measures that have been devised in
accordance with the acceptable solutions. of the Planning for
Bushfire Prone Areas Guidelines, the narrow elongated
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southern urban cell of the proposed structure plan dissects
the bushland between the Bush Forever site and the CCW
buffer is surrounded by bushland on three sides. This is not
considered desirable from a strategic fire planning
perspective.

Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan — Stage 2

The proposed development of the southern urban cell of the
proposed structure plan is inconsistent with the City of
Cockburn approved Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan
— Stage 2 which identified that the area be included into the
Bush Forever site.

15

Banjup Residents
Group (Inc)

1. Precedent Threatens Banjup Rural Amenity

The Banjup Residents Group is gravely concerned about the
precedent that would be set if the proposed structure plan were
approved and so we do not support the proposal in its current
form, particularly in relation to the proposed development on lot
74. We are also concerned that the risks of fire to people and
properties have been under appreciated by the proponent.
Banjup residents care deeply about our area and the rural
amenity it affords. The City of Cockburn has reassured us on
several occasions that it, too, wants to protect the rural
ambience if Banjup. Our Group has campaigned over the years
to prevent “white anting” of Banjup by developers nibbling at
the edges of our protected area. We see them as playing Go!
with our locality — progressively surrounding small areas until
little is left but green islands in a sea of bricks and bitumen.

2. Questionable Planning Decisions in the Past

The Prosperity Loop and 46 Gibbs Road developments near to
the subject land seem out of place with the rest of Aubin Grove.
Prior to 2010 Prosperity Loop in particular was bushland similar
to the subject land, whereas the rest of the Aubin Grove

The Banjup Residents Group provides the City
with an important role in communicating key
concerns of Banjup residents in a coordinated
manner. Many of the aspects raised within this
submission have been considered as part of the
assessment of the proposal, namely; bush fire
concerns, environmental degradation and loss of
rural amenity.

It is for this reason that the structure plan is not
being recommended for approval in its current
(proposed) form, and instead, Alternative Options
have been presented to the applicant (these are
shown as an attachment to the Council Report). It
is hoped that these alternatives address this
submission.

With regards to planning decisions of the past,
the City is responsible for considering all
applications on their own merits, and the Council,
in exercising its decision making, will take into
account whether the proposal is compliant with
the current planning framework.
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development was on degraded land (see IntraMaps aerial
imagery Jan 2009). It is unclear why approval was given for
these developments when it would have been more appropriate
to preserve the whole area south of Gibbs Road as “bush
forever”.

Such unfathomable decisions just 10 years ago give Banjup
residents little confidence in the planners’ assurances of “bush
forever”.

3. Banjup Welcomes Vesting 2/3 of Lots 11 and 74 for
Reserve

Banjup residents understood from the proponent’s application
to the EPA that if development of the western ends of lots 11
and 74 were approved, then the current owners would vest the
eastern 2/3 of their lots with the City of Cockburn as a reserve.
If this remains the proponent’s intention — and it is not clear
from the structure plan — then Banjup residents welcome the
offer.

However, the development proposed in the structure plan for
the western end of lot 74 is incompatible with the long term
preservation of bush land in Banjup.

4. Development of Western End of Lot 74 Inappropriate

The bush land south of Gibbs Road is of an “extreme
Bushfire Hazard Level”, to quote the proponent’s Bushfire
Management Plan. The area was not burned during the
Banjup fire of 2014 and today has a very high fuel load.
Banjup residents’ experience of the 2014 fire is that in the
face of raging fire driven by strong winds the only effective
property protection is distance from the fuel load.

The long finger of development proposed at lot 74 would be
surrounded on 3 sides by bushland with little separation from
the houses. The Canberra bush fires of 2003 demonstrated
how dangerous this can be. Houses had been built on one side

of roads and bushland came right up to the other sides. Flames

The Banjup Residents Group have rightly pointed
out that the structure plan does not include
privately owned land to the east. This land is
zoned ‘Resource’ and is outside of the structure
planning zone, so the applicant is not required to
show it on the structure plan map. This land is
also not zoned for ‘Development’ purposes, and
therefore there is no mechanism to require the
landowner to cede this land as a reserve.

Instead, the officer recommendation is to remove
Lot 74 as a ‘development’ site and cede it as
‘Public Open Space’ (forming a primarily
conservation function).

The City agrees that the ‘finger’ of development is
inappropriate, and presents an unacceptable
level of bush fire risk. For this reason, the officer
recommendation is to remove Lot 74 as a
‘development’ site, and therefore no longer have
a ‘development finger’ (as originally proposed).

The officer report also acknowledges very recent
bushfires within the Banksia Woodland Park,
which seriously undermined the wellbeing and
safety of residents. It is agreed that the more
logical development pattern would be to ‘round
off and complete Prosperity Loop, as suggested
by the Banjup Residents Group, and omit
development on Lot 74.

To this end, the officer recommendation is not to
support development on Lot 74, instead
presenting options for this lot to be ceded as a
reserve.
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leapt the roads and engulfed the houses. Four people died,
over 490 were injured, and 470 homes were destroyed or
severely damaged.

The bushfire management plan in the structure plan shows
that the subject area is surrounded by extreme bushfire
hazard level. There could be 60 houses built in the area, as
shown in the diagram below, adapted from figure 4 of the

proponent’s bushfire management plan.
?—.{'ﬂ———‘h—»j‘ t—?'-f:-‘——,
1f A

d
|

Half of all lots in the subject area would be adjacent to bush
land with a Bushfire Attack Level of 29. A separation from the
bush land of 15 metres is suggested by the proponent’s

consultants. Other authorities recommend a separation of 25

Version: 1, Version Date: 09/02/2021




metres from BAL 29 bush land. Coincidentally, 15 metres is the
8 metre road reserve and the 7 metre set back of houses from
either the front or back fences.

Council might wish to explore in some detail how the
consultants derived the 15 metre separation because it is not
included in their Bushfire Management Plan.

The consultants imply that with appropriate building set backs a
BAL of Low can be achieved (see pdf page 74 of structure
plan). Other authorities recommend a separation of 100 metres
for this to be achieved. Clearly, this would not apply to lots in
the subject area.

Sadly, deliberately set bush fires on the urban fringes are not
uncommon, as the Banjup fire of 2014 attests. Should the high
fuel load in the Banksia Reserve be ignited, residents of the
subject area and in Prosperity Loop might well ask why they
were not better protected from obvious risks.

5. Round Out Prosperity Loop Instead

A structure plan that could gain more support would see the
development of lot 74 deleted and the development of lot 11
extended to round out the existing Prosperity Loop area. The
whole area would still be surrounded by an extreme bush fire
risk but that would be the result of planning decisions made 10
years ago, not today.

Planners might say that the Metropolitan Region Scheme
boundaries would have to be changed. So what? The MRS is
always being changed. If the trade off is that the MRS boundary
of urban deferred at lot 74 is removed, then so be it. With the
proponent’s offer of vesting in the City of Cockburn, more
bushland is preserved and the extreme risk of fire to the people
in the “finger” of lot 74 is eliminated.
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16 |Confidential OPPOSE: This would be so detrimental to the native flora and |Noted.

fauna in the area. | strongly oppose this proposal!
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17 Joe Bovell SUPPORT: | welcome residential development in Banjup. Noted.
391 Beenyup rd There is a great opportunity to develop an eco friendly
Banjup suburban area that is both ecologically sensitive and market
leading. The suburb itself is in danger of becoming irrelevant if
development doesn’t occur. If left alone it will become another
Jandakot. Banjup is no longer a market garden/ horse training
region and with a 4 lane Rowley Road coming it has lost its
rural ambience
18 [Confidential OPPOSE: I've just bought a rural property last year on Beenyup|The officer recommendation seeks to reduce the
Road for $1M+ - paying a lot of money for the peace and quite |density of the proposed structure plan from R30
of rural life. This high density housing proposal right on my to R25. It is considered that this lower density is
doorstep will devalue my property and ruin the serenity of rural more appropriate and in keeping with the
life. Gibbs Road is also a single lane 50kph road - | would surrounding area. Some higher density R60 is
expect there to be upgrades of this road also to handle the proposed adjacent to proposed Public Open
extra traffic. Space sites, however these are limited in number
with the predominant density being low (R25).
Additional traffic movements onto Gibbs Road do
not represent a significant increase and therefore
do not trigger major upgrades to this road.
19 [Stephen & Sepideh OPPOSE: Unfortunately, the City of Cockburn cannot
Harris control how property is sold and it is
85 Gibbs Road, Atwell recommended that all potential buyers undertake
WA 6164 due diligence prior to purchasing property. These
matters are civil, between the seller and
purchaser, and cannot be resolved by the current
structure plan proposal.
Notwithstanding the above, the officer has
recommended significant changes to the lodged
proposal which may address the majority of
concerns raised by this submission.
Firstly, the officer recommends a wider
Docuthent Set |D: 10205368 ‘ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
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1. Relevant Background & Smmmary
11 Weown the property st 53 Giobs Roed East, Atwell [Property].

1Z  Werefer:
:u: your correspondence dated 4" Saote mber 2020, reff 110/217; and
|e] The Froposed Struchare Fian - Lots 18, 74 and 5045 Seenyup Rosd, Banjup and the Stnuchurs
Flan |:'h"'|il:|' 5 mccessible ok
hitps://comment cockburn we sov s/ S0ET 1 widge ts/30TE72 [doosments /1 75648 downioad
[Proposed Structure Plan|

13 'Wehave read the Froposed Structure Pian in detail and we oppose the proposal for the following

FSRSORS:

(s}  We acquired the Propertyas vamant land relying on the land sales information and maps which
stated that the land south of Gibbs Road East was “Bush Forever™. Development of the land in
BLCOrCance with the Froposed Structure Flan shall:

[  beincontravention of the land sales representations made to us— and relisd upomn by us
— prinT to acquiring the Property;

[ i:| re;z'.iu:h_r mpact the semi-rural Iir\e:.'lde. and quulil:t.- of life, that was a funcamenta
reazon for our purchase of the Property; and

[ ii:| re;z'.iu:h_f mpact the |:|l.e|i|:§.' of the emironment surrcunding our kome, and our
enjoyment of that asrounding environment

|b] Certain asertions made in the Proposed Structure Flan are misleading and dissuade legitimate
Conoems being considered oy or rised about 'r.b'r'l:he oM ni'.'g.':

lc] The cata on which the Traffic Assessment report relies upon is cut-gated, and to extent the
Prooosed Structure Flan places ur'lrreliurcz on the Traffic Assessment report, is flawed

|€] The proposed conmection rosd st the north of the Froposed Structure Plan on ko Giobs Road
East will cresbs hazardous rosd conditions, negatively nr‘!n.-.irs local residests mnd rosd users
This would be in contradiction of Liveaiie Meighbourhoods principles. We are also genuinety
concemed about the risk to safety it poses specifically to gur home and family; and

:e] Development of the land in accordance with the Proposed Struscture Flan will nesutiverlr
impact the vadue of our Froperty.

2. Bush Forever designation

21 W'e BunirEﬂ our :TDFIE_L'Il r:l:r "IS on the lard ssles information snd 'I1!P\J'H"liﬂ' stated that the lamd
south of Gibas Road East [Relevant Aren] was designated as “Bush Forewer” kand.

232  Asisstated in the Proposed Structure Flan, the Bush Forever nomination of the Relevant Ares on
land sales socumentation was supported by Bush Forever publications, induding the City of
Cockburn Sguthern Suburhs District Structure Plan (2002). Comtrary to thak steted in the Propossd
Sirscture Plan, it was m:r..il.:t = southern po-.io". ol e ='mp-osec Structure Flan that was
dentified as potential Bush Forever: see "Bush Forever Informetion Sheet published in July 2002

Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east. The
‘Bush Forever’ designation only applies to land
within the regional reserve, Banksia Eucalypt
Woodland Park. The designation of ‘Bush
Forever’ is a State Government consideration
which is not controlled by the City of Cockburn.
The officer recommends Lot 74 (southern end of
the structure plan) become a Local Reserve,
which will retain the land as an ecological corridor
for conservation purposes (notwithstanding that it
is not designated by the State as ‘Bush Forever’).

The road network has been considered in detall
to ensure that the connecting point at Gibbs Road
is safe and that no further entry points are
proposed onto Gibbs Road, as it is clear from
submissions that this is a real concern for
residents. The City’s traffic engineers have
advised that Gibbs Road is a low traffic
environment (even after inclusion of additional
residential housing), and presents low peak traffic
volumes. It is everyone’s responsibility to abide
by the speed limits and this behaviour will not be
influenced by further residential development.

The City agrees that the applicant has not
sufficiently addressed the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan (2002) in their proposal,
instead referring to it as ‘somewhat dated.” The
City does not agree with this assertion and has
therefore recommended modifications to the
proposal prior to it being considered by the
Western Australian Planning Commission
(WAPC). To clarify, the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan showed the southern
portion of the site (Lot 74) as potential ‘Bush
Forever'. The Town Planning Scheme zones the

both Lot 11 and Lot 74 ‘Development’. The
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:-er-:lu:a:l m5 Attschiment 1] whiich indicates the pclt!ntinl Bush Forever sits = hu-.rh; B nioethern
soundary of Sibbs Road [ Sibbs Rosd East

Any development of land east of the teErmiration p-:fnt of Gibos Road [nh:r: it bEcomes Tapper
Road| before the intersection and besinning of Gibbs Aoad East dearly contravenes the
representations made to us—and relied upon us — prior to acquiring our Property.

Our selection and purchase of the lot at B3 Gibos Road East, Atwell incluged:

:u: tht the lnd south of Gibbs Rosd Exst appﬂsit! the lot was sp-e:irieu “Bush Forever;

|b]  the charscter of the native bushiand of the land south of Gibbs Road East opposite the iot; and

:c| thie birdife that scoess the land south of Gibos Rosd East up:uu'r.-e the= bot, and Dcn:-'.'-..errt'r’
BCCESS our gardens at 3 Giobs Road Atwell, with pleasant bird calls to be experienced

Dewelopment of the land in accordance with the Proposed Structure Plan - especisilly including the
connection road to Siobs Road Exst immedistely opposite our property - shall negatively impact the
-:|u:||i‘|::|.l of the arminenment surr-wm:'n; our hoeme, ard owr enjn-llrr'-ml: of that :-Jruur-:linE
snyironment. |nthis respect, we mobe that the Relevant Arss i n mmediate prmirr":'ll'b\:l our
Property, it provided it with & semi-rural / natural bush amisience, which was purtiu. ry sttractive
o usin eIFcEnEM :!un:husze the P—uper':t.--. espedally e had previgusty lved in & higher-density
new housing estate ares with modern project homes lining the streets.

. Mislzxding statements msde

The assertion in the Proposed Structure Plan that the City of Cockbum Southern Suburts District
Strschure Flan |:2:l|:-1| is consicerad to be “FTelevant” i both incorrect and mis :zdinE. e unquire:
our Froperty, when the iand in our ares had been released for sale as vacant lots. As the Codkbum
Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan |:1:I|:-2| was referenced by u:-[zml im fact relied on by Js:| n
d:n:'d'n; whether to purchase our P—uper':y_.".i: resither lawtul or socurate to sssert that it
“imelevant” merely because it does not Suit the Proposed Structure Flan Developer's preferences.
Local residents who placed relisnce on that document will no doutt heve legal recourss for any
reliance they placed on that information to their detriment.

Separately, we pote the Proposed Structure Plan azserts that “_. planning and development in the
oality has significantty advanced .= and that the Southern Suburts District Structure Plan Stage 2
Banjup is “_. considersd to be somewhat ‘dated”.” This assertion contradicts the City of osrent City
of Cockburn Town ’Innr'n; Schame Hoo 3 :I::i:tril.-. Scheme]* :en:lu;:u ms Aftachment 2:| wrhich
specifies the boundaries and Emits of land for Residentinl development. This decurment illustrates
that the residentisl End ceys lapment boundary is terminates at Siobs Road [r.'here it bEcomes
Tapper Rond] before the intersection and ::E'inr'ngcﬂ'-E':h:- Road East - which further supparts and
evidences "bush forever” desiznation of the Relevant Aren.

‘We further note that come spondence was previously issued by the City of Codkbum to adwize that
previous applications to develop the land of the Proposed Structure Fian had besn rejected,
imduding for recognition thet Harsest Lakes land sales documentation had specified the nd south of
‘Ginbs Road as “Bush Forever”. Curicusly, no reference to this information and these past dedsions
:urd:rz-e:ionnlz'rcr'.rem]hwe oeen provided to local resicents as part of the current Proposed
Structure Plan.

A5 @ result the Propased Structure Plan conkains variows assertions and omis:-'on:-[especinlrr’ in
relation to the development of the land south of Sibbs Road East] that ciearty misiead il residents
affected by the Proposed Structure Plan, and only serves to dissusde them from raising valid
ahj-ect'un:- they mmy oiherwise be minded to make ['.hhil:r couwild Trustrate the c!hject"-’\e:- of the
Propased Structure Plan's proponents) by not alerting them to important factors they need to make
an infarmed dedsion

® Rafrmnce ToOWn Phrﬂ'n;sn:h-:t"-:h-hp Mo, 17 of 23, Version Mo 1, dated I2 by 2049

‘Development’ zone provides a mechanism to
assess structure plans and consider matters such
as environment, bushfire, road networks etc. and
it is expected that the applicant address the
objectives of the District Level Structure Plan in
their proposal.

The subject proposal involves structure planning
of the western portion of Lot 11 and Lot 74
Beenyup Road, Banjup and a balance of title Lot
9046 Prosperity Loop, Aubin Grove and should
be considered on its merits (notwithstanding past
planning decisions). It is noted that the remaining
land to the east (south of Gibbs Road to the east)
is located within the ‘Resource’ zone and is not
permitted to be developed as a residential estate,
as it is zoned for rural purposes.

Despite property values being a natural concern
for residents, this issue is not considered a valid
planning consideration and therefore cannot be
used as a basis for refusing development.
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4. Connection road to Gibbs Road Exst shall create hazardous road conditions

41

41

43

44

43

45

The intersection of Gibbs Road East, Tapper Road and Gibos Road has been the location of numerous

mooidents, rot otherwise comemon to the susurh. Mujnr incidents have inchuded:

|:u| A wehicle ruminE Blong the byt T r!m:'l15 urthedruinuE! pit. them scross the imbersection and
halt on the road werge on the oppesite side of the road. Barrier sign passed through
windscreen almost decapitating both driver and passenger.

|b] A wehice destraying our Property boundary garoens and colision with [and the resulting
coliapse of] the boundary wall of our property.

|:|:] Two insiances of vehicies 'I'uiinE to corner the intersaction, rur|:|'|15 through the Darmer
Tending, and landing into the drainage pit

|:d] Humerous instances of vehices pulir'g imfront of, and -:ullin'n; with Tapper Road — Gibos
Rosd traffic.

Thie incident sbowe which n'mctrf affected our Property mused su'.Eri'ﬁmnt diisbress to nur'l'nml'rf. in
addition to the cost and inconvenience of rebuilding the boundary wall and re-establishing the
garen. The incident hes made our Pamily particuiarty concerned about the risk that increased traffic
area could pose to our safety when at home.

All the abowe acoidents have besn the result of:

|:u| 'I‘a.l'linﬁtu o s.rl‘ﬁn':nﬂf' Pﬁnrmminﬁ enst from Tapper Road imbo Gibbs Rosd East; or

|b]  failing to siow sulficently prior to turning west from Gibos Rosd East into Tapper Road [and
subsequently Sibbs Road|.

Mauy drivers using the roads are observed to rapidly accelerste from the intersection:

|:u| ‘west fromm the intersection, along Tapper Road [urm subsequentiy Eibios Rﬂau] im the direction
of Ewinana Freewny; and

|:b] enst fromn the intersection, miong Gibbs Romd Emst.

Az we live uuju:znt to the intersection, we have ooserved the results of acodents st the imtersection,
the poor drivir'E b=haviowrs regulariy and cunsist:ntr,- demonstrated, and many near misses —
espedially where divers umning east and along Sibbs Road East do not give consideration to locl
residents hamning in to their drivewsys, and reguiarfy swerve dangerously to the opposite side of the
m_u .tu 5o around I:|.m|'|15.l' sluwinE vehicles andor swoid r:u.r-em:linﬁ m wehicke that they died not
anticipate would siow o turn.

The connection road to Gibbs Aoed East of the Propased Structure Plan would result in wehicles
regularty pausing on Giobs Road East ] i i

Road imtersection to Eiu': way to -:!ncuminE tradtic ||:\|1 Gibks Aoad East trm‘:llinf; wut] o tum rErrt
imto the conmection road. There will be significant risk of rosd accidents if the new intersection is
positioned as per the Proposed Structure Plan.

The Traffic Assessment within the Proposed Structure Fian states that the connection to Gibbs Road

is anticipated to result in increased traffic movements distrinution of more than 700 vehicles per day

and mare tham 70 vehicles per hour in pesk hours. We further note that:

|:u| the Traffic Assessmient report was puhi:had in 2046 and in:nrp-c!ru'bﬁ |und refas up-c!n]t'ul'l'i:
count cata from traffic couwnts comducted by the ljbll of Cockburn in 2005,

|&] = large portion of the locelity's howsing had not been construcked atthe time of the traffic
counts conducted by the I:il:,- of Cockourn in 2009;

|:|:] wehioular traffic has ma.t:riulr,' mreassd on Siobs Road / Tapoer Road and Gibks Road East
since 2009, :arh'culurr,- since 201E.
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4.7. The dats om which the Traffic Assessment repart refes upan is out-dated, and to extent the Propased
Structure Plan places any relisnce on the Traffic Assesoment report s Mawesd, vu::n'alllll msto
condusions stated regarding:

.:u| ‘the mxtent of vebicular movements, snd their effects on rosd network traffic;
.:b| the m:m:ityuﬂhemud nebwork:

.:|:| the sur:tr'-:v'rintermnn::t.inﬁ mul:l-:luiﬁn.'anu

(€] theimpectupon local residents and the Reighbourhood.

45 The proposed connection road at the north of the Proposed Structure Fian on to Gibos Rosd East will
create hazsmdous roed conditions, nesutivcrf umcﬁn; local resicents and rosd ussrs. This would be
in contradiction of Livawhia Neigheourhoods princples.

5. MNegative impact on the valuation of our property

341 Inthe orcumstances, esch of the 'I'nll-mh'l'ns features andfor implimﬁms of the Proposed Structure
Plan separately, and c:rtu'nr:.- thex cormbination of them together, has a direct, misterial nquﬁw\e
impact on the value of our Froperty:

{a)  development of the bushiand cpposite our property;

|&]  tossof chamcter and quality and enviromment surrounding cur property;

]  location of a road intersection immediately opposite cur property; and

(€] theincressed road traffic adjscent to our property.

3z A.:n:!rdinﬁr:.-,shaJlu the Froposed Struckure Fian be approved in its ourr=nt form, we will hevs Bt
choice: but o sEsk -:o-npen:utinn for the mmu;u."bss of value caused to our Property.

3.3 Further should, urrlrtm'l'n'-c incidenis on the natune Sasoribed abowe an:urfolwinﬁ e
|"11ple mertation of the Froposed Struchure Plam i its current fomm u'rr::ﬁnE our Froperty, we reserve
e risl'rt o mddusce this letter in didenoe to support mnd/or sstablizh the ressonamnie fcruz!-a:ili‘rr’
of thase socdents.

‘fioeurs sinc:r:r:.-.

# oy
o il

Stephen Harris Sepideh Hamis

Attachment 1:
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Busk Forever rel d ini D 2000 is an all of
Gereesniment initiatiee aimed 1o retnin and peobect
regionally significant bushinnd on the Swan Coastal Plain
within the Perth Mestropolitan Fesgion.
Mﬁmr“hhﬁmmﬁmﬂmh

Thﬁlﬁdﬂ.hmﬁﬁﬁm-l
nN ber 1990, Iln'ng
» e "
l.rl:lﬂp'ﬂm mﬂ.{ll)nh'_m'lmm

while others. | the: | of
w:mulmﬂ.-h.ﬁnu'.

raxturally
aness io be considersd for inclusion mﬂni-.l report

THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Mmmhlﬂmwmm
assessment against the regi
mﬂmmﬁ-EMh
madect sites. idemified in Perifi’s Bushplan. The oriens
and considerations as outlined in Bush Forever include:
Aegionaly Signiicant Bushiend Ciitenz
* Representaton of eaobgcal communities:
representaton of fe range of ecclogical
ities ard the : ..
mernge.
* [ivemsify: arsas that have o high diversity of flora
andfor fauna species or communites in dose
.
= Fariy: areas ¢ i ities or jes that
e rare, $weatzned or hove o restricted distribution.

-mmﬂqﬂnu’_ﬂm
e of e
21 0 regional or nati 'lc.lu.

L] Siuﬂu'crm-'_r s ewidence of
processes either as fassibsed maoterisl

T 4\& VER.

By P T ]

i |

1 e, .I__“: -4

- ‘ B P
Jr 3 Wi |

= Geneml criferia for e profection of wethnds,
steamiives and esiarne frging vegeta o and
coastal vege o
= Cnteri rof red o ok ning mgibnal
signifcana but which may be appied when
‘evaluafing areas having simibrvalves: for example
histonic or londscape valsss.
Pianning Considerations:
PF I hip, regonal infrastructure
resquiresmesnks.
= Wider socinl and ic valves: includs
ﬁmﬂmdmnﬁum
inlo considerntion.
Wihile the majority of the areas proposed for deletion
ware assessed prior bo the release of Bush Fomver,
many of the nominoled additional areas sill required
assessment at the time Bush Foreverwas reessed.
The exisience of the nominated addifonal oreos is
clearly cufined in the Bush Forever documeniation that
Sinbes:

Owver 100 sddiional arsas wer nomne fed dunng e
public submEsibn pedod on dralt Penf’s Bushplan.
Ench nomination & being considered a.s parf of an on-
gong process. Onlr those areas listed belbw fawe so
farbeen nssessed as nof sutabk or gppropri fe for
inclugion it Bush Forever. Other nomnated amas will
require furfer i i fuedl i and
agreement Wiy e h'lhltrm and i the oo et of

A todal of 109 areas were nominated for additon to Busk
.F:nﬂlu' Pmrtllm-mhl.lﬂ-:lﬂ.h.ﬁ:m 36 of the

1 areas wese i aguinst the Bush
Forever cnbenin and resulisd in #he following:

= 22 areas did not meed the orienn and wers therefore
excluded. These ar=as ore listed in Bush Foever
[Bummasy of Submissions report pages T1-T2);

= 3 wreas were alrendy included as existing sites. in
draft Perfi’s Bushplan; and

= 11 areas were agreed o be induded either as

lﬂm‘lhmﬁumh-ﬂlm
duded in Bush Forever.

u_ B -“li

eyalutionany
o s mi:tlp:nu-'lim
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Since the release of Bush Forever an assessment of the
remaining T3 nominated areas against the Bush Foewer
criterin outiresd above has been undertnken. The Bush

The within the inineg il
ereas have recently been notified and the detailed
mnmmm The

Fioeever ngencies. harve ngreed that 17 of the
additional areas are kely o mest the Bush Forever
criterin and comply with the [

for
:Iiuﬂ-ﬂ.u-llllmdﬂnlimlmrudmg
ion with the afiecied landownems. Itis onticipated

#dﬂiﬂdmdi_1?".mmq.ud
o confirm mﬂlmﬂiﬂihﬂ.h.ﬁ:muiu-.

that resciution on the majority of these addifonal oreas
will be: reached bedore the =ndl of the ysar.

pcalk #he imph of Bush

O the 17 nominabed arsas requiring furiher c i

13nmnmmm.ﬁ-mm

are new arens. Twelw of the nominated arens are on

Gmmmu-nui hﬂﬂiﬂdﬂumﬂhﬂm
g land in private P

ﬂnol‘luﬁm‘l‘.hdmmndm‘.dﬂdh

= Ae@s conMaining o conssvation casegory wetland or
listed under the Emdronmeantal Protection [Swan
Coastal Piain L akes) Polcy 1992 with littl or no,

upland wag will be pr by
ather State fsms through the planring and

= M-Mlmw&ﬂh
d by e requin af ther AB

Heriage Act 1272 theough the: planning and
emvironmntal opprovals proosss.
= Areas from the eastern side of

Walumne 1, page xiv), epplied through $he planning
opprovals process.
The Envi ity ared the: Westem
ireg T inzi e

ol
of the assessment process for te nominated sdditional
aress at their respective meetngs in May 2002,

A complete fist of fhe 108 addiional areas that were:
nominazbed the: public submission process is
prosided in the tnble aliong with the dedsion made during
the mssessment proosss.

ﬂui?m—i-lmbuulghimm—hudm

WHERE TO FROM HERE

To
me-ﬂlu-_lmdlnml?
| j areas, a multi-stakehold =

mumr«mmm-m
estabiished.

FURTHER INFORMATION

For further information regarding the nominated
dditional Bush Forever aneas or any Bursf Formever
matiers, please contact:

Ms Emma Barmiorh

Ph: {08) B384 T772.
e-mai: emma bamiorth @ planning wa gov.au

NOTES TO ACCOMPANY TABLE

Ganamal

- Tha shaded amas am the 17 ama hat an 1o b
conskdersd furthar.

C 1+ Nomi | ackificnal Aron Identication Mumb
- EBoma nominaled arsas wens divided nio two
sacfiors 0’ and b wit part being asseased peor o
he mionso of Bush Forever and T remainde:
msensed poat reiomse of Bush Fomever.

Column 2: Nama of Koeminalod Addtional Arca

- Tharamas ol e nominated addional arcas wom
salecied o bost describe o aroa and sro nod
Necassarty ha RS Proviood N s Submssins_

Fusthes ideration of the 17 i | arsas B S e Ay Pt
m-d!udﬂ_rmnmmll.-h}'mn'm-m Hl_lli ts El_-lD wmr
it & detniled investigation of sach i s _W
lr_lndhcn'ﬁln I: iE Il W 1

i |0538 07 L~

E-hFu“rrfllq mast the rw-l qﬁ-m

criterin and k
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Table: Nominated Additional Bush Forever Areas
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20 |Confidential

would be better to have a fuel service station in the area. The
R30 zoned area blocks are too small for families, should be at
least R20. If it does go ahead, playground equipment would be
a bonus on one of the Public Open Space areas, and a fenced,
off leash dog park on the other. How long will the Jandakot
Reserve remain Bushland forever? Is it next to be Developed?
The area has lost too much bush land already.

OPPOSE: The area zoned R60 is too far from Public Transport,|The officer recommendation seeks to reduce the

density of the proposed structure plan from R30
to R25. It is considered that this lower density is
more appropriate and in keeping with the
surrounding area. Some higher density R60 is
proposed adjacent to proposed Public Open
Space sites, however these are limited in number
with the predominant density being low (R25).

The Jandakot Reserve (Banksia Eucalypt
Woodland Park) is a regional reservation and is
not designated for future development. The
Reserve is also registered as Bush Forever Site
492, and will remain as such in perpetuity.
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Confidential

OPPOSE: Could the council please consider having a licensed
alcohol drinking venue in Aubin Grove somewhere, a small
family type bistro on the edge of the suburb similar to the may

have a licence’d venue similar to the Quarie bistro.

displayed would be ideal. | think this would be a suitable area toJAn existing Local Centre is located at the western

The structure plan does not propose any
commercial land and is not designated to provide
such land under the District Level Structure Plan.

end of Gibbs Road and may provide future
opportunities for private businesses to open
bistro facilities.
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22 (Claire Kitlar OPPOSE: We have lived on Prosperity Loop for 7 years. We  |When the suburb of Aubin Grove was first
71 Prosperity loop, enjoy the bush surrounds, along with our neighbours who walk [established, a District Level Structure Plan was
Aubin Grove through the bush walks and allow their kids play in the sand.

We are surrounded by unique flora and fauna, including
orchids, parrots and cockatoos. Further disturbance of this
unigue bushland should not be permitted. There is an establish
row of trees in the proposed development area that cannot
simply be bull dozed and replaced with saplings. Other rural
blocks in the area do not have bushland, so this last remaining
pocket should be preserved. We are an established pocket of
housing and any construction would disrupt our lives to an
unacceptable level. Due to the pandemic, a vast majority of
resident's work from home thus land clearing, construction
noise, heavy vehicle movements etc will impose greatly on the
level of noise during working hours. There are plenty of vacant
blocks of land on Lyon road that are available for purchase and,
with the massive estate at Honeywood further down Lyon road,
there is no real need for this proposal. There is also a large
block, zoned commercial, adjacent to the roundabout on
Gaebler / Lyon that was recently rejected as a proposed petrol
station.....why not propose to rezone that area to residential as
that block has been an eyesore for years? | therefore request
this proposal to be scrapped.

prepared to guide future development,
conservation and broad road networks. The
proposed structure plan for consideration
provides, for the most part, the completion of
Aubin Grove as originally envisioned. The below
image shows that Prosperity Loop is currently
incomplete, with the expectation of connecting it
through to Lot 11 to the east.

PROSPERITY:LOOP

AVMONIONNOLSY

However, the applicant has proposed a
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‘development finger’ that is not supported by the
City. Therefore, the officer recommendation is to
reserve Lot 74 (the southern ‘finger’ of
development) for ‘Public Open Space’. This lot
will form an ecological corridor and provide a
conservation function, retaining a significant area
of high quality bushland.

Construction noise is an inevitable, albeit
temporary, component to developing new
suburbs. Proposals for residential development
cannot be refused on this basis.

Document Set
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house, increasing traffic past our Prosperity Loop property, plus
reducing the amenity of the area. We are not opposed to the
R30 part of the proposal even though the majority of houses in
Harvest Lakes are R20. This is a lovely, neighbourly section of
Aubin Grove with a great community feel. Children play on the
streets and we rarely have any issues. If you look at the state of
the Niche living development very close by - with rubbish and
trolleys constantly littering the verges (no street name listed on
Google but it's opposite Elemi Bend). The homes are too
compact and boxed in without enough car parking space. We
don't need another Niche (or similar) development on the other
side of our home. Many people use the freeway for work so

even with another entry on Gibbs Rd most cars would use the

23 |Confidential OPPOSE: The proposed plan will cut off the wetlands from the |Noted. The officer recommends a wider
bush forever site, further fragmenting and exposing them to ‘ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
edge effects Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east.

24 Confidential OPPOSE: We do not support another R60 section near our The officer recommendation seeks to reduce the

density of the proposed structure plan from R30
to R25. It is considered that this lower density is
more appropriate and in keeping with the
surrounding area. Some higher density R60 is
proposed adjacent to proposed Public Open
Space sites, however these are limited in number
with the predominant density being low (R25).

The environmental considerations raised by this
submission are noted and agreed. The officer
recommends a wider ‘ecological corridor’ to
connect the existing Bush Forever Site 492 to the

wetland to the east.
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existing entry and drive past our house. The R60 would need a
direct entry from Gibbs Rd (if not already planned) and plenty of
parking if it goes ahead. The increase in traffic on Gibbs, plus
increase in number of children crossing to attend Harmony
Primary (this is in Harmony PS zone) could be an issue. Drivers
constantly speed over 50km on Gibbs Rd near Aurora Ave, with
police frequently setting up radars. | would recommend a
flashing speed sign displaying driver's speeds or some
consideration here if this development gets the green light. Also
worth noting, there are trees that black cockatoos feed from
(perhaps not when the survey was completed) that are in the
proposed cleared area. Why can't you leave all of the important
feeding trees for these endangered animals? No reptiles were
mentioned in the report that | could see. We get a type of
monitor lizard here, tiger snakes and dugites, all of which have

been in my garden. Plus many bandicoots.
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25 |Confidential

OPPOSE: We need to keep as much as our bush land as

possible. It's being over run with housing. Lots of animals live in
the bush area and soon won’t have anywhere to go.

Noted. The officer recommends a wider
‘ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east.
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26  |Confidential OPPOSE: | walk around the bush regularly and would like to  |[Noted. The officer recommends a wider
see it kept that way. Maintain the animal and plant habitat. Too [ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
many green area’s are being destroyed. Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east.

27  Confidential OPPOSE: No R60 Noted. The officer recommendation seeks to
reduce the density of the proposed structure plan
from R30 to R25. It is considered that this lower
density is more appropriate and in keeping with
the surrounding area. Some higher density R60 is
proposed adjacent to proposed Public Open
Space sites, however these are limited in number
with the predominant density being low (R25).

28 Confidential OPPOSE: There is no provision for a "park”. As it is our Noted. The officer recommends that the

children have to cross the very busy Russel/Gibbs road to developer provide a Public Open Space area for
access a "park”. The high density R60 together with at least recreational purposes. An attachment to this
another 100 dwellings is going to increase traffic flow council report shows two options for additional
considerably- | do not feel that current roads will sustain this recreational spaces.

traffic safely- (people will most certainly not exit the freeway The City’s Traffic Section do not consider that the
and enter at the newly proposed street, Sanctity link will increase in traffic along Gibbs Road would be
become overloaded.) significant enough to warrant upgrades.
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This submission has been redacted to protect the identity of the
submitter, who requested confidentiality.

1. Relevant Background & Summary

29 |Confidential OPPOSE: Imposing severe impact to native wildlife who are Noted. The officer recommends a wider
losing their habitat and being killed by the effects of roads and [ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
infrastructures Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east.

30 |Confidential OPPOSE: Unfortunately, the City of Cockburn cannot

control how property is sold and it is
recommended that all potential buyers undertake
due diligence prior to purchasing property. These
matters are civil, between the seller and
purchaser, and cannot be resolved by the current
structure plan proposal.

Notwithstanding the above, the officer has
recommended significant changes to the lodged
proposal which may address the majority of
concerns raised by this submission.

Firstly, the officer recommends a wider
‘ecological corridor’ to connect the existing Bush
Forever Site 492 to the wetland to the east. The
‘Bush Forever’ designation only applies to land
within the regional reserve, Banksia Eucalypt
Woodland Park. The designation of ‘Bush
Forever’ is a State Government consideration
which is not controlled by the City of Cockburn.
The officer recommends Lot 74 (southern end of
the structure plan) become a Local Reserve,
which will retain the land as an ecological corridor
for conservation purposes (notwithstanding that it
is not designated by the State as ‘Bush Forever’).

The road network has been considered in detail
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1.3, Asiss1ated in the Progosed Structune Plan, the Bush Forever nomination of the Relevant Area on
lared sales docwmentation was supportad by Bush Foresver publications, Including the City of
Cockbum Southem Suburhs Distrct Structune Plan {30032). Contrary to that stated in the Proposed
Structure Plan, It was not just the southern portion of the Froposed Structure Plan that was
identified a5 potential Bush Forever as per the "Bush Forever Information Sheet published in July
20027 which indicates the potential Bush Forever site as having a northern boundary of Gibhs Road /
Gihbs Road East,

23, Any development of land east of the termination point af Giibs Road {whene it becomes Tapper
Road) before the intersection and beginring of Gibhs Road East cdearly coniravenes the
reprefentations made ta my Tamily which was relied upon prior o aoquining the Propery.

24, The selection and purchase of the (ot =t | -

{a)  that the land south of Gibbs Road East opposite the lot was specified “Bush Forever®;

(k]  the character of the native bushland of the land sputh of Gibbs Road East opposite the ot

(]  the construction of pur bespoke luwury two storey hame with a fromt facing second stary
balcony cverlooking the bushland, which was purposefully desigred by my father, wha is an
aid bird watcher;

(d}  the birdlife that access the land south of Gibbs Rosd Cast oppasite the lat, and consistently
ccess owr gardens &

1.5 Developrment of the land in accordance with the Proposed Sinucture Plan - espacially including the
commection road 1o Gibbs Road East immediately opposite my property - shall negatively Impact the
quiality of the ervironment surrounding my home and my fam®y's enjoyment of that surrounding
amvironment. In this respect, | node that the Relevant Area ts In Immediate proximity to my Froperty,
it provided it with a semi-naral / natusal bush amblence, which &5 particularly impertant to me and
moee particularly my parents, who have resided in the property since construction, and hawe created
and spemd many hours maintaining a wonderfully bright and colowrful front garden to encourage
wigits from the kocal bushland hirdlife, which brings them much joy.

3. Misleading statements made

3.1.  The assertion in the Propased Structure Plan that the City of Cockburn Seathern Suburbs DEstrict
Structure: Plan (2002) is considered ta be “irrelevant” is bath incarrect and misleading. Wy family
acguired the Property, when the land in the area had been released for sale as vacant lots, As the
CesekBurm Sauthern Suburbs District Structure Flan (2002) was referenced by my famidly (and in fact
relied upan) in deciding whether 1 purchase the Property, it Is neither lawfil or accurate ta assert
that it's “irrelevant” merely because [t does not sult the Proposed Structure Plan Devaloper's
preferences. Local residents who placed rellance on that decument will no doubt have legal recourse
for ary rellance they placed on that information to their detriment

3.2, Separately, | note the Proposed Structure Plan asserts that ®... planning and development in the
lacality has significantly advanced ..." and that the Southern Suburbs District Structure Plan Stage 2
Banjup is *... considered to be somewhat ‘dated”.” This assertion contradices the current City of
Cackbumn Town Planning Scheme Mo 3 [District Scheme)® which specifies the boundaries and limits
of [and far Residential development. This decument illustrates that the residential land developmen
baundary tarminates at Gibbs Road (when it becomes Tapper Road] before the intérsection and
beginning of Gibbs Road East - which further supporis and evidenoes “bush forever® designation of
the Relevanl Area.

33, |Hurther pate that correspondence was pressously ssued by the Clty of Cockburn to advise that
previaus applications to develop the land of the Proposed Structure Plan had been rejected,
Including for racognition that Harvest Lakes kand sales documentation had specified the land sauth o

t Rfenenoe: Town Planning Scheme Map Na, 17 of 33, Versian Na 1, dated 33 July 2019

to ensure that the connecting point at Gibbs Road
is safe and that no further entry points are
proposed onto Gibbs Road, as it is clear from
submissions that this is a real concern for
residents. The City’s traffic engineers have
advised that Gibbs Road is a low traffic
environment (even after inclusion of additional
residential housing), and presents low peak traffic
volumes. It is everyone’s responsibility to abide
by the speed limits and this behaviour will not be
influenced by further residential development.

The City agrees that the applicant has not
sufficiently addressed the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan (2002) in their proposal,
instead referring to it as ‘somewhat dated.” The
City does not agree with this assertion and has
therefore recommended modifications to the
proposal prior to it being considered by the
Western Australian Planning Commission
(WAPC). To clarify, the Southern Suburbs
District Structure Plan showed the southern
portion of the site (Lot 74) as potential ‘Bush
Forever'. The Town Planning Scheme zones the
both Lot 11 and Lot 74 ‘Development’. The
‘Development’ zone provides a mechanism to
assess structure plans and consider matters such
as environment, bushfire, road networks etc. and
it is expected that the applicant address the
objectives of the District Level Structure Plan in
their proposal.

The subject proposal involves structure planning
of the western portion of Lot 11 and Lot 74
Beenyup Road, Banjup and a balance of title Lot
9046 Prosperity Loop, Aubin Grove and should
be considered on its merits (notwithstanding past

planning decisions). It is noted that the remaining
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4,

4.1

4.2,

4.3

d.4.

45,

4.6.

Gibbs Road as “Bush Forever”. Curiausly, no reference to this information and these past decisions
[and the ratignale for them) have been provided to bocal reskdents as part of the current Froposed
Structure Plan

A5 a result the Proposed Structure Flan contains various assertions and omissions [especially in
redation to the development of the land south of Gibbs Road East) that dearly mislead local residents
affected by the Praposed Structure Plan, and only serees to dissuade them from raising valid
obgections they may otherwise be minded to make {which could frustrate the chjectives of the
Proposed Structure Plan's propanents) by nat alerting them to important Factors they nead 1o maks
an informed decsion.

Cannection road bo Gibbs Read East shall ereate hatardous read conditions

The intersection of Gibbs Road East, Tapper Read and Gibbs Road has been the location of numerous

accidents, not otherwlse common to the suburd, Major incidents have included:

ja]  Awehicke running alang the barrier fencing of the drainage pit, then across the intersection and
halted an the road verge on the opposite side of the road. The barrier sign passed through the
windsoreen almost decapitating bath driver and passenger.

ib}  Awehicle destroyi oundary gardens and
allision with [and the resulting collapde af) the boundary wall of their propariy.

e} Twoinstamces of vehicles failing 1o cormer the intersection, forcing through the barrier fencing,
and landing inta the drainage pit.

ld)  Murerous instances of vehicles palling in front of, and colfiding with Tapper Road = Gibbs
Raoad traffic.

All the ahove accldents have been the result of:

[a}  falling to slow sufficsemthy prige to turning east from Tapper Aoad into Gibbs Aoad East; or

[b)  failing to slow suffickently prior to turning west from Gibbs Road East into Tapper Road [and
subsequently Gibbs Road),

Wany drivers using the roads are observed to rapidly accelerate from the interssctian:

[a)  westfrom the imtersection, along Tapper Road (and subsequently Gibbs Road) in the direction
of Ewinana Freeway; and

(bl  =astfrom the intersection, along Gibbs Road East.

As my house is ane house away from the intersection, hawve observed the results of accidents at the
intersection, the poor driving behaviowrs regularly and consistently demonstrated, and many near
misses = especially where drivers turning east and along Gibbs Road East do not ghve consideration to
kocal residents turning In to thelr driveways, and regularly swerve dangerously to the opposite side of
the road to go around twrning / slowing webickes and/or avaid rear-ending a vehide that they did nat
anticipate would stow or turn,

The connection road to Gibbs Road East of the Proposed Structure Flan would result in vehicles
regularty pausing on Gibbs Aoad East immediately following the Gibbs Boad East-Tapper Road-Gilibs
Road intersection to give way to oncoming traffic {on Gibbs Road East travelling west) ta tusn right
inta the connection road. There will be significant risk of road accidents if the new intersection i
pasitioned as per the Propoted Sbrcture Plan.

The Trallic Assessment within the Proposed Structure Plan states that the connection to Gibos Road

is anticipated 1o reswt in increased traffic movements distribution of maore than 700 vehicles per day

and mose than 70 vehides per hour in peak hours. We further note that:

fa)  the Traffic Assessment report was published in 2016 and incorporates (and relées upon) traffic
count data from traffic counts conducted by the City of Cockburn In 2009,

(bl  alarge portion of the locality’s housing had not been constructed at the time of the traffic
counts conducted by the City of Cockburn in 2009;

land to the east (south of Gibbs Road to the east)
is located within the ‘Resource’ zone and is not
permitted to be developed as a residential estate,
as it is zoned for rural purposes.

Despite property values being a natural concern
for residents, this issue is not considered a valid
planning consideration and therefore cannot be
used as a basis for refusing development.
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SUPPORT: | (as a private individual) fully support the
proposed development and increased housing density around
infrastructure hubs such as the Kwinana Fwy and Aubin Grove
Train Station, which are just 1km away thus within easy walking
distance.

Similarly, the location is a short drive from shopping centres,
schools and even the Fiona Stanley Hospital. For a growing
city, developments such as these (whilst admittedly having
some impact, i.e. the clearing of trees) enhance the efficiency
of transport and day to day living and thus minimise the city-
wide impact to the natural environment. | believe that this
development will have negligible impact on my rural amenity as
a Banjup resident. A significant buffer of undeveloped
land/bush will remain between it and most rural lots on

Beenyup/Gibbs Rd. The one exception is #41 Hausen Court

Noted.

The proposed structure plan is being advertised
to receive public comment on the proposal. Other
Council matters (such as rural bulk waste
collection) cannot be resolved as part of the
consideration of this proposal.
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and | suggest you recommend measures to reduce the visual
impact to them, such as the installation of a wall or significant
screening vegetation. Committing over 2/3 of the development
area to a reserve, potentially open for public access is an
excellent initiative, | look forward to Council providing paths and
being able to walk through the area in future. Providing a
linking footpath along the northern side of Gibbs Rd to the
Shirley Balla Swamp reserve would make increasing sense,
encouraging urban dwellers to go for walks and enjoy the
natural bush. Also for your consideration is the vegetation
management of bushland on rural lots adjacent to higher
density housing, i.e. rural landowners often used bonfires when
cutting down dead trees and reducing fuel load. It is not
practical to phone an entire street to warn them when you're
going to light a fire in the unrestricted burning period. E.g. rural
properties at the end of Hausen Ct are about 100-150m away
from the development. | can see this causing future conflict,
washing on line, children with asthma etc. Perhaps council
need to consider a rural bulk green waste collection service for
those living on the buffer of rural and urban?

32 |Confidential

OPPOSE: | Oppose the proposal

Noted.
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33  [Stephen Prince and Juliet

Stratton
11 Astounding Way,
Aubin Grove

OPPOSE: The reason we oppose the proposal is as follows:

Due to the lot width being narrower than the lots in
Astounding Way (as they are R30 vs R20, we would
have 2 houses that will overlook our backyard and
home, especially if they are two storey. As the land is
sloped and is also higher than our property, there is
increased likelihood of being overlooked. We already
face this with the entertaining area at 13 Astounding
Way being higher than our property, and this issue is
likely to be tripled. This issue with raised land next door
has already had a detrimental effect on our health and
wellbeing with the increased noise levels, as can be
ascertained with the calls to CoSafe, and noise
monitoring equipment being installed by Environmental
Health Officers from the City of Cockburn. Multiple
phone calls were also made to WA Police.

Many birds use the bushland as a habitat. We feel that
any new development will adversely affect the flora and
fauna of the area.

The bushland acts as a noise buffer from Beenyup
Road, reducing the bushland will increase the noise
level. This in conjunction with new roads being built for
the development will be additionally detrimental to our
wellbeing and the overall family environment of our
neighbourhood.

Overall, we feel this level of development is too great for this
area. We would be more open to considering a development if
this were more in line with the block sizes that currently exist on
Beenyup Road (Banjup end).

Noted. The officer recommends a reduced
density from R30 to R25, with some R60 to be
located away from existing residential
development. The land level differences on this
block are significant and will be required to be
addressed at the subdivision stage to ensure the
newly developed block ‘ties in” with existing
residential land as much as possible. Noise
disputes between neighbouring properties cannot
be resolved by this proposed structure plan, and
it is no guarantee that similar issues would occur
with new neighbours.

The environmental considerations raised by this
submission are noted and agreed. The officer
recommends a wider ‘ecological corridor’ to
connect the existing Bush Forever Site 492 to the
wetland to the east.
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Luke Johnson
25 Astounding Way,
Aubin Grove

OPPOSE: The zoning classification of R60 should be reduced
to r30 as per the rest of the development for the following
reasons.

1)This area is not near transport hubs or shops where you
would usually see the R60 zoning.

2) The area is surrounded by extreme bushfire risk area and
having high density zoning will increase the threat to lifes (both
residents and fire emergency service personnel) and property if
a fire was to occur.

3) Gibbs road is already struggling with traffic adding high
density living to the area would increase this problem.

4) R60 zoning has not been considered in the surrounding
750m.

5) high density zoning in areas of stand alone housing
decrease property value.

Noted. The officer recommends a reduced
density from R30 to R25, with some R60 to be
located away from existing residential
development. The officer also recommends
reserving Lot 74 (southern development ‘finger’)
as an ecological corridor, as this area is not
recommended for additional residential housing.
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